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QUESTION PRESENTED

Whether the Environmental Protection Agency, despite the
exclusive mandate of Section 112 of the Clean Air Act to protect
public health with an ample margin of safety, may impose cost~
benefit or technological feasibility tests on proposed standards
for hazardous air pollutants.

Similar issues are involved in two other proceedings pending
before the Court regarding regulation of hazardous air

pollutants: Natural Resources Defense Council v. Thomas, Nos.

84-1387 et al. (benzene), and Environmental Defense Fund v.

Thomas, Nos. 84-1524 et al., Natural Resources Defense Council v.

Thomas, Nos. 85~1123 et al., and American Mining Congress v. EPA,-

Nos. 85-1285 et al. (radionuclides).

BASIS FOR JURISDICTION
The Court has jurisdiction to review this action pursuant to
Section 307(b) (1) of the Clean Air Act, 42 U.S.C. §7607(b) (1)
(1982).

STATUTES AND REGULATIONS '

The relevant statutory and regulatory provisions are set

forth in Appendix A.-

REFERENCES TO PARTIES AND RULINGS
Petitioner seeks review of a f£inal action of the
Administrator of the Environmental Protection Agency withdrawing

proposed amendments to the national emission standards for the
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hazardous air pollutant vinyl chloride. The proposed amendnents

which were withdrawn by this action were the product of a

settlement agreement reached in Environmental Defense Fund v.
EPA, No. 76-2045 (D.C. Cir., filed Nov. 19, 1976, settled and
dismissed June 24, 1977).

This notice withdrawing the proposed amendments was
published on January 9, 1985, at 50 Fed. Reg. 1l182. The vinyl
chloride standard, the proposed amendments thereto, and the
notice of withdrawal of the proposed amendment, are reprinted in
Appendix A.

Intervenor Vinyl Institute is not identified in the caption.
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STATEMENT OF THE CASE
In January 1985 the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
issued a notice withdrawing a set of amendments originally
proposed in 1977 to strengthen the national emission standards
for the cancer-causing air pollutant vinyl chloride. 1In
withdrawing the proposed amendments EPA violated the law by
employing cost~benefit and technological feasibility tests that
are prohibited by the Clean Air Act. Section 112(b) (1) (B) of the
Act, 42 U.S.C. §7412(b) (1) (B) (1982), instructs EPA to establish
standards for each hazardous air pollutant at the level that
"provides an ample margin of safety to protect the public
health." This clear and exclusive mandate for protection of
public health forbids EPA from importing cost-benefit or
technological feasibility tests into standard~-setting under
Section ll2. Because EPA violated the mandate of Section 112,
the withdrawal of the proposed amendments should be vacated and

the proceeding remanded to the agency.

A. Statutory Provisions

Section 1ll2, enacted with the Clean Air Act Amendments of
1970,3/ provides for highly protective federal regulation of the
most toxic air pollutants. The statute defines a "hazardous air
pollutant™ as any substance

which in the judgment of the Administrator
causes, or contributes to, air pollution which

may reasonably be anticipated to result in an
increase in mortality or an increase in

L/ 84 stat. 1676.
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serious irreversible, or incapacitating
reversible, illness.

Section 112(a) (1), 42 U.S.C. §7412(a)(1).2/ Substances capable
of causing serious, usually fatal diseases such as cancer
obviously qualify as hazardous air pollutants. The EPA
Administrator is directed to keep an up-to-date list of such
pollutants. Section 112(b) (1) (A).

Within 180 days of listing a hazardous air pollutant, the
Administrator must propose national emiss;on standards for
it/ Within a further 180 days, unless he finds that the
substance "clearly is not" a hazardous pollutant, the
Administrator must issue final standards. Section 112(b) (1) (B).,
42 U.S.C. §7412(b) (1) (B).

The last sentence of Section 1l2(b) (1) (B) is the central
statutory provision at issue in this case, It states: "The
Administrator shall establisﬁ any such standard at the level

" which in his judgment provides an ample margin of safety to

2/ Except where otherwise indicated, citations henceforth are to
the 1982 edition of the United States Code.

3/ an *emission standard"” is defined in section 302(k) of the
Act as "a requirement established by . . . the Administrator
which limits the gquantity, rate, or concentration of emissions of
air pollutants on a c¢continuous basis, ., . ." 42 U.S.C.

§7602(k) . Section 112(e) (1) also allows EPA to set a "design,
equipment, work practice, or operational standard” if it is "not
feasible to prescribe or enforce an emission standard.” This
infeasibility condition is specifically limited by Section

112 (e) (2) to three narrow circumstances: (l) where the pollutant
cannot be ducted through a centralized smokestack, control
device, or other convevance, (2) where use of such a centralized
conveyance would conflict with other legal requirements, or (3)
were measuring (as distinguished from controlling) emission
rates, quantities, or concentrations is not technologically or
economically practicable. 42 U.S.C. §7412(e) (1), (2).
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protect the public health from such hazardous air pollutant.”
Like other sections of the Clean Air Act construed by thig Court
and the Supreme Court,4/ this sentence speaks exclusively of
protecting public health. It makes no other factor relevant to
setting standards., It precludes the Administrator from grafting
cost-benefit or technological feasibility tests onto standard-
setting under Section 112.

This legislative choice was deliberate. ' Congress explicitly
considered and accepted the possibility that in order to prot ct
public health, some facilities emitting hazardous air pollutants
might have to be closed. As stated in floor debate by Senator
Muskie (the chief sponsor and floor manager of the bill, chairman
of the authorizing subcommittee, and later chairman of the Senate
conferees): "The committee was presented with strong evidence
that any level of emissions of certaiﬁ pollutants may produce
-adverse effects that cannot be tolerated."S/ And as stated in
the summary of the final legislation presented by Muskie in post-

conference committee debate:

k74 See Lead Industries Ass'n v. EPA, 647 FP.2d4 1130 (D.C. Cir.
1980) , cert. denied 449 U.S. 1042 (1980), and American Petroleum
Inst. v. Costle, 665 F.2d 1176 (D.C. Cir. 198l1), cert. denied 455
U.S. 1034 (1982) (the "adeguate margin of safety”™ requirement in
Section 109 (b) (1), 42 U.S.C. §7409(b) (1), precludes cost-benefit
or technological feasibility tests in setting National Ambient
Air Quality Standards). See also Union Electric Co. v. EPA, 427
U.S. 246 (1976) (Section 110(a) (2), 42 U.S.C. §7410(a) (2),
precludes such tests in reviewing State Implementation Plans).

3/ cong. Rec. S16091 (daily ed., Sept. 21, 1970), reprinted in 1
A Legislative History of the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1970 227
(Senate Comm. on Public Works, 1974) (hereinafter cited as Leg.
Hist.").
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The standards must be set to provide an ample
margin of safety to protect the public
health. This could mean, effectively, that a
plant would be required to close because of
the absence of control techniques. It could
include emission standarg which allowed for
no measurable emissions.

B. Factual Background

vinyl chloride, or "VC," is a gaseous synthetic chemical
used to manufacture polyvinyl chloride plastics. 1In 1974, vinyl
chloride was discovered to be a potent human carcinogen. When
the 1976 standard was set, vinyl chloride was known to cause an
otherwise extremely rare form of liver cancer. This cancer,
known as angiosarcoma of the liver, is always fatal.lf The
danger from vinyl chloride is now known to be even greater, as

more recent studies have demonstrated that VC also causes brain

cancer and may cause cancers of the lung and other organs as
" well. As stated by a senior scientist in EPA's Carcinogen
Assessment Group: "([Wle now know that vinyl chloride has the

potential of causing cancer at more sites than we knew about in

1975, but a numerical estimate of the increased risk cannot be
made. "8/

s/ Summary of the Provision of Conference Agreement on the Clean
Air Amendments of 1970, Exhibit 1 to Statement of Sen. Muskie,
Cong. Rec. 520601 (daily ed., Dec. 18, 1970), 1 Leg. Hist. 133.

1/ see 40 Fed. Reg. 59532-33; 41 Fed. Reg. 46560.
8/ Memorandum from R.E. McGaughy, EPA Carcinogen Assessment

Gre | to J. Padgett, Director, EPA Office of Air Quality
Ple ng and Standards (Jan. 5, 1984) at p. 1 (Record, B~27).
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EPA has consistently recogniz 4 that no safe level of

exposure to vinyl chloride can be identified. As stated in the
Januvary 1985 notice: "([Tlhere is no known threshold level of
effects for vc."Y

Vinyl chloride gas is manufactured from chemical raw
materials at 17 plants (known as "EDC/VC plants®™) located in four
states. /1t is transformed into polyvinyl chloride plastic resins
at 39 plﬁnts (known as "PVC" plants") located in 18 states .10/
In 1975 EPA estimated that more than 4.6 million people lived
within five miles of the then-operating plants.ié/ Since then,
the number of facilities and the annual production capacity of VC
and PVC, as well as the population in the urban and
industrialized areas where these facilities are located, have
continued to growalg/

l. The 1976 Standards

In 1975 EPA designated vinyl chloride a hazardous air
pollutantwlé/ The agency proposed, and a year later promulgat 4,

standards covering VC releases from emission points in the EDC/VC

2/ 50 Ped. Reg. 1183 (1985) (col. 1). See also, 42 Ped. Reg.
28154 (col. 2) (1977) (proposed amendments); 40 Ped. Reg. 59532~
33 (1976) (original proposal). See generally, 49 Fed. Reg. 46294
(1984) (carcinogen risk assessment guidelines).

10/ EPA, Vinyl Chloride - A Review of National Emission
Standards (EPA-450/3-82-003, PFeb. 1982) at 2-9 through 2-1l1
(Record, A-25). The term "EDC/VC plant" comes from the acronym
for the principal raw material, ethylene dichloride.

11/ 40 Ped. Reg. 59533 (col. 1).

12/ EPA, Vinyl Chloride Review, supra note 8, at 2-ll.
13/ 40 Ped. Reg. 59532 (1975).
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and PVC plants.ii/ The standards, however, did not measure up to
the statutory "ample margin of safety” test. Rather, they were
developed with technological and economic factors explicitly in
mind.

As noted above, EPA recognizes that there is no known safe
level of exposure to vinyl chloride} Vinyl chloride, therefore,
presented precisely the situation envisioned in the summary of
the conf?rence committee agreement, where compliance with the
statutory "ample margin of safety” test required setting
"emission standards which allowed for no measurable emissions.”

But EPA declined to do this. 1In lieu of the statutory

criterion, EPA substituted a new test: that the standards should

24/ 1d. & 41 Fed. Reg. 46559 (1976), codified at 40 C.F.R. Part
61, Subpart F. The major requirements of the standards set in
1976 were: .

(1) A prohibition on all preventable discharges of vinyl

* chloride to the air from the pressure relief valves on the large,
pressurized reaction vessels (called "reactors") used for
transforming vinyl chloride gas into polyvinyl chloride plastic
resins. 40 C.F.R. §6l1.65(a);

(2) A limit of 10 parts per million (ppm) on the
concentration of vinyl chloride allowed in emissions from vents
on the reactors and other specified types of equipment. 1Id.
§§6l.62(a), 61.63(a), 61.64(a) (1) & (b)=(d), 61.65(b) (5) & (6);

(3) Limits on the amount of vinyl chloride allowed to escape
when reactors ar other vessels are opened (e.g., in order to
remove newly-made PVC). Id. §§61.62(b), 61.64(a) (2), (e)(2).
These limits are expressed in terms of grams of VC permitted to
escape per kilogram of product;

(4) A program of inspecting and repairing leaks in the
thousands of valves, pumps, compressors, and other equipment
found in an EDC/VC or PVC plant. Id. §61.65(b); and

(5) Limits on the concentration of vinyl chloride allowed to

remain in freshly manufactured PVC plastic resins. Id. §61.64(e)
(requirements for "stripping” residual VC gas from the resins).
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only require "emission reduction to the lowest level achievable
by the use of the best available control technology." Before a
control measure would be deemed “available," EPA imposed on
itself the obligation of f£inding (1) that the control was already
in use in the chemical industry and (2) that it would not impose
costs the agency believed were "grossly disproportionate to the

emigssion reduction achieved.'.é/ The standards were limited to

control ﬁeasures that passed these "availability™ and cost

screens .18

Even after compliance with the standards, millions of pounds
of vinyl chloride gas still escape into the air from these
facilities each year. The population surrounding the plants
remains exposed to a cancer-causing air pollutant with no safe
level. The public, still is not protected with an ample margin
of safety.

2. The 1977 Proposed Amendments

Upon the promulgation of the standards, the Environmental
Defense Pund filed suit in this Court.il/ The case was not

litigated, however, because the parties reached a settlement

PY-74 40 Ped. Reg. at 59534.

16/ See, e.g., “the notice of proposal's explanation of the basis
for the 10 ppm limit on VC emissions from reactors and other
equipment, 40 Fed. Reg. 59536 (col. 2) ("In EPA's judgment, an
outlet concentration of 10 ppm represents the best available control
technology for these sources . . ."). See also the explanation of
the relaxed limit for the oxychlorination reactor, id. (col.3) (Cost
of incinerating gas stream from these reactors “would be grossly
disproportionate to the emission reduction achieved").

11/ Environmental Defense Fund v. Train, No. 76-2045 (D.C. Cir.,
£iled Nov. 19, 1976).
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agreement under which EPA obligat 4 itself to propose regulatory
amendments to strengthen the standards in specific ways.ég/

The contemplated amendments were proposed on June 2, .
1977.22/ The notice of proposal restated the conclusion that
vinyl chloride has no known threshold of effect and endangers
public health at any level of exposure. Thus, it continued, in
order to protect public health as intended by the Clean Air Act,
EPA was éstablishing a "zero emissions goal.'gg/ The Agency
stated:

In order to insure that the standard
continues to approach the only level of
emissions which is known to be absolutely
protective of health, namely zero emissions,
EPA is proposing amendments which require more
efficient use of existing control technology
at existing plants, and which encourage
technology to rsiyh this goal without banning
vinyl chloride.

The proposal included four major amendments to lower the

missions allowed by the 1976 standards.22/ It also stated that

18/ 14. (settled and dismissed, June 24, 1977).

13/ 42 Ped. Reg. 28154 (1977).
20/ 18. (eol. 2).

2Y/ 14, (eol. 3).
22/ e following changes were proposed:

(1) Lowering from 10 ppm to 5 ppm the limit on VC
concentration in emissions from vents on reactors, etc. The
proposed 5 ppm limit would take effect immediately for new
sources and within three years for existing sources. Proposed 40
gé§§$.sgSGl.62(a), 6l.63(a), 6l.64(a)-(d), 61.65(¢c), 42 Fed. Reg.

(2) Por new oxychlorination reactors, eliminating the
special 0.2 g/kg limit and requiring them to meet the S ppm
limit. Proposed 40 C.F.R. §61.62(b), 42 Fed. Reg. 28157 (col.
(footnote continued)
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within three years of the promulgation of these amendments, EPA
would begin a study to review information on control developments
"to determine what further changes might then be appropriate to
m ve toward the goal of zero vinyl chloride emissions."23/

3. The 1985 Withdrawal of the Proposed Amendments

Despite repeated requests that EPA act,ﬁ/ the amendments

were never promulgated. More than seven years later, in the

action here under review, EPA reneged on the substance of the

8 ttlement agreement and withdrew the proposal.zé/

2). This could be accomplished, EPA found, by incinerating the
exhaust, using oxygen, rather than air, as a feedstock. Id. at
28155 (cols. 1=2);

(3) PFor new PVC resins =-- resins not previously made at a
facility =- cutting the vinyl chloride concentrations allowed to
remain in freshly manufactured resins to one fourth the levels
allowed by the 1976 standard. Proposed 40 C.F.R. §6l.64(e), 42
Fed. Reg. 28158; and

(4) Requiring new vinyl chloride emissions to be offset by
.emission reductions at an existing plant when a new VC source is
built within 5 miles of an existing one. Proposed 40 C.F.R.
§61.73, 42 Fed. Reg. 28159.

23/ 42 Fed. Reg. 28156 (col. 2).

24/ In the years following the proposal, the Environmental
Defense Fund repeatedly urged EPA to promulgate the amendments.
See, e.q., letters from Robert Rauch, EDF Staff Attorney, to .
Douglas Costle, EPA Administrator (Feb. 3, 1978) (Record, D-91);
Rauch to David Hawkins, EPA Assistant Administrator for Air,
Noise, and Radiation (Aug. 15, 1979) (Record, D=-95); Larry
Corcoran, EDF Staff Attorney, to Costle (Apr. 18, June 13, 1980)
(Record, D=99, 100).

23/ 50 Ped. Reg. 1182 (Jan. 9, 1985). The January 1985 notice
had two parts. First, it contained a final action withdrawing
the 1977 proposal. The January notice also contained new
proposals to change the 1976 standards; the effect of these
changes is to weaken the 1976 standards' prohibition on
preventable discharges from PVC reactors and other equipment, as
well as their requirements for controlling leaks and for
reporting of releases to EPA and the states. See Comments of
Natural Resources Defens Council (Mar. 25, 1985). See also,
(footnote continued)
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The January 1985 notice first sets forth, in even starker

terms than before, a strict cost-benefit test for standards under
Section l1l12. The cost-benefit test is stated most explicitly in
the notice's characterization of EPA's actions in 1976. It
states: "The current [1976] VC standard was established based on
judgments concerning the costs and benefits of the standard to
society.'_ﬁf

Not/only does the January 1985 notice abandon the 1977
proposal, it even drops the minimum requirement for use of “"best
available control technology" articulated in the 1976 standard
and states an even more demanding technological feasibility
test. 1In 1976 EPA had stated that "best available control
technology® would include measures in use elsewhere in the
chemical industry, so long as they were "generally adaptable" to
EDC/VC or PVC plants.zl/ In 1977 EPA had gone a step further by
proposing to require the industry to improve the performance of
existing control devices to levels that could reasonably be

expected given a firm regulatory requirement and appropriate

"E.P.A. Proposes Allowing Emissions of Cancer-Causing Substance,”
New York Times, Mar. 29, 1985, p. __ (An EPA official stated:
"there will definitely be more vinyl chloride in the air and we
will be able to take much fewer enforcement actions. . . . [T]h
effect is a loosening of the regulations.").

This case challenges the final action withdrawing the 1977
proposal. This case does not involve the EDF v. EPA settlement
agreement, because the agreement was technically satisfied when
the 1977 proposal was issued, even though EPA finally repudiated
the substance of the agreement. This case also does not involve
tge new proposals, since no final action has yet been taken on
them.

28/ 14. at 1183 (col. 3).
21/ 40 Ped. Reg. 59534 (cols. 2-3) (1975).
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leadtime.28/ 1In the withdrawal notice, however, EPA now asserts
that before an emission limit may be established, the agency must
show it has already been "consistently achieved" in the past at
operating EDC/VC or PVC facilities.2%/

The notice then concludes that the amendments proposed in
1977 do not pass these cost-benefit and technological feasibility
tests.29/ Because the amendments are no longer considered
"appropriate,” the notice continues, "the June 2, 1977, proposal
is withdrawn."3Y/

This petition for review followed.

28/ 42 Ped. Rey. 28154 (col. 3) (1977). Cf. Natural Resources
Defense Council v. EPA, 655 PF.2d 318 (1981), cert. denied 454
U.S. 1017 (198l) (technology-forcing standards for diesel
automobiles).

2%/ 50 Fed. Reg. 1184 (col. 3).

39/ Id. at 1184-85 (dismissal of proposed reduction of the 10
ppm emission limit to S5 ppm, proposed 5 ppm emission limit for
oxychlorination reactor, and proposed limits on content of ’
residual vinyl chloride in PVC resins).

31/ 1d. at 1183 (col. 2).
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SUMMARY OF THE ARGUMENT

The Supreme Court and this Court have ruled that an agency
charged with setting standards to protect public health from
dangerous pollutants cannot engage in cost-benefit analysis or
take technological or economic considerations into account unless

the statute expressly so provides. American Textile Mfrs. Ass'n

v. Donovan, 452 U.S. 490 (198l); Union Electric Co. v. EPA, 427

U.S. 246 (1976); Lead Industries Ass'n v. EPA, 647 F.2d 1130

(D.C. Cir. 1980), cert. denied 449 U.S. 1042 (1980).

Section 112 of the Clean Air Act and its legislative history
demonstrate a specific and unqualified intention that the only
factor which the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) may
consider when setting standards for hazardous air pollutants is
protection of public health., Section 112(b) (1) (B) states that
these standards must be set at the level thch *provides an ample
.margin of safety to protect the public health." These words may
not reasonably be read to make any factor other than health
protection relevant to standard setting. They preclude EPA from
compromising public health protection by employing cost=-benefit
and technological. feasibility tests in standard setting.

The legislative history demonstrates unegquivocally that
Congress understood some pollutants may cause death or serious
illness at any level of exposure. For such pollutants the
legislative history.shows Congress specifically intended EPA tb
set standards that will protect persons from illness. or death
even if that requires prohibiting emissions. Congress explicitly

mandated such standards even if they cause facilities to close.
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Interpreting the contemporaneous and closely parallel

"adequate margin of safety" test in Section 109 of the Act, this
Court has ruled that EPA may base standards on no factor other
than protection of public health. Technological or economic

feasibility may not be considered. Lead Industries Ass'nm,

supra. This Court reached the identical conclusion interpreting

the "ample margin of safety” test as used in both Section 112 of
the Clean Air Act and Section 307 of the Clean Water Act.
Hercules, Inc. v. EPA, 598 F.2d 91 (D.C. Cir. 1978).

EPA is likely to argue that its contrary construction of
Section 112 should be deferred to by this Court. But no
deference is due if the statute and legislative history show that
the intention of Congress is specific and clear. Chevron, U.S.A.
v. Natural Resources Defense Council, 104 S.Ct. 2778 (1984). EPA
asserts that Congress did not discuss.how the Agency should
" regulate a pollutant which is hazardous to health at any level.
This is flatly wrong. 1In this situation Congress specifically
directed EPA to set standards which allow no measurable
emissions.

EPA reaches the opposite conclusion, that it may employ
cost-benefit aq§ technological feasibility tests under Section
112, only by disavowing the traditional tools of statutory
construction and reasoning backwards from its view of appropriate
public policy. In its view, to preclude the agency from
employing these tests would be unwise. Substituting its view of
appropriate policy for that of Congress, EPA has seen £it to

employ these tests anyway. But under our system of gov rnment,
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only Congress can change the law. TVA v, Hill, 437 U.S. 153

(1978); Lead Industries Ass'n, supra.

Because EPA has violated the mandate of Section 112 of the
Clean Air Act to set standards for vinyl chloride that protect
the public health with an ample margin of safety, the January
1985 withdrawal of the amendments to the standards proposed in
1977 must be vacated. 1In view of the hazard to public health,
EPA's eiéht-year delay in taking action, and the l1l80-day

statutory deadline for promulgating proposed standards, this

Court should remand the proceedings to EPA with instructions to

complete further rulemaking in accordance with law within 180

days of the issuance of the Court's mandate.
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ARGUMENT

The Supreme Court has held: "When Congress has intended
that an agency engage in cost-benefit analysis, it has clearly
indicated such intent on the face of the statute.®™ American

Textile Mfrs. Inst. v. Donovan, 452 U.S. 490, 510 (1981).

Likewise, construing the Clean Air Act itself, the Supreme Court
stated: ‘'"Where Congress intended the Administrator to be
concerned about economic and technological infeasibility, it

expressly so provided."™ Union Electric Co. v. EPA, 427 U.S. 246,

257 n.5 (1976). And as this Court stated when it ruled that the
closely parallel "adequate margin of safety® requirement in
Section 109 of the Clean Air Act precludes considerations of
technological or economic feasibility:

[Wlhen Congress directs an agency to consider
only certain factors in reaching an
administrative decision, the agency is not
free to trespass beyond the bounds of its
statutory authority by taking other factors
into account. . . . A policy choice such as
this is one which only Congress, not the
courts and not the EPA, can make.

Lead Industries Ass'n v. EPA, 647 FP.24 1130, 1150 (D.C. Cir.

1980), cert. denied 449 U.S. 1042 (1980) .32/

No provision for applying cost-benefit or technological
feasibility tests can be found on the face of Section 112 or in
its legislative history. To the contrary, the statutory text and

the legislative history affirmatively show that no factor other

32/ Cf. Motor Vehicle Mfrs. Ass'n v. State Farm Mut. Auto. Ins.
Co., 463 U.S. 29, 43 (1983) (A rule is “arbitrary and capricious
if the agency has relied on factors which Congress has not
intended it to consider. . . .").
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than protection of public health is to affect the Administrator's
decisionmaking when regulating hazardous air pollutants.

A. Section 112 Directs EPA to Consider No Factor Other Than
Protection of Public Health

Section 112(b) (1) (B) directs EPA to set each hazardous air

pollutant emission standard "at the level which in his judgment

provides an ample margin of safety to protect the public health
from sucg hazardous air pollutant.™ The exclusive focus of these
words on protection of health is clear on their face. There is
no word or phrase in this sentence which can reasonably be read
to authorize EPA to qualify public health protection by
considering economic or technological factors.

The "ample margin of safety" requirement is contemporaneous
with and closely parallel to the 'adéquate margin of safety" test
in Section 109(b)(1).§§/ That provision requires EPA to set
health=-based “primary natiopal ambient air quality standards" at
. the level which is "requisite to protect the public health with
an adequate margin of safety." After reviewing the "adequate
margin of safety" requirement and its legislative history, this
Court concluded: |

We are unable to discern here an congressional
intent to require, or even permit, the
Administrator to consider economic or
technological factors in promulgating air

quality standards.
Lead Industries Ass'n, supra, 647 F.2d at 1150. If there is any

difference between the "ample margin of safety" and "adequate

33/ 42 u.s.c. §7409(b) (1).

CHA 015214




margin of safety" tests, it is that an even greater concern for

protection of public health is mandated by Section 1ll2.

The exclusive health focus intended for standards set under
Section 112(b) (1) (B) is further emphasized by the remainder of
Section 112. First, the term "hazardous air pollutant® itself is
defined in words admitting of no other concern: A substance
causing or contributing to air pollution "which may reasonably b
anticipaied to result in an increase in mortality or an increase
in serious irreversible, or incapacitating reversible,
illness.” Section 1l2(a)(1l).

Second, the statute provides only one basis on which EPA may
decline to set national emission standards: 1If it determines
that the pollutant, after all, “"clearly is not a hazardous air
pollutant.”™ Section 112(b) (1) (B). That inquiry is obviously
limited to the public health protection factors relevant under

the definition of a hazardous air pollutant quoted above.

Third, the statute specifically provides for limited
consideration of economic and technological factors in the

application of the standards to particular existing sources.

Under Section 112(¢)1l) (A) (i), all new sources must comply with
hazaréous air pollutant standards from the moment they commence
operating. Under Section 112(¢) (1) (A) (ii), however, the
Administrator may grant an existing source a waiver permitting up
to two years of operation out of compliance with the hazardous
air pollutant standard if he finds '

that such period is necessary for the

installation of controls and that steps will
be taken during the period of the waiver to
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assure that the health of persons will be
protected from imminent endangerment,

Since Congress has explicitly limited consideration of
technological or economic factors to existing sources only, and
has explicitly limited the period of such waivers to a maximum of
two years, there is no room for contending that EPA may give
broader consideration to these factors in standard-setting

itsels .34/

B. The legislative History Reinforces the Bxclusive Health
Focus of Section 112

The legislative history shows a specific, unqualified
congressional intent that when developing hazardous air pollutant
standards EPA should consider only what is required to protect
public health and no other factor. Section 112 originated in
1970 in Section 115 of the Senate bill.3%/ section 115 (b)

defined a hazardous air pollution agent in essentially identical

terms as the final law == as a substance

34/ adaitional evidence that technological and economic factors
may not be considered under Section 112 is found in the extreme
care with which the term "feasible,"™ as found in the 1977
amendments authorizing design or work practice standards, is
defined. Under Section 1l12(e) (1), such a standard is permitted

nly if an emission standard (a standard directly limiting
emission rates) is "not feasible.®™ Under Section ll2(e) (2), an
emission standard is not feasible only (l) if it is technically
impossible to convey the pollution through a centralized
smokestack or vent, (2) if doing so would violate another law, or
{3) if it is technologically or economically impracticable to
measure (as opposed to control) the emissions in question. See
note 3, supra. The care Congress took to limit the relevant
considerations in this use of the term "feasible" underscores the
limitation on considering economic or technological feasibility
of controls when setting standards under Section 112(b) (1) (B).

33/ g, 4358, §115, 9lst Cong., 2d Sess. (1970) (as reported by

ggg Senate Committee on Public Works), reprinted at 1 Leg. Hist.
-69.
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whose presence, chronically or intermittently,
in trace concentrations in the ambient air,
either alone or in combination with other
agents, will cause, or contribute to, an
increase in mortality or an increase in
serious irreversible or incapacitating
reversible damage to health.

The bill then required EPAQQ/ to set standards protecting public
h alth and considering no other factor. Under Section 1ll15(a) (2),
within 180 days of listing such a pollutant, EPA was required to

publish "a proposed prohibition of emissions of each such agent

or combination of agents from any stationary source" (emphasis

added) . Within six months thereafter EPA was required to

promulgate the prohibition, unless he found either (a) that the
pollutant in fact was "not hazardous to the health of persons,”
or (b) "that a departure from such prohibition . . . will not be
hazardous to the health of persons® (i.e., that the pollutant had
a threshold below which it could be safely breathed). If the

'- Agency made either of these findings, it was required to set

mission limits in lieu of the prohibition.éz/ The prohibition

36/ The Senate and House bills, and the committee reports,
actually referred to the Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare, who, until the creation of EPA by executive
reorganization later in 1970, was responsible for implementing
federal air pollution control laws. FPor convenience, we refer to
EPA as the implementing agency in discussing these bills and
reports. -

3/ If EpA found, under subparagraph (A), that the pollutant was
not hazardous, then Section ll5(a) (3) directed the Agency to set
standards under Section 114 or the bill, which provided for
standards for "selected agents"™ causing other, less severe,
health effects. These standards, applicable to both new and
existing sources, also were required to protect public health,
although their effective date could be postponed for up to two
years after promulgation. See 1 Leg. Hist. 560-65.

If EPA found, under subparagraph (b), that a departure from
(footnote continued)
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(or emission standards in the case these findings were made)

became effective for both new and existing sources immediately on

promulgation. Section ll5(a) (6).

Describing Section 115 the Senate Report stated that EPA
"would be required to publish a proposed prohibition of emissions
of such agents or combination of such agents from any stationary

source." The Report continued that the Administrator

‘would be reguired to promulgate such
prohibition, unless he found on the basis of a
preponderance of the evidence that the air
pollution agent was not, 1in fact, hazardous to
the health of persons -- or that a greater
than zero emission could be pe:gé ted without
presenting a hazard to health."

Explaining these requirements to the full Senate, Senator Muskie,
the Act's chief sponsor and floor manager, stated: “The
committee was presented with strong evidence that any level of
enissions of certain pollutagts may produce adverse effects that
cannot be tolerated."3¥/ 1t is hard to ihagine a clearer
-intention that EPA consider health factors alone.

The House bill provided for a prohibition on emissions of
"extremely hazardous"™ air pollutants from new sources. For
pollutants which substantially endanger public health, EPA was to

set performance standards for new sources; in setting these

a prohibition on emissions would not be hazardous, then it was
required to set a standard limiting emissions to levels that were
not hazardous. Section 1l1l5(a) (4).

38/ 5. Rep. No. 1196, 91st Cong., 2d Sess. 20 (1970), 1 Leq.
Hégt. 420 (hereinafter cited as "1970 Senate Report") (emphasis
added) . .

:27 Cong. Rec. 516091 (daily ed. Sept. 21, 1970), 1 Leg. Hist.
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standards EPA was instructed to consider technological and

economic factors. But Section 112(b) (1) of the bill stated:

If such emissions are extremely hazardous to
health, no new source of such emissions shall
be constructed or operated, except where (and
subject to such conditions as he deems
necessary and appropriate) the [Administrator]
makes a specific exemption wit§_§7spect to
such construction or operation.4

Had it been enacted, of course, this language would have limited
regulation of hazardous poilutants to new sources and would have
allowed EPA to make specific exemptions from prohibitions,

presumably on the basis of non-health considerations. But this

bill was not enacted.

The final legislation fashioned by the Conference Committee

followed the Senate bill, explicitly rejecting the authority
proposed in the House bill to make exceptions based on non-h alth

factors.AL/ The final legislation also followed the Senate bill

49/ g.R. 17255, §5 (proposing new §112(b) (1)), 9lst Cong., 2d
Sess. (1970) (as reported by the House Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce), 2 Leg. Hist. 921.

AL/ It may be argued that by substituting the "ample margin of
safety” test in place of the prohibition on emissions (barring
findings that some emissions can be allowed without hazard), the
final legislation somehow retreated from the exclusive public
health focus of the Senate bill. Such an argument does not
withstand analysis. As the Supreme Court has held, authority to
consider cost-benefit or technological infeasibility arguments
must be explicit on the face of the statute. American Textile
Mfrs. Inst., supra; Union Electric Co., supra. ‘And as shown
above, on their face the words “ample margin of safety" cannot be
read to admit of any concern other than protecting health.

Moreover, the Conference Committee consciously chose to
employ an amplified version of the "adeguate margin of safety"
test in Section 109 of the Act, which originated in the Senate
bill and which was clearly intend d to preclude technological and

conomic infeasibility arguments. See the legislative history of
the "adequate margin of safety" test, traced in Lead Industries
Ass'n, 647 P.2d at 1149-50 and guoted infra at 27-28.
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in applying these health protection requirements to existing
sources as well as new ones, with only three, specificailg
limited modifications: (a) the allowance of a 90-day delay in
the effective date of a hazardous air pollutant standard as it
applies to existing source, (b) the provision for a two-year
waiver of compliance for specific existing sources, and (c) the
provision for presidentially-granted national security‘
waivers.42/

This legislative choice to exclude non-health factors from
standard-setting was made most explicit by Senator Muskie, now
the chairman of the Senate conferees, during Senate consideration
of the final legislation. As he stated in the summary of the
Conference Committee agreement presented to the Senate, the
requirement to protect public health with an ample margin of
safety "could mean, effectively, that a plant would be required
to close because of the absence of control techniques. It could
include emission standards which allowed for no measurable

missions.!ﬁé/ EPA may not void this legislative choice.

C. The Case Law Confirms That Non-Health Pactors May Not Be
Considered Under Section 112

As noted above, the Supreme Court has clearly held that

authority for cast-benefit or technological feasibility tests

42/ section 112(c) . See the Conference Report's description of
the final legislation. H.R. Rep. No. 1783, 91lst Cong., 24 Sess.
56=-57 (1970), 1 Leg. Hist., 196-97 (hereinafter cited as "1970
Conference Report®).

A3/ Summary of the Provisions of Conference Agreement on the
Clean Air Amendments of 1970, Supra n te 5.
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must be explicit. American Textile Mfrs. Ass'n, supra; Union

Electric Co., supra. Arguments for grafting such tests onto
statutes which do not provide for them must be rejected.

Tennessee Valley Authority v. Hill, 437 U.S. 153 (1978).

This Court has thrice held that EPA has no authority to
consider non-health factors under “"margin of safety" tests. 1In

Hercules, Inc. v. EPA, 598 PF.2d 91 (D.C. Cir. 1978), the Court

held thaé the "ample margin of safety" requirement in Section
307(a) of the Clean Water Actﬁﬁ/ (dealing with "toxic water
pollutants®) precludes consideration of feasibility factors. The
opinion addresses Section 112 of the Clean Air Act in detail and

concludes that it has the identical meaning. 1In Lead Industries

Ass'n v. EPA, 647 F.2d 1130 (D.C. Cir. 1980), cert. denied 449
U.S. 1042 (1980), this Court held that technological and economic
factors may not be considered under the 'adequaté-margin of

safety” test of Section 109(b) (1). Accord, American Petroleum

Inst. v. Costle, 665 F.2d 1176 (D.C. Cir. 198l1), cert. denied 455

U.S. 1034 (1982). Hercules and Lead Industries Ass'n are

directly on point.

In Hercules, the Court stated that Section 307 (a) of the
Clean Water Act (like Section 112 of the Clean Air Act) lack;
"any term commonly used to denote a feasibility consideration,
e.g., feasibility, achi;vability, practicability, economic
impact, or cost." 598 F.2d at 1ll. Refering to the Clean Air

Act, the Court continued:

44/ 33 u.s.c. s13l7.

M
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The legislative background explains why
Congress focused on public and environmental
protection, rather than discharge control
technology, in the setting of toxic
standards. The regulatory scheme is similar
to that of the Clean Air Act Amendments of
1970, . . . which distinguish between
pollutants subject to technology-based
regulation under section 1lll, and hazardous
substances, subject to health~-based regulation
under section l1ll2. Recognizing that ®"certain
pollutants” required special treatment because
/of risk to health, Congress enacted section
112, dealing with hazardous pollutants,
without provision for considerations of
feasibility.

598 F.2d4 at ll2. The Court then specifically cited the remarks
of Senator Muskie quoted supra at 22 & 24,i§/ The Court

continued:

[Tlhe congressional selection of factors is a
l&giglative determination that the need of the
public and the environment for protection from
toxic¢ chemicals is more important than the
problems of stringent regulation. This
congressional determination is a rational
responsse to the dangers presented by toxic
substances. The meaning of the statute being
clear, it is not this court's prerogative to
impose considerations of feasibility.

Id. (citing TVA v. Hill, 437 U.S. 153 (1978) and Union Electric

Co. v. EPA, 427 U.S. 246 (1976)). Despite the fact that Hercules
explicitly rejects the construction of Section 112 asserted by

EPA in the vinyl chloride regulation, the Agency persists in

following it.

—

In Lead Industries Ass'n, this Court rejected claims that

technological or economic feasibility could be considered under

the “"adequate margin of safety" test in Section 109. Citing the

AS/ 4 Leg. Bist. 133, 227.

L8

CMA 015224




rul from Union El ctric that authority to consider such factros

must be explicit, the Court stated: "Section 109(b) speaks only
of protecting public health . . . . Nothing in its language
suggests that the Administrator is to consider economic or
technological feasibility in setting ambient air quality
standards.” 647 F.2d at 1148-49. The Court then reviewed the
legislative history buttressing that conclusion, noting
especialiy the following passages from the 1970 Senate Report:

The protection of public health ==~ as
required by the national ambient air quality
standards . . . = will require major action
throughout the Nation. Many facilities will
require major investments in new technology
and new processes. Some facilities will need
altered operating procedures . . . Some may be
closed.

- - »

In the Committee discussions,
considerable concern was expressed regarding
the use of the concept of technical
feasibility as the basis of ambient air
standards. The Committee determined that 1)
the health of people is more important than
the gquestion of whether the early achievement
of ambient air quality standards protective of
health *is technically feasible; and, 2) the
growth of pollution load in many areas, even
with application of available technology,
would still be deleterious to public health.

The Report concluded:

Therefore, the Committee determined that
existing sources of pollution either should
meet the standard of the law or be closed
down, and in addition that new sources should
be controlled to the maximum extent possible
to prevent atmospheric emissions.

647 F.2d at 1149, quoting 1970 Senate Report at 2-3.48/

46/ 1 1 g. Hist. 402-03.

CHA 01

o
J
J

5
o




The petitioners in that cas claim 4 that a requirement to
consider economic and technological feasibility could be found in
the Senate Report's'statement that: "Margins of safety are
essential to any health-related environmental standards if a
reasonable degree of protection is to be provided against hazards
' which research has not yet identified."4l/ as quoted above,
however, the Court could not discern "any congressional intent to
:equi:e,”or even permit, the Administrator to consider economic
or technological factors in promulgating air guality
standards.” 647 F.2d at 1150. The Court added:
[I]£f there is a problem with the economic or
technological feasibility of the lead
standards, . . . [an affected party] must take
its case to Congress, the only institution
with the authority to remedy the problem.

Id. (footnote omitted).

EPA undoubtedly will argue that the Court should defer to
its interpretation of Section 112. But no deference is due when,
" as here, the statutory terms and their legislative history show a
clear congressional intent. "If a court, employing traditional
tools of statutory construction, ascertains that Congress had an

intention on the precise question at issue, that intention is the

law and must be given effect.” Chevron, U.S.A. v, Natural

Resources Defense Council, 104 S.Ct. 2778, 2782, n.9 (1984). See

American Methyl Corp. v. EPA, 749 P.2d 826, 833-34 (D.C. Cir.

1984). The threshold question whether congressional intention is

clear is for the Court to decide; an agency cannot bootstrap its

Al 1970 Senate Report at 10, 1 Leg. Hist. 410.
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way to deference by asking the Court to defer to its claim that
the law is unclear. Deference does not even begin until ghe
agency establishes the absence of congressional intent .48/

EPA's argument for the absence of intention rests on the
agssertion that "Congress never discussed the particular problem
agssociated with apparent non-threshold pollutants® -- pollutants
Qith no known safe levels of exposure.ig/ But this assertion is
flatly wrong. The legislative history reviewed above shows that
Congress clearly understood some pollutants are intolerably
hazardous at any level of exposure. 1In this situation, Congress
determined protection of the public health with an ample margin

of safety required standards permitting no measureable emissions,’

even if that meant pollution sources would close. See the
statements of Senator Muskie, quoted at pages 22 and 24 supra.
Neither statement drew the slightest qualification from any

- member. There is, therefore, absolutely no predicate for a
deference claim.

D. By Limiting the Factors EPA May Consider, Congress
Promotes Both Better Pollution Control and More

Democratic Decisionmaking
EPA's only :eﬁaining argument is that precluding

administrative consideration of cost-benefit and technological

feasibility fac;ors ig, in its view, not an appropriate public

A8/ cf, Security Industry Ass'n v. Board of Governors of the
Federal Reserve System, 104 S.Ct. 2979, 2983 (1984):
"[D]eference is not to be a device that emasculates the
significance of judicial review.™ See also Volkswagenwerk
Aktiengesellschaft v. PMC, 390 U.S. 261, 272 (1968).

A9/ 40 Ped. Reg. 59534 (col. 3) (1975) (original vinyl chloride
proposal) .
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policy. EPA speculates, without any attempt having been made,

that the vinyl chloride industry could never meet a no measurabl
emissions standard. Thus, EPA conjectures, enforcement of the
law would cause the industry to close. Even though Congress
contemplated just such a result when the public is exposed to a
pollutant which is hazardous at any level of exposure, EPA

overrides the law and substitutes a policy of cost-benefit

analysis.
Apart from the fundamental legal proposition that in our
system of government only Congress has the .authority to change

the law, TVA v. Hill, 437 U.S. at 194-95; Lead Industries, 647

F.2d at 1150, there are three persuasive answers to EPA's policy
argument.

First, Congress does not share EPA's extraordinary
technological pessimism. Unlike EPA, Congress knows better than
to trust an industry's prediction of failure before an effort is

ven made. Counting on American technical ingenuity to produce
remarkable results if made to focus on pollution control by
standards that truly protect health, Congress chose a
"technology-forcing" policy. 1In Section 112, as in other key
parts of the Clean Air Act, Congress set high targets, often in
advance of current technological capabilities, precisely in order
to force the development and implementation of improved controls
and substitute proéesses and products. As the Supreme Court

noted in Union Electric:

[Tlhe 1970 Amendments to the Clean Air
Act were a drastic remedy to what was
perceived as a serious and otherwise
uncheckable problem of air pollution. . . .
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These requirements are of a "technology-
forcing character® . . . and are expressly
designed to forced regulated sources to
develop pollution control devices that might
at the time appear to be economically or
technologically infeasible.

Where it has been implemented, technoloegy-forcing has paid
off handsomely. Consider the case of automobile emission
controls. 1In 1970 Congress set standards based on public health
protection despite industry predictions that they could not be
met. The standards were met. Consider another example, driven
not by legislation but by tragedy. Just two weeks ago, DuPont
announced a new process for the manufacture and use of methyl
isocyanate ("MIC") ~- the chemical which killed more than two
thousand people in Bhopal, India, last December. MIC now can be
continuously manufactured and converted into pesticides 'in a
_ single closed system. There is no longer any need to make huge
batches of the chemical at one plant, store them, and ship them

to other plants for conversion to pesticides; there need never be

more than two pounds of the substance present in the system. 1In

a plant using this process, another Bhopal will be impossiblerég/
EPA's assumption of failure cuts off the attempt to force

technical innovation even before it starts. The vinyl chloride

industry has never been placed in a situation where it must

devote a real effort to eliminating emissions. EPA HLS not even

30/ washington Post, June 8, 1985, p. D-1. (The company
spokesman said: "With our new process . . . the product is
manufactured in a continuous, 'close-coupled' system that
produces MIC and consumes it immediately. There is n ver mor
than two pounds of m thyl isocyanate present in th system.")
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required the industry to mak full use of currently available

controls. The Agency's own analyses contradict its official
pessimism and show that vinyl chloride emissions from certain
equipment already can be dramatically curbeﬂéﬁ/ and that some
emission points already can be made leak-free .32/ Even the

E2Y4 EPA's own background documents contradict the Agency's
January 1985 withdrawal notice and show that the measures
proposed in 1977 are feasible. For instance, the January notice
rejects the proposed reduction in the vent emission limit from 10
prm to 5 ppm, claiming the 5 ppm level has not been "consistently
achieved." But according to EPA's principal background document:

° A series of incineration tests at one plant in Rentucky
demonstrated VC levels consistently at 0.26 ppm or below, less
than six percent of the proposed 5 ppm limit. EPA, Vinyl
Chloride -—- A Review of National Emission Standards, p. 4-8
(Record, A=-25).

° A B.F. Goodrich solvent absorption system is reported to
recover 99.99 percent of VC from exhaust vent streams. The
Review states that the solvent is "proprietary, commercially
available, inexpensive, and reported to be low in toxicity." Id.
at 4-14 through 4-15. ' -

. ® Tenneco has developed a process of reacting VC with ozone

in the presence of activated carbon which reduces VC to less than
1 ppm from streams containing between 10 and 10,000 ppm VC. Id.
at 4-16 through 4-17.

The January notice also dismisses the proposed regquirement
to incinerate exhaust from the oxychlorination vent at EDC/VC
plants even though a memorandum from an EPA consultant reports
that three of the four plants already incinerate the exhaust.
Memo from K.K. Fidler, Radian Corp., to file, “"Survey of Control
Technology Used on Oxychlorination Vents at EDC/VC Plants® (Aug.

32/ an estimated 109 megagrams per year (120 tons) of vinyl
chloride still leaks from the hundreds of valves and other
connections in the piping of a typical PVC plant. 50 Ped. Reg.
1184 (Table 1l). Almost all emissions from valves could be
eliminated, however, by using "sealed bellows" valves -— a
commercially available design EPA has elsewhere concluded is
essentially leak-~free: ™The main advantage of these valves is
that they can be designed to withstand high temperatures and
pressures so that leak-free service can be provided at operating
temperatures b yond the limits of [conventionally=-us d] diaphram
(footnote continued)
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industry is more upbeat than EPA; as stated by the industry's

representative during hearings before EPA's technical advisory
committee: “"Experience has shown that the industry has surpassed
the expectation of the original standard in reducing vinyl
chloride emissions."33/

The second response to EPA's argument is that for a policy
of technology-forcing to really work, the power to relax the
health-based requirement or extend the time for achieving it must
rest with Congress, not EPA. Congress recognized that to make
industries take these high targets seriously and make maximum
efforts to meet them, the targets could not be easily changed by
EPA. Rather, the credibility and efficacy of this strategy
requires the industries to understand that relaxing the
requirements would be difficult because Congress must be
convinced to change the law. The importance of this is
recognized in the concluding comments of the Supreme Court in

Union Electric (specifically regarding the State Implementation

Plan process, but equally applicable to Section 112):

Allowing such claims [of economic and
technological infeasibility] to be raised by
© appealing the Administrator's approval of an
implementation plan . . . would frustrate
congressional intent. It would permit a
proposed plan to be struck down as infeasible
before it is given a chance to work, even

valves." See EPA, Benzene Fugitive Emissions -- Background .
Information for Proposed standards, p. 4-19 (EPA—450/3-80-0323,
Nov. 1980) (emphasis added).

33/ sgtatement of W.C. Holbrook, B.F. Goodrich Co., representing
the Vinyl Institute, at the meeting of the National Air Pollution
Control Techniques Advisory Committee (NAPCTAC) on Aug. 30,

1984. See NAPCTAC, Minutes of Meeting, August 29 and 30, 1984,
at p. VIi-24 (U.S. EPA, Oct. 1, 1984) (Record, B=50).
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though Congress clearly contemplated that some
plans would be infeasible when proposed. . . .
Technology forcing is a concept somewhat new
to our national experience and necessarily
entails some risks. But Congress considered
those risks in passing the 1970 Amendments and
decided that the dangers posed by uncontrolled
air pollution made them worth taking.

427 U.S. at 268-69. As the vinyl chloride rulemaking .
demonstrates, it is all too easy to persuade EPA not to stick to
its guns. The technology=~forcing strategy was short-circuited
the momeht EPA first allowed technological feasibility and cost-
benefit tests into the picture in 1975.

Yet Congress's door is open. Congress can adjust the law's
requirements if, after the attempt to comply, a compelling case
is made. As Senator Muskie stated regarding the automobile
industry:

I think that we have an obligation to lay

down the standards and requirements of this
bill.

I think that the industry has an
obligation to try to meet them. If, in due
course, it cannot, then it should come to
Congress and share with Congress -~ the
representatives of 32? people -- the need to
modify that policy.

As stated by a noted commentator, William Rodgers:

[EPA's] tendency to resist enforcement of
the law as written on grounds of social
catastrophe is not unknown in environmental
legal eircles. The position presupposes that
a "better® policy choice or decision analysis
requires a consideration of factors other than
those specified legislatively. This may very
well be true, but there is no reason why
Congress cannot selectively allocate

-:—4/ Cong. Rec. 516093 (daily ed. Sept. 21, 1970), 1 Leg. Hist.
32.
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responsibilities for any "ideal" 4 cision,

charging EPA with making a health«based

judgment but reserving for another agency or

itself choices of utilitarian override. It is

important to keep in mind that a dynamic, as

opposed to a static theory of legislation

would view an EPA "final®™ order anticipating

shutdown of a source under Section 112 as

simply one stage of an ongoing process that

gives different answyers to different guestions

at different 1:i.mes.—/l

The third response to EPA's argument follows from the

second. ' If an industry has made the effort to eliminate its
hazardous emissions, and if that effort does not succeed
completely, the final decision what to do should rest with the
people's elected representatives, Presented with an industry
seeking relief from the requirements of Section 112, Congress can
valuate, case-by-case, whether the industry tried in good faith
and with sufficient effort to curb its emissions. Congress can
determine, in a particular case, whether an industry should be

closed in order to protect public health, or whether protection

. of public health should be delayed or compromised to keep the

industry going.

Placing this most sensitive determination in the hands of
Congress, rather than EPA, promotes both greater protection of
public health and greater political legitimacy for final
decisions. Greater pollution control results because Congress
will grant fewer exceptions from protection with an “ample margin
of safety,” and on stiffer terms, than will EPA. 1In particular

instances, Congress will determine that public health concerns

35/ w. Rodgers, Environmental Law (West Pub. Co., 1984
Supplement) at 161 (footnote omitted).
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take precedence ver an industry's claims. In other instances,

Congress may decide the reverse, By contrast, under EPA's cost-
benefit and technological feasibility tests, industries' claims
always take precedence over protection of public health.

Greater political legitimacy results because the decisions
are made by elected representatives, not by an agency
bureaucracy. Both types of decisions == to close an industry or
to compromise public health protection -- are sensitive
determinations with both pragmatic and moral consegquences. It is
precisely these decisions which in our system of government

Congress best reserves, as it did in Section 112, to itself.

REQUEST FOR RELIEF

By employing cost-benefit and technological feasibility
t sts which are proscribed by the specific mandate of Section 112
of the Clean Air Act, EPA has violated law. The January 1985
" withdrawal of the amendments proposed to the vinyl chloride
standards in 1977 should be vacated, and the matter remanded to
the Agency for further rulemaking proceedings in compliance with
the law.

Because of the continuing hazard to public health from vinyl
chloride emissions, and because of EPA's extraordinary delay in
taking action o; the 1977 proposal, this Court should establish a
specific deadline completion of the proceedings on remand. The
1977 proposal languished within EPA for nearly eight years
despite the deadline in Section 112(b) (1) (B) of 180 days for

moving from proposal to promulgation of a hazardous air pollutant

CHMA 015234




- 37 =

standard. Meanwhile, more than 4.6 million people living near
vinyl chloride-emitting facilities have been exposed to a potent
human carcinogen in violation of the law. In view of the health
hazard, the statutory deadline, and the history of delay,
petitioner submits that this Court should order EPA to complete
the rulemaking on remand no later than 180 déys after the
issuance of the Court's mandate.

In ﬁrevious instances where EPA has coupled illegal action
with long delay, this Court has issued judicial deadlines to

govern action on remand. For example, in Sierra Club v. EPA, 719

F.2d 436 (D.C. Cir. 1983), cert. denied 104 S.Ct. 3571 (1l984),

this Court wrote:

Congress thought EPA could solve all problems
[to write tall stack regulations] in six
months and the agency has had six years. We
think it appropriate to direct EPA to
promulgate new final regulations that remedy
the defects this court has found within six
months from the issuance of our mandate, the
period originally specified by Congress.

I1d. at 469-70.38/

36/ gee also, sierra Club v. Gorsuch, 715 F.2d 653,.661 (D.C.
Cir. 1983) (decision on strip mine regulation within 90 days);
Public Citizen Health Research Group v. Auchter, 702 F.2d 1150,.
1158-59 (D.C. Cir. 1983) (proposal of OSHA standard required
within 30 days; promulgation "expected" within one year).
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CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, the January 1985 withdrawal of
the amendments to the vinyl chloride standards proposed in 1977
should be vacated, and the proceeding should be remanded by EPA
to complete rulemaking in accordance with the Clean Air Act

within 180 days from the issuance of the Court's mandate.

Reszectfully s?pmitted,

David D. Doniger

Natural Resources Defense Council
1350 New York Ave., N.W., Suite 300
Washington, D.C. 20005

(202) 783-7800

June 17, 1985
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APPENDIX A

Clean Air Act §112, 42 U.S.C. §7412:

National emission standards for hazsrdous air polln-
tants .

{a) Definitions
For purposes of this section—

(1) The term “hazardous air poliutant” means an air pollutant to
which no smbient air quality standard is applicable snd which in the
judgment of the Administrator cavses, or contributes to, air pollution
which may reasonably be anticipated to result in an incresse in mortali-
Iy or an incresse in serious irreversible, or incapacitating reversible, ill.
Dess.

(2) The term “new sourcs” means a stationary source the construc.
tion or modification of which is commenced after the Administrator
proposes regulations under this section establishing an emission stan.
dard which will be applicable to such source

(3) The terms “stationary source”, “modification”, “owner or opera-
tor” and “existing source” shall have the same meaning as such terms
have under section 7411(a) of this title.

(®) List of hxzardous air poliviants; emission standards;
poliution control tecimiques

(IXA) The Administrator shall, within 90 days after December 31, 1970,
publish (and shall from time to time thereafter revise) a list which includes
each hazardous air pollutant for which he intends to establish an emission
standard under this section.

trator shall prescribe an emission standard for such pollutant,

finds, on the basis of information presented at such hearings, that
lutant clearly is not a hazardous air pollutant. The Admimistrator
establish any such standard at the level which in his judgment provides an
ample margin of safety to protect the public health from such hazardous air
pollutant. -

(C) Any emission standard established pursuant to this section shall be-
come effective upon promuigation.

(2) The Administrator shall, from time to time, issue information on pol-
ion control techniques for air pollutants subject to the provisions of this
(c) Prohibited actx: exemption
(1) After the effective date of any emission standard under this section——
(A) no person may construct any new source or miodify any existing
source which, in the Administrator’s judgment, will emit an air pollu-
tant to which such standard applies unless the Administrator finds that

such source if properly operated will not canse emissions in violation of
such standard, and

CHA 015239




A=2

(B) no air pollutant to which such standard applies may be emitted
from any stationary source in violation of such standard, except that in
the case of an existing source—

(D such standard shall not apply until 90 days after its effective
date, and

(i) the Administrator may grant a waiver permitting such
source a period of up to two years after the effective date of 2
standard to comply with the standard, if he finds that such period
is necessary for the installation of controls and that steps will be
taken during the period of the waiver to assure that the health of
persons will be protected from imminent endangerment.

/ (2) The President may exempt any stationary source from
mhpanmph(l)forapmodofnotmmthnntwoymtheﬁndnhn
the technology to implement such standards is not available and the opera-
ton of such source is required for reasons of riational security. An exemp-
tion under this paragraph may be extended for one or more additional peri-
ods, each period not to exceed two years. The President shall make a
report to Congress with respect to each exemption (or extension thereof)
mude under this paragraph.

{d) State implementation and enforosment

(1) Each State may develop and submit to the Administrator a procedure
for implementing and enforcing emission standards for hazardous air pollu-
runts for stationary sources located in such State. If the Administrator
finds the State procedure is adequate, he shall delegate to such State any
authority he has under this chapter to impiement and enforce such stan-

dards.
(2) Nothing in this subsection shall prohibit the Administrator from en-
forcing any applicable emission standard under this section.

(e) Desipn, equipment, work practics, and operstional standards

(1) For purposes of this section, if in the judgment of the Administrator,
it is not feasible to prescribe or enforce an emission standard for control of a
hnrdommpoﬂmntorponmn.hcmymmdpmnlmadmp.
equipment, work practice, or operational standard, or combination thereof,
whchmhumdmmtuadeqmuwmmthepubhchmhhﬁmmch
poliutant or pollutants with an ample margin of safety. In the event the
Administrator promuigates a design or equipment standard under this sub-
section, he shall include as part of such standard such requirements as will
assure the proper operation and maintenance of any such element of design
or equipment.

(2) For the purpose of this subsection, the phrase “not feasibie to pre-
scribe or enforce an emission standard” means any situation in which the
Administrator determines that (A) a hazardous pollutant or pollutants can-
not be emitted through a conveyance designed and constructed to emit or
eapture such pollutant, or that any requirement for, or use of, such a con-
veyance would be inconsistent with any Federal, State, or local law, or (B)
the application of measurement methodology to a partcular class of sources
is not practicable due to technological or economic limitations. :

(3) If after notice and opportunity for public hearing, any person estab-
lishes to the satisfaction of the Administrator that an alternative means of
tmission limitation will achieve a reduction in emissions of any air poilutant
at least equivalent to the reduction in emissions of such air pollutant
achieved under the requirements of paragraph (1), the Administrator shall
permit the use of such alternative by the source for purposes of compliance
with this section with respect to such pollutant.
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_ (&) Any standard promulgated under paragraph (1) shall be promuigated
in terms of an emission standard whenever it becomes feasibie to promuigate
and enforce such standard in such terms.

(5) Any design, equipment, work practice, or operational standard, or
my_epmhinaﬁmthaeoﬂdum’bedinthiambuctionshanbemmdum
emission standard for purposes of the provisions of this chapter (other than
the provisions of this subsection).
(July 14, 1935, ¢, 360, Title L, § 112, a3 added Dec. 31, 1970, Pub.L. 91=604, § 4(a).

84 St 1635, and amended Aung. 7, 1977, Pub.L. 93-95, Title L, §§ 109(dX2), 110,
Title IV, § 401(c), 91 Stat. 701, 703, 791; Nov. 9, 1978, Pub.L. 95-623, § 13(b), 92

Stat. 3458.)

Subpart Fe-Natienal Emissien
Standard for Vinyl Chieride

Somncr 41 FR 44884, Oct. 21, 1976, unisss
otherwise noted.

$61.60 Applicability.
(8) This lies to
subpart spplies plants

(1) Ethylene dichloride by reaction
of oxygen and hydrogen chioride with
ethylene,

(2) Vinyl chloride by any process,
undz/oém )

(3) Or more polymers containing
any fraction of polymerized vinyl chilo-

(b) This subpart does not apply to
equipment used in research and devel-

equipment has & capacity of no more
than 0.19 m? (50 gal).

(¢) Sections of this subpart other
than §§ 61.81; 61.84 (aX1), (b), (c), and
(d); 61.67: 61.68; 61.89; 61.70: and 81.71

pacity of greater than 0.19 m? (50 gal)
and no more than 4.07 m2 (1100 gal).

[41 FR 46864, Oct 21, 1976, as amended at
42 FR 20008, June 7, 18771

e

National Emission Standards for Vinyl Chloride, 40 C.F.R.
Part 61, Subpart F (1976):

$6L8]1 Definitions. -

Terms used in this subpart are de-
fined in the Act, in Subpart A of this
part, or in this section as follows:

(a) "Ethylene dichloride plant” in-
cludes sny plant which produces eth-
ylene dichloride by reaction of oxygen
and hydrogen chioride with ethylene.

(b) “Viny! chioride plant” incindes
any plant which produces vinyl chilo-
ride by any process. -

(¢) “Polyvinyl chloride plant” in-
cludes any plant where vinyl chloride
alone or in combination with other
materials is polymerized. oo

(d) “Slip gauge” means 2 gRuge
which has a probe that moves through
the gaa/liquid interiace in a storage or
transfer vessel and indicates the level
of vinyl chloride in the veasel by the
physieal state of the material the

discharges.

gauge

(e) “T'ype of resin” means the broad
classification of resin referring to the
bazic manufacturing process for pro-
ducing that resin, including, but not
limited to, the suspenxion, disperxion,
Intex, bulk, and solution processes.

(1) “Grade of resin” means the sub-
division of resin claszificstion which
deacribes it as & unique resin, Le., the
most exact description of a resin with
no further subdivision.

(g) “Dispersion resin” means s resin
manufactured in such a way asito
form fluid dispersions when
in a plssticizer or plasticizer/diluent
mixtures.

(h) “Latex resin” means a resin
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(J) “Inprocess wastewater” means
any water which, during manufactur-
ing or processing, comes into direct
contact with vinyl chioride or poly-
vinyl chloride or results from the pro-
duction or use of any raw material, in-
mmm«m

by-product, or waste product contain

ing viny! chloride or polyvinyl ch.loﬂde
but which has not been discharged to
a2 wastewater treatment process or dis-
charged untrested as wastewater.

(k) “Wastewnter treatment process”
includes any process which modifies
chara¢teristics such as BOD, COD,
TSS, and pH, usually for the purpose
of meeting effluent guidelines and
standards; it does not include any
process the purpose of which is to
remove vinyl chloride from water to
meet requirements of this subpart.

(1) “In vinyl chloride service” means
that a piece of equipment contains or
contacts either a liquid that is at least
10 percent by weight vinyl chloride or
A gas that is at least 10 percent by
volume viny! chioride.

(m) “Standard operating procedure”

means & formal written procedure offi-
cially adopted by the plant owner or
operator and available on a routine
basis to those persons responsible for
carrying out the procedure.

(n) “Run” meana the net period of
time during which an emission sample
is collected. .

(0) “BEthylene dichloride purifica.
tion” includes any part of the process
of ethylene dichioride production
which follows ethylene dichloride for-
mation and in which finished ethylene
dichloride is produced.

(p) “Vinyl chioride puritication” in-
cludes any part of the process of vinyl
chloride production which follows
vinyl chloride formsation and in which
finished vinyl chloride is produced.

(qQ) “Reactor” includes any vessel in
which vinyl chioride is partially or to-
tally polymerized into polyvinyl chlo-

(r) “Reactor opening loss” means
the emissions of vinyl chioride occur-
ring when a resctor is vented to the at-
moaphere for any purpose other than
an emergency relief discharge as de-
fined {n § 81.85(a).

(3) “Stripper” includes any vesse] in
which residual vinyl chloride is re-

temperature
temperature of 20° C (89" F).
(u) “Standard pressure” means a
par:ssureor'reo:nmotﬂzczs.szin.of
)l

[41 FR 48384, Oct. 11, 1976, as amended at
42 FR 29006, June 7, 1977}

§61.62 Emission standard for ethylene di.
chiloride plants.

(a) Ethylene dichloride purification:
The concentration of vinyl chloride in
all exhaust gases discharged to the at-
mosphere from any equipment used in
ethylene dichloride purification is not
to exceed 10 ppm, except as provided
in §61.65(a). This requirement does
not apply to equipment that has been
opened, is out of operation, and met
the requirement in §6L85(bXEX1)
before being opened.

(b) Oxychlorination reactor: Except
a3 provided {n § 81.65(a), emissions of

vinyl chloride to the atmosphere from -

each oxychlorination resctor are not
to exceed 0.2g/%g (0.0002 Ib/1b) of the
100 percent ethylene dichloride prod-
uet from the oxychlorination process.

(42 PR 29008, June T, 1977)

$ 61.83 Emission standard for vinyl chio-
ride piants.

An owner or operator of a vinyl chlo-

ride plant ahall comply with the re-
quirements of this section and § 61.88.

(a) Vinyl chiloride formation and pu-
rificstion: The concentration of vinyl
chioride in all exhsust gases dis-
charged to the atmosphere from any
equipment used in vinyl chloride for-
mation and/or purification is not to
excesed 10 ppm, except as provided in
§ 61.65(a). This requirement does not
apply to equipment that has been
opened, is out of operation, and met
the requirment in §681.85(bX8X])
before being opened.
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§ 61.64 Emission standard for polyvinyl
" ehloride plants.
An owner or operator of a polyvinyl
chioride plant shall comply with the
ts of this section and
§ 81.65.

(a) Reactor. The following require-
ments apply to reactors:

(1) The concentration of vinyl chlo-
ride in all exhaust guses discharged to
the atmosphere from each reactor is
not to excead 10 ppm. except as pro-
vided in paragraph (aX2) of this sec-
tion and § 61.85¢a).

(2) The reactor opening loss from
each reactor is not to exceed 0.02 g
vinyl chloride/kg (0.00002 1b vinyl
chioride/1Ib) of polyvinyl chioride
product, with the product determined
on a dry solids basis. This requirement
anpplies to any vessel which is used as a
reactor or as both a reactor and a
stripper. In the bulk process, the prod-
uct means the gross product of prepo-
lymerization and postpolymerization.

(3) Manual vent valve discharge:
Except for an emergency manual vent
valve discharge, there is to be no dis-
charge to the stmosphere from any
manual vent valve on a polyvinyl chlo-
ride reactor in vinyl chiloride service.
An emergency manual vent valve dis-
charge means a discharge to the at-
mosphere which could not have besn
avoided by taking measures to prevent
the discharge, Within 10 days of any
discharge to the atmosphere from any
manual vent valve, the owner or oper-
ator of the source from which the dis-
charge occurs shall submit to the Ad-
ministrator & report in writing con-
taining informasation onm the source,
nature and cause of the discharge, the
date and time of the discharge, the ap-
proximate total vinyl chioride loss
during the discharge, the method used

charged to the atmosphere from each
stripper is not to exceed 10 ppm.
except as provided in § 61.65(a). This
requirement does not apply to equip-
ment that has been opened, is out of
operation, and met the requirement in
§ 61.85(bX6X1) before being opened.

(¢) Mixing, weighing, and holding
containers. The concentration of vinyl
chioride in all exhaust guses dis-
charged to the atmosphere ifrom each
mixing, weighing, or holding container
in vinyl ehloride serviese which pre-
cedes the stripper (or the reactor {f
the plant has no stripper) in the plant
process flow is not to exceed 10 ppm,
except as provided in § 61.85(a). This
requirement does not apply to eguip-
ment that has been opened, is out of
operation, and met the requirement in
§ 61.85(bX(8X1) before being opened.

(d) Monomer recovery system. The
concentration of vinyl chioride in all
exhaust guses discharged to the at-
mosphere from each monomey recov-
ery system is not to exceed 10 ppm,
except a8 provided in § 861.85(a). This
requirement does not apply to equip-
ment that has been opened, is out of
operation, and met the requirement in
§ 61.85(bX6X1) before being opened.

(e) Sources following the stripper(s).
The following requirements apply to
emissions of vinyl chloride to the at-
mosphere from the combinstion ‘of all
sources following the stripper(s) [or
the reactor(s) If the plant has no
stripper(s)] in the plant process flow
including but not limited to, -
fuges, concentrators, biend tanks, ffl-
ters, dryers, conveyor air discharges,
baggers, storage containers, and inpro-

(1) In polyvinyl chloride plants using -
stripping technology to control vinyl
chioride emissions, the weighted aver-
age residual vinyl chloride concentra-
tion in all grades of polyvinyl chloride
resin processed through the stripping
operation on each calendar day, meas-
ured immediately after the stripping
operation i3 completed, may not

e
(1) 2000 ppm for polyvinyl chloride
dispersion resins, excluding latex

(i) 400 ppm for all other polyvinyl
chloride resins, including latex rexins,
averaged separately for each type of
resin; or

(2) In polyvinyl chloride plants con-
trolling vinyl chloride emissions with
technology other than stripping or in
addition to stripping, emissions of
vinyl chloride to the atmosphere may
not exceed:
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(1) 2 g/kg (0.002 Ih/1b) product from
the stripper(s) [or reactors) if the
plant has no stripper(s)] for dispersion
polyvinyl chloride resins, exc.ludinz

chioride, vinyl chioride and polyvinyl

chloride plants.

An owner or operator of an ethylene
vinyl chioride, and/or poly-
vinyl chloride plant shall comply with
the requirements of this section.

(a) Relief valve discharpe. Except for
an emergency relief discharge, there iz
to be no discharge to the atmosphere
from any relief vilve on any egquip-
ment in vinyl chioride service. An
emergency relief discharge means a
discharge which could not have been

|

chloﬁdelon.thcwﬁonthatwu
taken to prevent the dischargs, and
messures adopted to prevent future

(b) Pugitive emisrion sources—(l)
Loading and unloading linex Vl.nyl
chloride emisxions from

than 0.0038 m¥%0.13 £t 3 of vinyl chlo-
ride, at standard temperature and
pressure; and

(i) Any vinyl chloride removed from
s loading or unloading line in accord-
ance with paragraph (bX1X{) of this
section is to be ducted through a con-
trol system from which the concentra-
tion of vinyl chloride in the exhaust
gases does pot exceed 10 ppm, or

&3 provided in § §1.68.

and agitator seals:

CMa 01
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(iil) Roteting compressor. Vinyl chlo-
ride emissions from seals on all rotat-
ing compressors in vinyl chloride serv-
jce are to be minimized by installing
compressors with double mechanicsl
seals, or equivalent as provided in
§ 61.66. If double mechanical seals are
used, vinyl chioride emissions from
the seAls are to be minimized by main-
taining the pressure between the two
seals so that any leak that occurs is
into the compressor; by ducting any
vinyl chloride between the two seals
through & control system from which
the concentration of vinyl chloride in
the exhaust gases does not exceed 10
ppm; or equivalent as provided in
§ 61.86.

(iv) Reciprocating compressors.
Vinyl chloride emissions from seals on

equivalent as provided in § 61.66. 1f
double outboard seals are used, vinyl
chloride emisxions from the seals are

between the two seals through a con-
trol system from which the concen
tion of vinyl chloride in the exhaust
guses does not exceed 10 ppm: oOr
equivalent as provided in § 61.88.

(v} Agritator. Vinyl chioride emissions

chanical seals, or equivalent as pro-
vided in § 61.86. If double mec¢hanical

;
;
i
§
5
|

3

10 ppm;
vided in § 61.66. -

(4) Leakape from relief valves. Vinyl
chloride emissions due to leakage from
each relief valve en equipment in vinyl
chioride service are to be minimized by
installing a rupture disk between the
equipment and the relief valve, by con-
necting the relief valve discharge to a

process line or recovery system, or
equivalent as provided in § 61.68.

(5) Manugl venting of gases. Except
as provided in § 61.64(8)3), all gases
which are manually vented from
equipment in vinyl chloride service are
to be ducted through a control system
from which the concentration of vinyl
chioride in the exhaust gases does not

-exceed 10 ppm; or equivalent as pro-

vided in § 81.68.

(8) Opening of egquipment Viny!
chioride emisgions from opening of
equipment (including loading or un-
loading lines that are not opened to
the atmosphere after each loading or
unloading operation) are to be mini-

. mized as follows:

(1) Before opening any equipment
for any resson, the quantity of vinyl
chiloride is to be reduced so that the
equipment contains no more than 2.0
percent by volume vinyl chloride or
0.0950 m?* (25 gal) of vinyl chloride,
whichever is larger, at standard tem-
perature and pressure; and

(ii) Any vinyl chloride removed from
the equipment in accordance with
paragraph (bX6X1) of this section is to
be ducted through a control system
from which the concentration of vinyl
chioride in the exhaust gases does not
exceed 10 ppm, or equivalent as pro-
vided in § 81.886.

(7) Samples. Unused portions of sam-
ples containing at least 10 percent by
weight vinyl chioride are to be re-
turned to the process, and sampling
techniques are to be such that sample
containers in vinyl chloride service are
purged into a closed process system.

(8) Leak detection and elimingtion.
Vinyl chioride emissions due to lesks
from equipment in vinyl chloride serv-
ice are to be minimized by instituting
and implementing a formal leak detec-
tion and elimination program. The
owner or operator shall submit s de-
seription of the program to the Ad-
ministrator for approval. The program
is to be submitted within 45 days of
the effective date of these regulations,
uniess a waiver of compliance is grant-
ed under § 61.11. If a waiver of compli-
ance is granted, the program is to be
submitted on a date scheduled by the
Administrator. Approval of & program
will be granted by the Administrator
provided he findx:
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(1) It includes & reliable and accurate
vinyl chloride monitoring system for
detection of major leaks and identifi-
cation of the general ares of the plant
where & lesk is located. A vinyl chio-
ride monitoring systemn means a device
which obtains air samples from one or
more points on a continuous sequen-

basis and analyzes the samples
with gas chromatography or, if the
OwWner or operator assumes that all hy.
drocarbons measured are vinyl chlo-
ride, with infrared spectrophotometry,
flame ion detection, or an equivalent
or alternative method.

(i) 1t includes a reliable and accu-
rate portable hydrocarbon detector to
be used routinely to find small lesks
and to pinpoint the major leaks indi-
cated by the vinyl chloride monitoring

(iii) It provides for an acceptable
calibration and maintenance schedule
for the vinyl chloride monitoring
system and portahle hydrocarbon de-
tector, Por the vinyl ehloride monitor-
ing system, a daily span check iz to be
eonducted

with a concentration of

vinyl chloride aqual to the concentra.

tion defined a3 a leak according to

parsgraph (bX8Xvi) of this section.

m calibration is to be done with
&

(A) A calibration gas mixture pre-
pared from the gases specified in sec-
tions 5.2.1 and 5.2.2 of Test Method
10¢ and in accordance with section 7.1
of Test Method 1086, or

(B) A calibration gas cylinder stand.
ard containing the appropriate con.
centration of vinyl chloride. The gas
composition of the calibration gas cyl-
inder standard is to have been certi-
fied by the manufacturer, The manu.
facturer must have recommended a
maximum shelf life for each cylinder
s0 that the concentration does not
change grester than =3 percent from
the certified value. The date of gas
cylinder preparstion, certified vinyl
chioride concentration and recom-
mended maximum shelf life must have
been affixed to the cylinder before
shipment from the manufacturer to

the buyer 8 gas chromatograph is

e vinyl chloride monitoring
system. t.h ese gas mixtures may be di-
rect.ly used to prepare a chromato-
graph calibration curve as described in
section 1.3 of Test Method 106. The re-
Quirements in section 5.2.3.1 and
§.2.3.2 of Test Method 106 for certifi-

(iv) The location and number of
points to be monitored and the fre-
quency of monitoring provided for in
the program are acceptable when they
are compared with the number of
pieces of etmipment in vinyl chloride

(v) It contains an acceptable plan of
action to be taken when a leak is de-

(vi) It contains a definition of leak

vinyl chloride in the areas of the plant
to be monitored by the viny! chloride
monitoring systam. Measurements of
background concentrations of vinyl
chioride in the areas of the piant to be
monitored by the vinyl chioride moni-
toring system are to be included with
the description of the program. The
deﬂ.nmon of leak for a given pl:nt
vary among the different areas
ﬂmmmephntmdhmwchmn

over time as background concentra... .

tions in the plant are reduced.

(9) Inprocess wastewater. Vinyl chlo-
ride emissions to the stmosphere from
inprocess wastewater are to be reduced
as follows:

(1) The concentration of vinyl chlo-
ride in each inprocess wastewater
stream containing greater than 10
ppm vinyl chioride measured immedi-
ately as it leaves a piece of equipment
and before being mixed with any other
inprocess wastewater streatn is to be
reduced to no more than 10 ppm by
weight before being mixed with any
other inprocess wustewiter stream
which contains less than 10 ppm vinyl
chloride; before being exposed to the
atmosphere; before being discharged

~—to & wastewater treatment process; or

betorebem:dhchxr:ed\mmtedua
wastewater. paragraph does
apply to water whlch is used to dis.
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place vinyl chloride from equipment
before it is opened to the atmosphere
in sccordance with §61.64(aX2) or
paragraph (bX6) of this section, but
does not apply to water which is used
to wash out equipment after the
ent has already been opened to
the atmosphere in accordance with
§ 61.64(aX2) or paragraph (bX8) of
this section. (i) Any viny! chiloride re-
moved from the inprocess wastewater
in accordance with paragraph (bX8Xi)
of this section is to be ducted through
2 control system from which the con-
centration of vinyl chloride in the ex-
haust gases does not exceed 10 ppm, or
equivalent as provided in § 61.68.

() The requirements in paragraphs
(bX1), (bBX2), (bX5), (bX6), (bXT) and
(bX8) of thiz section are to be incorpe-
rated into a standard operating proce-
dure, and made available upon request
for inspection by the Administrator.
The standard operating procedure is
to inciude provisions for mesasuring
the vinyl chloride in equipment 4.75
m? (1,250 gal) in volume for which an
emission lmit iz preseribed in
§ 61.65(bX6X1) prior to opening the
equipment and using Test Method 1086,
4 portable hydrocarbon detector, or an
equivalent or alternative method. The
method of measurement is to meet the
requirements in § 61.6T(gXSXIXA) or
(EXSXIXB).

“T41 PR 40584, Oct. 21, 1076; 41 PR 33017,

Dec. 3, 1976, as amended at 42 FR 29008,
June 7, 1977}

§61.68 Equivalent equipment and proes-
dures.

Upon written application from an
owner or operator, the Administrator
may approve use of equipment or pro-
cocdures which have been demonstrat-
ed to his satisfaction to be equivalent
in terms of reducing vinyl chloride

an equivalent- method as the initial
measure of control is to be submitted
to the Administrator within 30 days of
the effective date. For a new source,
any request for uxing an equivalent

approval of construction or modifica-
tion required by § 81.07.

$61.57 Emission tests.

(a) Unless a waiver of emission test-
ing is obtained under §61.13, the
owner or operator of a source to which
this subpart applies shall test emis-
sions from the source, -

(1) Within 80 days of the effective
date in the case of an existing source
or & new source which has an initial
startup date preceding the effective
date, or

(2) Within 90 days of startup in the
case of 3 new source, initial startup of
which occurs after the effective date.

(b) The owner or operator shall pro-
vide the Adminixtrator at least 30 days
prior notice of an emisgzion test to
afford the Administrator the opportu-
nity t0 have an observer present
during the test.

(c) Any emission test iz to be con-
ducted while the equipment being
tested is operating at the maximum
production rate at which the equip-
ment will be operated and under other
relevant conditions as may be specitied
by the Administrator based on repre-
sentative performance of the source,

(d) [(Reserved]

(e) When at all possible,.each sample
is to be analyzed within 24 hours, but
in no case In excess of 72 hours-of
sample collection. Vinyl chloride "emis- -
sions are to be determined within 30
days after the emission test. The
owner or operator shall report the de-
terminations to the Administrator by
a registered letter dispatched: before
the close of the next business day fol-
lowing the determination.

() The owner or operator shall
retain at the plant and make availabje,
upon request, for inspection by the
Administrator, for a minimum of 2
years records of emission test results
and other data needed to determine
emissions,

(g) Unless otherwise specified, the
owner or operstor shall use test Test
Methods in Appendix B to this part
for each test as required by para-
graphs (gX1), (g§X2), (gX3), (gX4), and
(gX5) of this section, unless an equiva-
lent method or an alternative method
has been approved by the Administra-
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(1) Test Method 106 is to be used to
determine the vinyl chloride emissions
from any source for which an emission
limit iz prescribed in $# 61.62(a) or (bh)
§ 61L.63(a), or §§ 61.84aX1), (b), (o), OF

from any control system to
which reactor emissions are required
to be ducted n §'6L64(aX2) or to
fugitive emissions are required
to be ducted is § 61.85(bX1XiD), (hX2),
(bXB), (bX8Xil), or (HXIX1L).

{1) For each run, one sample iz to be
collected. The sampling site is to be at

~~
-

;

. equivalent diameterm3 Cength) (width)/
legth+width }

_--- —'The sampling point in the duct is to be

-~ a% the centroid of the cross section.
-The sampie is to be extracted at a rate

proporuonal to the gas velocity st the

sanpling point. The sample is to be
over & minimum  of one hour,
is to contain s minimum volume
liters corrected to standard con-

emiszion test is to consist of
For the purpose of deter.
emisxions, the average of re-
is to apply. The aver-
computed on a time

stresms containing more
percent oxygen the concentra-
vinyl chioride as detarmined by
Test Method 108 is to be corrected to
10 percent oxygen (dry basis) for de-
tarmination of emissions by using the
!onowmg_equluon:

Eafat
EEE !

B 111
RQSE::E
EEgE

whare:
(A -—m-‘rhe concentration of vinyl

tration, mass emizsions in kg/100 kt
product are to be determined by using
the following equation:

Car={Cu(2.60) Q 1071 {1001/2
whare

Car=kg viny] chloride/100 kg product.
Co=The concentration of vinyl chioride sa
measured by Test Method 108.
2.80=Density of vinyl chloride st ons at-
and 20° Cin kg/m?,

5
g
:
2
5
S8
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(iv) At the prior request of the Ad-
ministrator, the owner or operator
shall provide duplicates of the samples
required in paragraph (gX3Xi) of this
section.

(4) Where control technology other
than or in addition to s stripping oper-
ation is used to attain the emission
Itmit in § 61.64(e), emisxions are to be
determined as follows:

(1) Test Method 106 is t0 be used to

determine atmospheric emissions from

all of the process equipment simulta-
neously. The requirements of para-
graph (gX1) of this section are to be
met,

(1) Teat Method 107 is to be used to
determine the concentration of vinyl
¢hioride in each inprocess wastewster
stream subject to the emizsion limit
prescribed in § 61.64(e). The mass of
vinyl chiloride in kg/100 kg product in
each inprocess wastawater stream is to
be determined by using the following
equation:

Carm{C,R10-] (1001/2
where:
Carw kg vintyl chloride /100 kg product.
Gmthe concetitration af vinyl chloride as
measured by Test Method 107.
Rawater flow rate in 1/hr, detarmined

acoordance with a method which has
beent submitted to and approved by

the Administracar,
10-*» Converzion factor {or ppm.
Z=Production rate (kg/hr), determined in

(5) The reactor opening loss for
which an emission limit is prescribed
in §61.64 (aX2) is to be determined,
The number of reactors for which the
determination iz to be made iz to be
specified by the Administrator for
each individual plant at the time of
the determination based on the plant’'s
operation. For s reactor that is also
used as a stripper, the determination
may be made immediately following
the stripping operation.

(1) Except az provided in paragraph
(gX5X1) of this section, the reactor
opening loss is-to be determined using
the following equation:

C=W(280) (109 (CD)/ Y2
where:
C=kg vinyl chloride emissions/kg product.

W= Capacity of the reactor in m?,
2.80=Density of vinyl chloride at ope at-
mosphere and 20° Cin kg/m?,
10-‘=Converxion lactor for ppm.
Cy=ppm by volume vinyl chloride as de-
termined by Test Method 106 or a
detector which
with & senx-

(B) If a portable hydrocarbon detec.
tor iz used to determine the conecentra-
tion of vinyl chioride (Cb), a probe of

(Bec. 114, Clemn Afr Act as amended (42

U.A.C. T414))

{41 TR 46584, Oct, 21, 1976, as amendad at
:31!"75'139001..!“7. 1977: 43 FR 3800, Mar.

$#61.68 Emission monitoring.

() A vinyl chioride monitoring
system is to be used to monitor on a

CHMA 015249
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continuous basis the emissions from
the sources for which emiszion limits
are prescribed in §41.62(a) and (b)),
§ 61.83(s), and § 61.84 (aX1), (b), (e),
and (d), and for any control system to
which reactor emissions are required
to be ducted In §61.64(aX2) or to
which fugitive emissions are
to be ducted in §681.65 (bX1xil), and
(bX2), (bX5), (bX8) (i), and (XX 1i).

(b) The vinyl chloride monitoring
system(s) used to meet the require-
ment in paragraph (a) of this section
is to be a device which obtains air sam-
pels from one or more points on a con-
tinuous sequential basis and analyzes
the samples with gas cluomotography
or, if the owner or operator assumes
that all h measured are
vinyl chioride, with infrared spectro-
photometry, flame ion detection, or an
equivalent or alternative method. The
vinyl chloride monitoring system used
t0 meet the requirements in
§ 61.65(bX8X1) may be used to meet
the requirements of this section.

(¢) A dafly span check is to be con-

the certified value. The date of gas
cylinder preparation, certified vinyl
¢hloride concentration and recom-
mended maximurn shelf life must have
been affixed to the cylinder before
shipment from the manufacturer to
the buyer. If a gas chromatograph is
used as the vinyl chloride monitoring
system, these gas mixtures may be di-
rectly used to prepare s chromato-
graph calibration curve as described in
section 7.3 of Test Method 106. The re-
quirements in sections 5.2.3.1 and
5.2.3.2 of Teat Method 108 for certifi-
cation of cylinder standards and for
establishment and verifieation of cali-
bration standards are to be followed.

(Sec, 114, Clean Air Act as amended (42
UA.C. T414))

{41 PR 46584, Oct. 21, 1976: 41 FR 53017,
Dec. 3, 1976, az amended at 42 PR 29007,
June 7, 1977; 43 FR 8300, Mar. 3, 19781

§61.89 Initial report.

(a) An owner or operator of any
source to which this subpart applies
shal] submit a statement in writing no-
titying the Administrator that the
equipment and procedural specifica-
tions in §61.85 (bX1), (bX2), (bX3),
(bX4), (bX5), (bX8), (bXT), and (bX8)
are being implemented,

(bX1l) In the case of an existing
source or & new source which has an
initial startup date preceding the ef-
fective date, the statement is to be

- submitted within 80 days of the effec-

tive date, unless & waiver of compli-
ance is granted under §461.11, along
with the information required under
§61.10. If a waiver of compliance is
granted, the statement is to he submit-
ted on & date scheduled by the Admin.
iztrator.

(2) In the case of a new source which
did not have an initial startup date
preceding the effective date, the state-
ment is to be submitted within 90 days
of the initial startup date.

(¢) The statement is to contain the
{ollowing information:

(1) A list of the equipment installed
for compliance,

(2) A description of the physical and
functional characteristics

of each

plece of equipment,
(3) A description of the methods
which have been incorporated into the
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standard operating procedures Ifor
mesasuring or calculating the emissions
for which emission limits are pre-
scribed i § 61.65 (DX1IXD) and (bX8X1),

(4) A statement that each piece of
equipment is installed and that each

(8ec. 114, Clean Air Act as amended (42
TA.C. 14140

(41 FR 48564, Oct. 21, 1976, as amendsd at
43 FR 3300, Mar. 3, 1978]

§61.70 Semisnnual report

() The owner or operstor of any
source to which this subpart applies
shall submit to the Administrator on
September 15 and March 15 of esch
year a report in writing containing the
information required by this section.
The first semiannpnual report is to be
submitted following the first full
month reporting period after the ini-
tial report is submitted.

(bX1) In the case of
source or & new source which has

th

;
é
é
]
:

trator finds reasonable grounds to dis-
pute the results obtained by an equiva-
lent or alternative method, he may re-
quire the use of & reference method. If
the results of the reference and equiv-
alent or alternative methods do not
agree, the results obtained by the ref.
erence method prevail and the Ad-
ministrater may notily the owner or

- operstor that approval of the method

previously considered to be equivalent
or alternstive is withdrawn.

(1) The owner or operator zhall in-
¢lude in the report a record of any

limits prescribed in §§ 61.62(a) or (b),
§ 81.83 (a), Or § 81.84 (aX1), (b), (¢), or
(d), ar for any control system to which
resctor emissions are reguired to be
ducted in § 61.84(aX2) or to which fu-
gitive emizsions are required to be
ducted in §61.65 (DX1XH), (bX2),
(bX5), (bX6X{1), or (bXOX1L). The emis-
sions are to be measured in accordance
with § 61.68.

(2) In polyvinyl chloride plants for

be used to determine vinyl chloride
content as follows:
(1) If batch stripping is used, one

(1) The quantity of material proc-
essed by the stripper is to be deter-
mined on & dry solids basiz and by a
method submitted to and approved by
the Administrator.
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(iv) At the prior request of the Ad-
ministrator, the owner or operator
shall provide duplicates of the samples
required in paragraphs (¢X2Xi) and
(eX2xil) of this section.

(v) The report to the Administrator
by the owner or operator is to include
the vinyl chloride content found in
each sample required by paragraphs

(eX2) (1) and (ex2Xxil) of this section,

averaged separately for each type of
resin, over each calendar day and
weighted according to the quantity of
each grade of resin processed by the

stripper(s) that calendar day, accord-

ing to the following equation:

L)
$-1P0‘Mo, Po,Ma,+ PoyMo,+ - - - +Pq,Ma,

Ap ==

Qr,

whare:

A=24-hour average concentration of type,
T: restn in ppm (dry weight basia),
Q=Total production of type T, resin over

the 24-hour period. in kg.

Ti=Type of resin: iml1.2 ... m where m is
total number of resin types produced
during the 24-hour period.

Mw=Concentration of vinyl chioride in one
sampie of grade Gy resin, in ppm,

PwProduction of grade G, resin represent-
¢d by the sampie, in kg.

G,=Grade of resin: e.g.. G, Gy, and G,.

aw=Total number of grades of rexin pro-
duced during the 24-hour period,

(vi) The owner or operator shall

retain at the source and make availa-

ble for inspection by the Administra.
tor for a minimum of 2 years records

of all dats needed to furnish the infor-

mation required by paragraph (eX2Xv)
of this section: The records are to con-
tain the following information:

(A) The vinyl chioride content found
in all the samples required in para-
graphs (eX2X{) and (eX2Xi) of this
section, [dentified by the resin type
and grade and the time and date of
the sample, and

(B) The corresponding quantity of
polyvinyl chioride resin processed by
the stripper(a), identified by the resin
type and grade and the time and date
it represents,

(3) The owner or operstor shall in-
ciude in the report a record of the
emissions from each reactor opening
for which an emission limit is pre-
scribed in § 81.84(2X2). Emissions are
to be determined in accordance with
§ 61.87(gX5), except that emissions for
each reactor are to be determined. For
& reactor that is aiso used as a strip-
per, the determination may be made
immediately following the stripping
operation.

(Bec. 114, Clean Air Act as amended (42
U.8.C. T414))

[41 PR 46384, Oct. 21, 1976; 41 PR 33018,
Dec. 3, 1976, as amended at 42 FR 29007,
Juns 7, 1977; 43 PR 3800, Mar. 3, 1978)

Qr,

§8L.71 Racordkesping.

(a) The owner or operator of any
source to which thisz subpart applies
shall retain the following information
at the source and make it available for
inspection by the Administrator for a
minimum of two years:

(1) A record of the leaks detected by
the vinyl chloride monitoring system,
a3 required by § 61.83(bX8), including
the concentrations of vinyl chloride
measured, analyzed, and recorded by
the vinyl chloride detector, the loca-
tion of each measurement and the
date and approximate time of each
measurement. -

(2) A record of the leaks detected
éduring routine monitoring with the

. portable hydrocarbon detector and the

quired by §61.65(bX8), including a
brief statement explaining the loca-
tion and cause of each leak detacted
with the portable hydrocarbon detec-
taor, the date and time of the leak, and
any action taken to eliminate that
leak

(3) A record of emissions measured
in sccordance with § 61.88,

(4) A daily operating record for each
polyvinyl chloride reactor, intluding
Pressures and temperatiures.

(Sec. 114, Clean Alr Act aa amended (42
TVAC T414))

{41 FR 46804, Oct. 21, 1976, as amended st
:211;;!‘?9007 Juane 7, 1977; 43 FR 8800, Mar.
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Notice of Proposed Amendments to the Vinyl Chloride Standards (1977):

28154
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY

[40CFR Part 61 ]
[PRL 738-8]
'VINYL CHLOMIDE
National Emission Standards for Hazardous
Alr Pollutants

AGENCY: Environmental Protection
Agency.

ACTION: Proposed rule.

SUMMARY: The proposed amendments

are baing made to the vinyl chloride
standard which has promulgated Octo-

ments tmplement the Clean Alr Act and
are based an the Administratar's deter-
mination that vinyl chloride is a hazard-
ous air polluytant The {ntended efect of
the propossd amendments is to- require
improved eqffectivensss of ¢omtral tech-
nology &t existing plants, impose more
stringent emission limits on Dew sources,
and prohibit an emission inerense within
the visinity of an existing source due to
the construction af A new soaree,

DATES: Comments must be received an
or before August 1, 1977.

‘Agency, Triangle Park, North
sgmmn..amm Mr. Dan R. Good-

. . All public comments received may be
inspectad and copied at the Public In-
formation Refetence Unit (EPA Li.
brary), Room 2922, 401 M Street, SW..
Washington, D.C.

POR FURTHER INFORMATION CON.

TACT:
Dm R. Goodwin Emizsion Standards
and Enginesring Divizion. Environhe

Telephous No. 919-8585-8148. ext. 271.
EUPPLEMENTARY INPORMATION:
- BacxorotEd -

Om October 21, 1976, EPA pramulgated
& standard for viny] chloride ynder the
authority of section 112(bi(1) (B) aof the

Act, as amended (41 PR
46581). The standard applies to ethyl-
«ns dichloride, vimy! chioride, und paly-
vinyl chioride plants,

On November 19, 1976, the Invirone
mental Defense Pund (EDP) petitioned
the United States Court of Appeals for
the District of Columbis Cireuit to review

mmudhvnrduaimtcmm
January 18, 1977, On March 24. 1977,
EDF and EPA moved to dimmiss the
procesdings in view of a settienent
T sfresment requiring IPA to take certain

. PR POSED RULES
additiona] actions. These melude & o~

mﬁsﬂmdnmndmevNImh-
ride standard three years after the pro-
miulgation of the amendments.

Zzzo Eaassion Goat

The viny] chloride standard has been
criticized for allegedly placing unwars
ranted emphasis on technclogical rather
than health considerations. Although
EPA disagress with this critictem, 1t
sems appropriate 0 restate FPA's ap-
proach to the regulation of earcinogens
in general and under Section 112 of the
Clean Air Act. and to explain how the
vinvl chioride standard and the pro-
posed amendmenits are congistent with
this approach and with the protection
af public health.

On Mav 25, 1978, EPA published m.
tarim procedures and guideltnes for
health risk and economic impact assess-
ments of suspectad carcinogens 41 FR
21402), which define EPA's approach to
reyulatory action for suspect carcino-
Fens. As indicated in that publicatiom,
thers are two steps favolved in the deci-
sion-making procem with regard to the
reguistion of a potsntia] ecarcinogen. Al.
though different ZFA statutory authare
ities impose different requirements. in

senal two decisions must be made with.

regard to sach potential carcinogen. The
first decision 5 whether a particulargub-
stance constitutss & cancer risk. The
second decision i3 what regulatory acs
tion. if any. ahould be taken to reduce
that risk

chloride. EPA enlmled all
data and concluded that & cancer risk
existz. In deciding how and whether o
Tegulate, EPA examined section 112 of
the Cleat Atr Act. Section 112 of the Act
tequires that emisxion standards be set
“at the level which {n the judgment of
the Admingstrator provides apn ample
maryin of safety to protect the public
bealth from such hazardous atr polut-

curren

ber 2¢, 1975; 41 FR 46580, chber 21,
1976, lthnnotbun possibie to deter-
muthmhsthmholdmelct
sffscts for vinyl chloride and it is Dot
hold may be

E

. 106=eTHURSDAY,

At 2, Yo7

be achievable only by banning vinyl ehin. .
ride smistions compietely. That, m turs, -
vmhmuhdmmtbemmemdm
As explained in the ex: lier
iz oot clear that Congresx would h“.
intended thizs result. 50 instead FPA -
quired the lowes: level achisvable using
tachnological mesns. (See 40 FR 59534
and 41 'R 48582).

In aorder to insure that the standarg
continues to approach the only level af

emissions, EPA is proposing smmendment
which require more efficient use of exist.
tng control tachnology st existing plants
and more effective controls at new
plantx, and which encourage technalogy
to reach thiz goal without banning tmyl
chioride.

Morz STAINGENT STANDARDS YOR ExIsTING
Sovnces

EPA & proposing amendments which
would reguire a8 presently subject
to & 10 ppm on lmit o reduce
smissions to § ppm within three years of
promulgation of the amendments. The
affected spurces include ethylene dichlo-
ride purification: vinvl chlotide forma-

smissions could be reduced to 5 ppm. or
at Jeast to a lower interim emission limit

In proposing the reduction fram 10 o
5 ppm. it is not EPA's intent that a con-
trol Fystem whieh has been installed to

ci
*AL aD tOrY DOte, paragranbh b, of

§ 61.85 eon

ductad W & cADIrGl device Meeting 19 ppin.
Ancording o the proposed smendmants, the
axmiasions from this contral devics wowld
have to be reduced to 5 ppIm LD the same War
any other source SmTettly FequUilw 1o meet
10 ppm would have 1o do. Bather than in-
corporating both the 5 angd 10 pp= emission
etz to each parsgraph 1o § 81.65(D). »
MPATRY PRIRITAPD conalning  these
smission Hmitw is being added to § §1.65. AL
the othar parmgraphs 1B (B} are CTOEW-
fulerencad I paragraph (¢). :

CMA 015253




required under the amendments to mest
& 5 pnm emistion limit at the time af

New sources would be required to meet
the more stringent emission Iimit at the
timme of startup, because they have an
opportunity to dexign their equipment to
meet the 5 Ppm emission liit at the time
construction i commencad Existing
sources, on the other hand, require time
',:[:-;_-,. to maximize the eflectivensass of their

RLLEEE

—

i S s racycling and axygen fead sysiem with

- an ncinerstar or equivalent control de-
viee. The ecmiTent standard limits emis«
sions from the oxychlarinstion resctor
to 0.2 g/kg (0.0002 1b/1b) af the 100 pere

the arychlorination rescior. This emis-
stog limit can be mat by changing proce
installing a
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sions from the equipment are a function

of the resto being rrocessed racher than

he characteristics of the equipment. The

evntrol technology ‘which is used for the

equpment following the stripper is ke~
directly

wise more linksd %0 the re=in
then the equipment Mripping i5 weed o
contral the emissions due to the vinvl
ehloride in the resin before the resic s
processed in the equipment.

RBefore the hazards of viny! chioride
became known. stripping technology was
emploved by polyvinyl chloride manu-
facturers to recover raw materials for
scOnOmMic PUrpossl. As & result of &
standard promulgated by the Occuos~
ticma] Safety and Health Adminisiration
(39 FR 35390), some companies invest~
gated fmprovements In stripping meth-
odology for emisxion eontrol purposes

($8)

QOptimum sripnping of & set af
operating copditions whicH must be de-
veloped experimentally on an individual
mmmwmwdonm
the current s EPA recognuized
that stripping for dispersion
resms had not heen refined to the same
sxtent as it had been for other resing and
that there was more difficulty in strip-
ping dispersign resins than other resins.
For this reason 3 less stringent emission
Umit was established for dispersion res.
ins, Disperzion resing are permitted &
higher gnission limit ander the proposad
amendment for the sane reason,

. EPA Dellaves that for some resing
compantes have already developed strip.

s more siringen

polyvmyl chioride resins being processed
equipment following the sODRIDE
operatiop. That & the amendment
would spply to resins for whieh produe-
tion for the purpese of markrting was
commenced sfter the proposal of the
amendment The amendment would re-
fesing except new disper-
be stTipped to 100 ppm and

]

:
K

1558
;

&

gk
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8

i

g

|
s 8bey
HE

proposed smendmeiit. (2) PFor other
ould apply o paw polyvinyl chioride. rexing. the proposed standard would re-
quire additicnal improvement m atrip-
Ap= ping technology. If stripping technology
DEW has not been developed to the extent
of ' peceasary to meet thy proposed amesd.
ment for & particular rexin the magy--
facturer would have the optiop of dee

stitutes & BEWw SOUFTE &t AN evisting plsnt  weloping the technology ar not producing
This is based on the ressoning that the the resin, - P

stripping standard requires thst The current hta uniike the
squipment following the stripper i the proposed amendm was Dot based on

process be controlled as 5 unit The series
of equirgnent following the STivper ine -would have the option of not producg
a partieqlar regin. It &2 BPA’s judgzient
that the owner or operator making s new
product has more f2vedom of ehoice than
the owner or gperator alresdy making s
partienlar product in selesting those
resms which are t:. be produced: EPAg

il

He
i
;
.

|

yERRLE
i
i

replacement of an existing source I an
existing plant, the expansion of an exist.
ing plant, or part of an entirely new
plant. That i3, i 3 new oxychlorination
reactor ar a new polyvinyl chionde re-
actor were Mmstalled at g0 existing plant,
ft would be subject to the embxion Limits
for new sources. This mesns thst as
etsting sowress are pradually replaced
DEw 0Urces I an existing plant,

|
{

i
%ggeéig
il
BEg
it

g
i
g
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&m overall emission level from that
axistifig plant would be reduced

assiow OFFasT

Because the present vinyl chloride
standard focuses on reducing emissions
rather than atixining a particular ame
bieot air quality concentration, there i
no provision for limiting the- site of
plants or the clustering of plants in a
geographical area. The doubling af the
size of an existing plant or the construc-

met. EPA determined at the time of
promulgstion of the surremt atandard
that the costs of prohibiting the produc-
tiop of vinyl chloride and polyvinyl
chloride were too high and the continued
operation

(em) (approximately five miles) of an

axisting plant, the ineresse M emissions
offset by & reduction in emussions from

thiz possibility, —

The affset provision would apply only
to Dew cotstruction which results in an
increase in production rate. Replacing or
adding equipment such s pumps. cxn-
pressors. agitators. sampling equipment
and unlosding hoss is & routine practice
At existing plants. Additions of equip-
this nature would. in and of it-
expectad to result in Jlttle, i any

R
|

erense in emissions. In EPA's fudg-
ment, & plant should not be required to
prove this Isct sach time ohe of these
piaces of sgquipment is sdded. The addi-
tion of this type of equipnent in con-
Junetion with major process equipment.
however, is Hkelr to result in both an m-
crease it emistions a3 well as sn in-
crease h produetion rate, and is there-

fore covered by the affset provision.
U the offset provizion ware adopted,
the reduction in emitsmions eould be
an
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Wy each exsting
exission rate far

would be based on the maxi-~
prodoction fate at which that

i
i

tained in the spproval of new construc-
tad by the Administrator under

. EPA believes that & poliey of no nst

A
y

A recognizes the potentis] diffi-
in impiementing guch & policy
terested persons are urged to sub-
comments snd factual information
ting to this paliey.
Revixw or Brawpars

pians to undertake & full-scale
review of Bubpart P of 0 CI'R Part 81
beginning three yesss from the promul-
gation of any amendments. In the study

o

g

lating vinyl chloride should be altered.
EwvizonuEnTAL IMPACT

The proposed amendment, in contrast
to the currenit standard, would encoursge
the development of new techinology and
mprovements in existing technology and
would have the following three pokitive
environmental impacts: (1) further re-

provide Rrogress

goul of zerv emizsions without banning
vinyl chloride. and in the process would
provide additionsl protection of public
bealth by further minimizing the bealth
risks to0 the people living in the vicinity
of existing plants and o any additional
people who are exposed as & result of new
construetion.

W.tummmxm
which are currently subject o 2 10 ppm
would be re-

the promulgation date of these amend-
ments. At both an existing average-sized

ethylene dichloride-viny! chloride plant
and an existing average-sizad polyviny]
chloride plant which coptaln other
souress than the ones required to Mmeet
a 5 ppm emission lmit, it 5 sstimated
this will have the effect of reducing tota)l
smissions by less than one percent. Emiy.
ziops at existing plants would be further
rsduced s existing oxychiorination ree
actors are replaced with new oxychiori-

%

ethylene diehloride-vinyt
plant (318x10° kg/yr or 700

aof 103 xz (28.1 Ib'. For a typieal new
aversge-sized dispersion polyviny! chlo-
Tide plant (46x10° Xxg/yr or 100x10"
Ib/yr production). the gmissions wouid
be about P kg/pr (20 1&?-\ instead of
175 kx/hr (39 Ib/hr) far a typical
new average-sived suspension polyvinyl
chloride (88x10* kg/yT or 150x 10 Ibh/yr
production) the would be 113
kg/hr) (30 h/hr) tostesd of 16 kx/hr
(36 Ib/hir). These emissions are ealeys
iated based on the emiission factors pub-
Hshed ih the documentation for the ex.
sting standard. W) Ambient air concen-
trations are w be reduced

proportionately.

The only negative environmentsl tm.
pact would be an ifneresse in hydrogen
chlorile smiasions at ethyviene dichio-

chloride emissions. The proposed amend~
mthaotmtedwhnveumm-‘_
cant impact an energy consumption.

Ecowouzc Iampact

The baotential economic impacts of the
Dmpoudmdudlrg: e

(1» Costs for r-urfmd develop-
ment of improved metMdologs lor oper-
ation of existing contro)l tecknology so
that it can be used to meet the $ ppm
emission lmit

12 Costs for research and develop-
ment of improved stripping teehniques

(3) Cost of resenrch and development

ar converting over 1o the
oaxygen for a nex oxychlorination
reactor. -

(¢) Possibly incressed transportation
costs of raw materials in the case that
the offset policy resuits in the construc-
ton of s new plant farther from an

than it otherwise would

been.
(5) Costs of building a new plant more
than § km from an existing plant in the
: the offset requirement pre-
c:::od the sxparsion of an existing
L.
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(6» Delar in the production of & pars

ticular resin due to time gpent

ing stripping wchnology for that resn.
(7' No growth mn the

:ﬂp that resin to required levels,

The tWpex of costs which have
named would be difficult to quancfy. The
costs would be expected to vary consider-
ably {rom one plant to another depend-
tng on the amount of research and de
velopunent than had already been done.
the extent to which technology could be
¢ranxierred from other plants and proce
esses. and the plans for new construction.

One ares in which cost estimaus can
be genersted is the use of AD oxygen-

i

Al remaining advantages offersd by
. oxypen-based plant operation more than
otitweighs the incremental cost for the
oxygen fesd.” (D

Miscellaneous: The Administrator in-
vites comments an all aspects of the pro-
posed. amendments.

(Gaction 112 of the Claan Alr Act, sec, 4/8) of
Pub. L. 0)=804. 34 Stat 1688 (43 AL, I887c-
71 and sectioh 201(a) of the Clean Alr AR,
e, 2 of Pub. L. No, DO-148, B4 Btat. 504 as
aranded Uy sec. (18) (¢) (2) of Pub, L. 81~004,
4 Stat. 1713 (42 TRLC. 1857 gia)). Becz.
§1.57 and 61.88 alac proposed uDder the au-
thority of secton 114 of the Clean Alr Act,
fa added DY mec. 4(a) of Fab. L. 91-004. B4
Btar 1687 and amanded by Pub. L. 89=316.
me. G(sif4i. M St 280 (42 TAL,
1887c~9) ) -

MNorr-=The Znvirenmental PFrotection
Ageoey nad determinsd that this docgrment

ubder Exectutive Orders 1182 and 11649 and
OMB Circular A-107.

Dated: May 27, 1977,
Dovgias M. CosTrr,
Adminizgtrator,
REFERTHcis

(1) Standard Support end Iavirommental
Impact Sistement: Imusion Standard for

l'g:l Chioride, EPA=450 13-7T5-000, October.
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Lmpreast
in Solving Vinvi Culoride Problem.” Amefre
can MPent end Cosrrag Journal. Val. 80. No.
31, Jinuary 12. 1976, p. 24

{3 L W. Wimer and R. L Peatbers, “O%-
yeen Gives Low Cost VOM.” Hydrocarbon
Procesring. March 1976, pp. 81—,

(4) Putar Reich. “Arr or OxygEn PFor
VCML" HAydrocarbon  Procesring.  Marchl
1978, pp. Ab=E9

It is proposed that Bubpart F of 40
CPR Part 61 be amended as follows:

1. In § 61.08. paragraph () is revised
to read as follows:

§ 61.08 Approsal by the Adminisirstor.

. L] . L] .

b I the Administrator determines
that & stationary source for which an
applicstion pursuant to § §1.07 was sub-
mitted will not. if properly operated.
cause emissions in  violation of the
standard or violation of § 61.73. he will
approve the eonstruction or modifieation
of such sourve.

- - - - [ ]
2, Section 61.672 is revised to read as
follows: :

£ 61.62 Emirinn standard for ethylene
dichioride plants.

An owner or operator of an ethylene
dichloride plant shall comply with the
requirements of this section and § 61.65.

(a) Ethyviene dichloride purificstion:
Except as provided in § S1.85(s), the
concentratian of viny! chioride iIn all
exhaust gases discharged to the atmos-
phere from any squipment used it
ethylene dichloride purification is not
10 exceed the appropriste smiszion limit
as follows:

(1) Each soures for which cemstruc.

tion had commenced on or befare (date’ 10 ppm untl (date three years after pro-
T mulgation

mulgation of these ammsndments)
5 puun after (date three years after the
promulgation of these amendmaents) .
(2> Each sourve for which construc-
tion commenced after June 2, 1977, 5
ppm, :

(b) Oxyehlorination reactar: Except
as provided in § 61.855(a), emissions of
vinyl chioride to the stmosphere are
not t0 exceed the Rppropriate emisgion
limit as follows: ]

(1> Each source for which constroe-
tion had commatced on or before (date
of proposal of thess amendments). 02
g/kg (0.0002 b/Ib of the 100 percent
ethylene dichloride product from the
oxychlorination reastor,

(2) Eaeh soures for which construp-
tion commenced after June 2, 1977, S
PPm.

(e) The requirementz of this section
do not spply to equipment that has been
opened, is out of operation and met the
requirenent in § 81.85(b) (8 (1) before
being opensd.

3. Bection 61.83 is revised to read as
follows:

§ 61.63 Emission standard for viml}
chlovide plamis

An owner or operstar af a viny! chlo~
ride plant ghall eomply with the
ments af thus section and § 81.85.

28157
(a) Vinyl chloride formation and pu-

rification: Ixcapt a8 provided m
§ 51.85«a), th concentration of vinyl
ehloride I all exhaust gases discharged
to the atmosphere from any equipment
used tn vinyl chloride formsation and. or
purification is not o exceed the appro-
priate emisxion limit as follows:

(1) Esth source. for which construc-
ton had commenecedt ot or before June 2.
1977, 10 ppm untll tdate three years af-
ter promulgation of these amendments)
and 5 ppm aftar (date three years siter
promulpation of these amendments)’.

(2) Each source for which construc-
tior: commenced after June 2, 1977, §

ppm. .

(b The requirements of this section
do not apply to equipment that has been
opened. is out of operation. and met ihe
requirement n §61.45(b) (8> (1) Dbefore
beintg opened,

4. Section 61.54 iz amended by revis-
ing parsgraphs (a) (1), (), (&), (@) ::‘d
e) and (1) as fol-

: by adding nqscnﬂh

(]
§ 61.63 Emission stundarll for polyvinyl
chloride plants,

An owner of operaier of 3 polrvinyl
chioride piant shall comply with the re=
quirements of this section and § 61.85.

(a) Reactor: The following requites
ments apply to reactors:

(1) Excep? sa provided in paragraph
(a1(2) of thlk section apd § 61.85(a), the
coticentration of vinyl chloride i all ex-
baust gases discharged to the ammos-
phere from sach Ieactor is not to exceed
g:'lpmmn emission lmit as fol-

u»’m»w:anm construction
had commenced on or before June 2, 1977 .

of these amendmentst and 5
ppm aftsr (date three yewrs after pro-
mulgution of these amendments).

(i) Eash source for which constrice
tion commenced after June 2. 1977, §
ppm. ,

- [ . - " ™ -

(b Btripper: Except as provided in
§ 61.85«n), the-concentmation of wvinyl

chjoride in all @ T

to the atmosph each stripper is
not o exceed @Rpropriste emission
limit as followy: *

(1) Each source for which construce
tion bhad commenced on or befors June
2 1977 10 ppm unti]l (date thres years
after promulgation of these amend.
mentx) and 5 ppm after (date three
YoUrs u_mn?nn promulgation of these

2

souree for which eonstruction
after June 2, 1977, 5 ppm.

(¢) Mixing, weighting, and holding
containers: Exeept as provided in } 81.-
&3ia), the codeentration of vinyl chio-
Tide I all exhaust gases discharged to
the stinosnhere from each mixing, weigh-
ing, or holding container I vinyl chlo-
ride sarvice which precedes the stripper
(ar the reactor if the plant has no strip-
per) {n the plant process Sow is not to
excesd the appropriste emission lmit ax
Jollows:

(1) Each source. for which eanstruc-
tion had commenced on or before (date

2, 1977
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af proposal of thess amendmants:, 1
pore until (date thiree yearsy alter pro-

" mulgation of these amendments) and $

Ppm after (date three ymrs aftar pro-
muigatian of these apandments’.

(2 Each source for which construc.
tion commengad aftar June 2, 1977, §

Ppm.

(d; Monamer recovary sysiem. Except
a3 provided in § 61.65:a), the concenira-
tion of vinyl chloride o al} exhsust gases
dizcharged o0 the stmosphere from each
monomer recovery sviiem i nhot o ex-
:eed the appropriate concentration as

(1) Each source for which construe-
tionn had commenced on or before (date
of proposal of thess amendments), 10
Pom until (date three years alter proe
mulgaton of these amendments) and §
ppm after (date thres years after pro-
mulgation of these amendments).

(2) Each spurce for which construc-
tion cominenced after June 2. 1977, §

ppm.

te) Sources following the stripper(s):
The following requirements apply to
emixsions of vinyl chioride 1o the atmos=
phere Irom the combination of all
sources lollowing the stripperk) [or the
reactoris) if the pisnt has no stxipper]
in the plant procmss flow including, bt
not limited. to centrifuges. concentras
tors. hiend tanks, Alters, Aryers, conveyor
atr dbmnes. baggers, Sstorage Cohe
tainers, and nprocess wRStEWALLr.

(1) Iz polyvinyl ehloride planis using
stripping technologr to cootiol vimyl
chloride emixsions:

() For s grade or grades of palyvinyl
chioride resin which have been produced
by the plant oo or before June 2, 1877,

..the weighted average residusl winyl

chloride comcentration-in all the grades
through the stripping opers.

proceased
" tlon an-each calendar day. measurwd fm-

mediately after the stripping operation
is completed. mar Dot exceed the APPTO-
priste emission limit a5 follows:

(A) 2,000 ppm for polyvimy] chlaride
dispersion resins, exciuding latex resins:

(B) 400 pom for all other polyvinrl
chloride raxins, including later resins,
averaged separately for ssch type of
resin:

(4i) For a grade o~ grades of polrvinyl
chloride resin whick have notl been pro-
duced br the plant on o befare June 2.
1977. the weighied aversye residual
vigy! chloride concentration in all the
grades proceased through the rripping
operition on esch calendar day. mess-
ured immediataly sfter the stripping op-
eration is compieted. mar Dot exceed the
appropriate emission limit as follows:

(A' 500 ppm for polvviny]! chioride
dupersion resins. excluding latex resms:

(B 100 ppz for all other pelrvinyl
ehloride resine including latex rmesis.
sveraged senarately for each trpe of
resm: or

(2' In polyviny] chloridc plants eans
trolling vinyl chloride emissions with
technology other thar Stpping or in
addition to stripping:

({: For sources being used o process
& grade or grades of polrviny] chlaride
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resin all of which had besm produced by
the plant on or bafore June 2. 1977:

) 2 g/Ex 10.003 Ib/Ib) product frem
the stripperts) [or resctor(s) ff the

(B 04 g'kg (0004 1a. 1o product
{rom the stripperts) (or reactoris) if
the plant has Do stripperds)) for all
other polrviny] chicride resins. including
iatex resins. with the product deters
mined of a dry solids baszis.

(1 Por sources being used O Process
any grade of polyviny] chloride rwin not
éwwmm:morbefmdm

197%:

A) 0.5 g/kr (0.0005 1b/Ib) product
from the stripperis) (or reactor(s) if the

‘ﬂllm

solids basis:

(B) 61 g/kx. (0.0001 b/Ib) product
from the strippers (or resctoris) i the
plant has no strippert)) for all other

resing, including

ik

with the phrase “the
gion limit spectfiad in §6LE5(C)" i
A, M@, M

(W, MW, @)WY~ (b @) &),
(3w, @S, MO, and (b)
MU

B. By revising paragraph () and add-
ing paragraph (@) ‘a8 set formlk below,

§ 61.63 Emimion standard for ethylene
dichloride. viny] chloride. and poly.
vizrel chloride plants.

- » -» L ] L ]

«¢) The emission lmil which is not
0 be exoesded & &8 folows: (1) Each
source. for which consTuction had com-
menced on ar before June 2. 19977, 10

(2) Eash sowrce for which comstrue-
tion cammenced aftler June 2. 1997 §
PR,

t«d' The te in paragraphs
(b (1, (BIC2), (D15, ey, (Dt
and (b (3; of this section are to be M-

emissirm lmit is prescribed in { 61.65
() (61 {1} prior to opemimg the equIp-
ment and using Test Method 106. a port-
ahle hydrocarbon detactor. or at equiv-
alen: or altermative methol The meth.

Bl

od of measurement i o Dwet the re-
quirements I | B.87(p (U A ar
E (5) (L B/,

€. In § 6187, paragraph (a) §s revised
to remd as folows:

§ 61.67 Emisvion tasts.

(3’ Unlesy s wiiver of emission tesi-
mg is oblained under § 81.13, the owner
or operator of & source to which this

(1) For an existing source or & new
source which has an tnitial startep aate
preceding October 21, 1976

(1' Within 90 dars foliowing October
21. 1976, and

(i) Por those sourcss subject to
§5 61.82(a): 81.83(a); 81.84 (&) (1), (W),
(¢), and (d); and/ar 61.85(1) (1), (b)
(@), (D), S, (D), and. or (b
(9), within PO days following (date three
yoars after the promulgstior date of
these amendinents) .,

(2) Por s oew sourte {omwhich fnitia?
startup oocurs after Octaper 21. 1976
within 50 days of startup. ' )

L - L] L] -

7. In in.u.purm;:u €1 18 revisec

to read az {allows:

£ 61.68 Emimion monihorine.

(¢) A dally check 15 to be cone
ducted for each vl chiorde monitor-
N gystem tsed. "Por all of the sources
listed i paracranh (2) of this section.

»  exeept for the one for whickh an eximion

& preseribed in § S1.82(D) (1), the
m:he:klstubeemducudﬁﬂ:
tration of vinrl chloride equal to
munnmhmn aphli-
it.-FPor a souree subject to the
nm t prescribe® I | E1.82()
spap cheek is to be cop~
concentration of vinvl
termmed W be
on Umit for that
o text re-,
onxstobe

*E

%EE*EE

[+ %
EE
58’

C-AMlﬂ.T'.’Q < (0 read ar
follows: i

§6l.;2 . Reqeet for dpierim  emimion

2 I in the opinian of the oxner or
operatcr of an exisunc source. that
source will be unable to complr with the
ppm emvission Umit & FF 61.82:a) ()0

6168312 117;, €184 (R ¢1rliv, iliely,
(@) tly, 1@¥1; and or 61.65:¢/1r o
ar bef te three vear: afte” pro-
maulgn these amendments). the

quest that the Adminstrator apaﬂm an
interimm emisnon limit for thar souree
The request is to be i wTititig and 15 o
be submitted to the Adminstrn tor within
six months prior to (date TWo years after
progrulgation of these amendments).
‘Ihe reqoest is to tnelude:

(1% The ressons the source it in-
capable of bany in somplhianee with the
S ppm emisnion mit and dsta to suppert
thase rensans. and

FEDERAL BBGISTER, V L 42, NO. 106=THURSDAY, JUNE 2, 1977
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(2 A sugpested interim emission limit
and dwcription of the methodology for
attaining that Umit

(b) Any owner ar operator of a source
who has submitted to the Administrator
& wWritten request for AR intevim emise
sion limit in accordance with § §1.72(a),
shall within 60 dayx of the date of the
writtsn request meet with the Admine

souree.
(¢) The Administrator will within 120
days of receipt of the written request

1
;
E
g

gi

553
15
By
Be

g

]

construction required by § 61.07. owners
or operators of sourcas subject to this
subpart shall inelude, in addition to the
information requirsd by § 61.07, the fol-
lowing information:

(1) The name. address, and loeation
of any plant subject to this subpart
which s located within 8 kxm of the pro-
pased location of the source to be cone
structed.

LFDERAL BIGISTER, VOL 42, NO. TO4THURSDAY, JUNE 2, 1977
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PROPOSED RULES

(1) The emizzion Imits applicable to
both the new sourcets) and the source(s)

the new construction Are to be estabe
lsbhed by the Administrator & the ap-
proval for conostruction required by
§ 61.08.

(Seos. 112 and 301(a) of the Clean Alr Act
sec. 4(a) of Pab. L. No, 91404 B4 Stat. 1683
me. 1 of Pub. L. No. 90-148 8] Swt 804 (42
USLC. 1855c-7, 1857g(s)). Bam. 6157 and
€1.68 slao iasusd uUDder sec. 11¢ of the Cloat
Atr Act, sec ¢(8) of Puh. L. No. 91-804, M
Stat. 1687 (42 US.C. 18870-9).)

[PR Poc.T7-18872 Fllad ¢=1=T7:8:45 am)
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Notice Withdrawing Amendments Proposed .in 1977:
Federal Register / Vol 50, No. 6 / Wednuday. January 6, 1085 / Proposed Rules

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY

40.CPR Part 61

[AD=FRL~2787~4)

Nationsl Emission Stanciards for
mnmw
Chioride

Aasney: Envorenmental Prouct!on
Agency (EPA). e od o
ml‘mpoud th
public hearing. ROt

SUMMARY: The current emission
- standard for vinyl chloride (VC) was
" promulgated undier Section 112 of the
Clean Air Act in 1978 A review of the
technological basis and administrative
aspects of the standard has bemn
compisted, and the conciusions of the
review are presested in this notics The
conclusions are the basis for this action
- which (1) proposes administrative and
clarifying revisions to the standard and’
(2) announces decisions pertaining to'
other aspects of the current standard.
This notice also withdraws proposed
revisions to thé current standard which
were published in'the Federal '
. on June 2, 1977 (42 FR 28154} ‘
requested. a pablic Bearing will be
baid to provide interestsd persons an
fmtyﬂwcnlmumd
(A, vigws, or argumaents concermning
hmmmmﬂm&.
* standard,

mmmmmh

cmmofmghmyuand}\lmdu
Drive. Research Triangle Park, North
Caroling. Persons intarested in at

the hearing should call Ms. Shelby _
)mnn(m)m—mtovuuythn
a hesring will occur. Persons wishing to
My]&msmdmh M
Mmmnm-u).u.s.

Protection Agency,
Rmuuh'mmg!oh:k.NortthHm
27711 talephone number (919) 5418578

Barckground Information Docament.
m:mnndlnpofthomwmdy
in “Vinyl.Chloride=—a

mdmfmmcm:mdyh

contained in a separate document which

may be obtained from the U.S. EPA

Library (MD-33), Resaarch

Park. North Carolina 27711,

mmbet {919) 541~2777. Please refer to -

“Vinyl Chloride: Ralief Vaive

sum*mmls—as—mﬁuh
technical document. -

. Dockst. Dociest No. A-81-21, *
oy
Hondlywmdly. atEPA's:- .
‘Central Dockst Section, West Tower

. Lobby, Gallery 1, Waterside Mall, 401 M. |
Strest, SW.. Washington. D.C. 20480, A

= ~~ recstved otr of before March 23, 1965, mh].mmybodumdﬁx

Public If anyone contacts the

e, Hearing.
EPA requasting t5 spesk at a public

0, 1908,
The

approved by the Director of the Federal
Ragister as of the date of the final rule,
ADDRESSSS: Comments. Comments
should be submitted (in te if

possible) to: Central Dockst Section (A=

130),-Attention Dockst Number A-n-n.

" "U.S. Eavirommental Protection
. 401 M Street, SW., Wuhlng:on.nc.

M
Pnblicﬂmﬂmyommh
!PAmﬂngtospuklupubuc
hearing by January 30, 1888, the public-
hnnn.wmbohddnEPAMwﬁm

copying.

FOR FUTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:

_ Mr. Robert E. Rosensteel or Mr. Leslie B.

mdmucm
Standard
Revisions. Several administrative

proposed as a result ,' .

changes are being

of a review of the national smission .
standard for VC. No major revisions are
being proposed to the standurd. As with
" the carrent standard for VC, the -
revisions are being established under
Section 112 of the Clean Air Act. The
significant administrative revisions
include: (1) Reformatting the emission

. limit for relief valve discharges, (2)

laterin
Summary. of Health. Environmental,

. Epargy. and Economic Impacts. Sincs no

miornﬁdam.othoatnndudm
lnins the impacts resuiting
current standard remain
In 1973, it was

plants producing ethylens dichioride
{EDC), VC monomer and palyvinyl -
chloride (PVC) would be reduced from
£6.000 Mg/yr to 4,910 Mg/ yr under the
current standard, representing an
emission reduction of 91.000 Mg/ yr of
VC (ar 95 parcant of VC emissions).

. Entissions of volatile orgenic compounds

(VOC) and EDC are also reduced under
the standard,
mudmnhdmhlm!bnudb
sxposurs to VC from EDC/VC and PVC
piants in operstion prior to the current
standard were 5.5 cases per year for
liver angicsarcoma and 11 cases per

- youfunﬂm'rhcmhatu-ihuud
copying between 8:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m.,

tn exposure to VC from sources undar
the current standard have been
Mbhwmwmfm
Iiver angicsarcoma and 0.35 cases per

yuar for all cancers.

In 1975, the estimated capital cost for
existing piants to meet the VC standard
was $198 million, of which 313 million

"wras for EDC and VC monomer plants

undﬁﬂnmhnmﬁwwcwu.
‘Ths EPA estimated that the-amnualized
cost (including capital amortization, ete.)
to these plants to maintain the required
smission levels wouid be $70 million per

your.

The VC standard was proposed on

 December 24, 1975 (40 Fr 50832), and

tad an October 21, 1578 (41 Fr

- 45589). It is applicable to plants

mmwmmof
chioride with

more polymers any fraction
olvc.‘muophnummhiecno
different requirements at numerous VC
emission points in the manufacturing
procass. These requirements include
numerical emission limits, equipment
specifications, and work practices.

Tha standard was

designed to
.- minimize the haalth risks associated

EMa 015259
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with VC by requiring reasonable contral
‘measures. Ag stated in the preambis to
the proposed standard (40 Fr 39532,
Decamber 24, 1975), therw is no known
Theretors. g ooty o lor VC.
ore,. & that would
eliminate heaith tisks sssociated with
Vledbulhpmdncﬂanmdm
This approach was not selected. Rather,
an approach was selectad to minimize
. the health risks associated with VC by
use of ressonable control measure.
On November 19, 1978, the
Efrvironmental Defense Fund (EDF)
petitioned the United States Court of
Appeais for the District of Columbia
Clireuit to review the standard. On

moved to dizmiss the the proceedings on the
basis of a settlement agreement
requiring the EPA to propose
smendments which would require

_ increased efficiency of existing contral

regulating
carcinogens under Section 112 of the
Clean Air Act would inciude a general
goal of sliminating emissions of - -
' carcinogens and-that the EPA would'
hﬁﬁuamdthnvcms

~years after thrwundpumdth

-&{mzm thnlmdmnum
~‘-=-mmmmw.mnym
. pertaliing to policy,.technological

é

Mmmmrm.mm
establishment of

mhnﬂa . airborne
nrdmmdc&eﬁmﬂzohbn

1977,
Basad on the similarity of the proposed
amandmants and the EDF's requested
mmhnstnmm for regulating
airborns carcinogens, the EPA believed
that it should not teks final action on the
VC amendments until after it .
d acted on the EDF s petition.
On October 10. 1979 (44 FR 58842), the
ABPAmcd"Poucynndedmu
for Identifying, Assessing, and . -

A=22

-
)

obtained as described in the aADonssszs
section of this preamble. Decisions . -
based an this review.are summarized in
thnnmmucdmofmlpmmhh.
As another aspect of the review of the
VCoundud.thuEPAuCudnom

1183
Regulating Airborne Substances Posing ~ Assessment Group reviewsd new health
‘a Risk of Cancer.” This proposal studies thet have become svailable
addressed several issues-which were since the standard was ud. _
ceniral to the proposed VC . - This review included a study
amendments. [t also articulated the umudurdmcmtbofvc
EPA's conciusion that Section 112 does .  (the VC anit risk tumber) and focused .

. Dot express s intent to eliminate-totally on whether this oumber should be

all risks from emissions of airborne to reflect new informaton.
The EPA's selection of the  Since the current standard was -
level of contral for a air mﬂpuﬂ.mwﬂmﬂoﬁu
standard would not confirmed quatitatively that liver
based on a policy that requires zero and brain cancer are
emissions of carcinogena; This is  asociated with popuistion exposureto
consistent with the basis for other amospharic VC. Howevar, none
recent actions under Section 112 For - these naw siudies have safficient
exampls, standards for benzene from exposure information to warrant a
coke ovens and leaks from equipment nﬁnmtofthcqmdu&vomr
wmumbmcmlmm risk.estimate, *
based on & zero emissions policy but -
rather o & ressonable level of control. wem;m-m-w
findin conclusions of the
Th.EPAbcﬁmlthmuppmpﬁuu vgl:ﬂ".mmwgm.
1o lezve the proposed amendments to following subsactions. The frst
-the VC standard in effect or to subsection discusses the nesd and basis
promulgate amendments based on the for the cxrrent atandard, The second -

* propesed amendmants. Therefors. the  gyhegction addresses the level of contol
‘Juoe 2, 1977, proposal is withdrawn. As required by the quent standard. The
duﬂibadhﬂllidlwingmdthh third subsection identifies source
Obtmldﬁwmdlu Mlﬂdlﬂlﬂl&h ,
?ﬁ&rothcm.:d:mutn - '” L" ‘ m '
anﬂnﬂ-mmf, -
deveioped as-a nisult of the review - _-Il}ch and Mnfnr aumSmda:d
study are proposed in thistotice. . . . Tngcument VC standaid was -
nm-tvcsm . establishied based on o the
dmwh%mam ard to °°" ""‘d,m M’ Ihmt
the edequacy and appropriateness of the "M’R" ﬁu’"&h'm g

. standard in light of policy dacisicns, between pubiic protection and
bealth stodies, control the cost of that protection, Data -

‘which have ‘u;enmbuahcd)wyhﬁ?uthn
occred since the standard was first causes o3 contributes 1o
promulgated. The review consisted of & development of angiosarcoma, other
mnmhgshdyof:(l%!)adnﬂumdm ml;dmﬂrﬂmom
mubyhmwm exposare and in animals with CL
since promulgation of the standard, no dose-response data are available at ..
lnfmﬂmndd-nmmm hmmdmfmdhth!
this study were obtained thfough - ambient air, the EPA concinded when
ummmpmmm the-standard was established that any
intarviews with industrial. atmospheric concentration of VC posss
represantatives and EPA regional some public heath risk. To sliminate the
personnel involved in enforcement and risk of VC axposurs entirely,.a complets
suwrveillance of the VC-emittiny ‘prohibitien of all VC emissions would
industries. The information and dats are e necsssary. This would require the
ptumdhndomnhltmyh. closure of the-entire indusiry and result

{n serious, adverse economic impacts.

. Furthermore, the EPA concluded at the

time the current standard was
established that s complete prohibition
of all VC emissicns would not be

_desirsble or necessary. Tha EPA

V4
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eonciaded: this tn view of 1) the TASLE 1. STATUS OF CURRENT ENREMON LB+ gt the time of the promuigation of the 10
desizable substitutes are not readily- ConoE NESHAP Communts received on the proposed
available: {2) the potential adverse 1977 amendments stated that in order to
beuith and snvironmental iopects Seemwrn %Y mueet a limit of 5 ppmv. a controi device
associated with VC sohetitutes that Srumice | m— . |Cowutet®  would have to be capable of control at »
bave oot been throughly stadied: {3} the : e 01878 | ‘gum  lowel sven lower than 5 ppmv 1o offset
'mbtrdinplnyuu. in - emission fuctations, Commaentars also
fabeicstion industriss, who would S e T oy e =™ stated that a change from 10 to § ppmv
: becoms at least rov— www— . we|  — sz Wwouldresult in little reduction in msss
.” unempioyed: and (%) the availability of  opeese {a3em®c " ™y muﬂ:& ‘m
control technology that i3 capable of | ] . qoestioned
betantially redi Ve P | WO s | - I »  emission goal” policy. .
into the atmasphers. R a—— ‘ Because the proposed 5 ppmv
, = e | . emission limit was oot based on data
Although all EDC, VC and PVC piants e waw—| vwmann | e ' from a control technology different from
have now iacorporetsd VC emissies * | — | that analyzed for the carrent standard
mzmmmdam L S I - MWWWW&I
- -standard considered lowest leval of contral which has been
necsssary. The VC standard containe e SR IR e ty achieved, the EPA
' requirements for the proper opers Ll L g e = 7 withdraws the proposed 5 ppmv limit
: and maintemance of control devicss.and WU | 4o agvce - 1e and affirms the original 10 limit. If
the proper inmplementation of work " apaniny, L] . such a tachnology had besa identified. it
practices. These mflsctan o .S - g  Could have been the basis of & revised
sporopriste baiance betwena theoeed -  sowen a—. standard. Howevar, during the review
to minimise health riaks end the reun -~ " stady no moce advancad technology was
avoidancy of uarsasonabie economic o i, ORI el w, tified, even though additional data
and comesunity impacts which would = I on incinerstors, carboa adsatbers, and
; result froem standards 0 .. —— sotvent absorption contnl systams on
| + -feducerixkstoswo.Rulativetothe M Newwees | w[  24. existing plants were obained.
! tnitial conirol enets, the sdifonat'eoet P SRS S thase daia indicate that incinerstors are
© . of maintsining and the - " capable of below 10
" Fedsral VC standard is small B ) Y ————— » 30 the lowest
-1+ 7 - Neverthelesa, if the Ruderal standard is  om nacmw o o e g 3 pospuacel ﬂﬂnﬂd‘ﬁh&hﬂbﬂntu'
-“& wmmmmyh -n“——“mmjom_,mcﬂuuﬁzm' @Amm:hildldm
- sufficient 1 provids tie Indnetry With, ~ ™ Ga e e cxceme o eV daym S i ol
~* ~I'. sneconomic incentive for discontinuing < | TESNC s sw e 1678 thers.is 5o or new con
" the ¢ atrol + et " e A -—-w;_‘u: that has bewn demonstrated
Mﬁomﬂnn:.ﬁnmﬁ P - S ——— A mbw ﬁmnqw
Pedaral standards for the contal f V. 20 SOUTES by tiw cutrent stenderd Therafors, ne
is necassary to ansuce s-comtinnation al.  coversd by this standard inciude EDC . ‘technotogical investigation of the
the current lavel of caatrol. and VC monomer lormation 10 ppavr standard is planned.

, the starxiard is bmpactant  and purification A monomer Oxychioriootion Vem Standard——0.2
for the control of VC eminsions from and other squipnnent &/ky EDC. The current axychlorination
plasts built in the faznre. The at PVC planis, and vents from fogitive vent standard of 0.2 g of YC per kg of-

. consequence.of not . smission capture systams, The standard  EDC does not require an add-on =ontrol
‘Pederel standard would be 9 imcease  is based primarily on the contral of device. Instead. the limit car be
the carcinegenic sisk 1 large segmants these emissions by incineration ac.othar.  gchigved at most plants
of the populstion. fim 10P3 axhen the primary contral davices-and specifiss ab  operating conditions and at the
! standard was ovigiaily emission limit of 10 parts per million by piants
spproximainly 43 milllos peeple tvad volune (ppmv) of VC averaged ovara 3-  modifications. At the time the
: within a S-mtle sadias of BOC, VCand  hour peziod The 10 pparv standard standard was written; incineration of
. PVC . . thyEPA has  ApPpliss to coatral device bypass oxychiorination vent emissions was
| consiuded that the mainienence of the  ST%AmS. . investigated. Becawse of expectad high
F-hnh:-ludhvc.wmbh wgn'dhhmmmz wm&;:mud for
revision sndeed. is-wppropria would have required reduction suppismental fosl requiremaents
. f the . e the-emission limit from 10 to 8 pamre. combustion, incinerxtion was
. (2) Review of Techesiogy-Bosed Level The goal of the proposed.§ ppmv iimwit datermived not to be 2 reascnabie
. was toansare that the standard mathod of control for this sourcs.
T . contismed to approsch & “zere smission Ths smendments proposed in 1977
This subsection describes the-statns by requiring ownaers and operstoes  specified 2 Jeval of 3 ppm for the '
- of the wchaeiogy-based lovel of contrel  both to mocmise the effactiveness of oxychiorination vent. The proposed
for sources covernd by tmemrent©  —  existing control systems and  desiga requirement was based on instailation
standard. Thy prasent stittom of impeowed new contral systems st the of an oxypen lsed systesh with m
emissiom from merces Toveosd by the thne of tonstruction. The S ppeoy Bmit incinerator or sqtipment control device.
Tm.u. VC standurd is presented in was not besed on data for contral m«:ymhdhhm
; 1. ' -

ton process decreases the

CMA 015261
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lﬁnuyliﬁaslepuoanlgs

vdm::amnhmhthcvm

for oxychlorination
EDC/VC piants that had mot been
considered. the of

during the developmant

the original standard. Additionally, the
EPA resvaluated the cost of retrofit
" incinerator controls and reached the
same conciusion drawn in the
developmant of the original standard.
As before, the high cost associated with
maﬁcm;‘:ﬁ&.{-ﬂ
of control unreascnable. Thus, the
current standard of 0.2 g/kg EDC is
- congidered still ter be the most
reascnable level of control for existing
oxychiorination vents. In addition, the -
review study concluded that significant
' E'c'/vc iante or cxptcuﬁd?“ﬂm

p is-not At

y p i
plans to construct an EDC/VC facility in
Convent, Lovisiana.) tion
wvants st new EDC/VC will be

ud.byg‘mu::mmd .
‘mmmwm«lwm ‘

. BACT or LAER requirements of new
. - -SOUTCE revigw regnlations
specificiocations o s-level comparable
—-A0.that achievable through the use of

] mﬁm&umth;hwd
technoiogically achieva

control is assured. through the current
requirements, the EPA concinded that
investigation of additicmal control (Le.
.incinerstion) was not required for .
oxychlorination vents.

provided by the current standard.

0.02 g/kg of PVC product, reduces VC
smissions to about 1.38 Mg per year for
« modal PVC plant.) During the review
of the standard, no technology was
identified that would provids additional
VC reductions beyond the level of the
current standard. Therufore. the EPA is
not investigating furthar the control of

openings.
ﬁ:ﬁM&mAMrﬂum
ping. The sources of VG emissions
coversd ander the cutrent standard

applicable tn -

Furthermore, in some cases thase

control device. The 1977 proposed defined, For the foregoing -
amendments would have-required “new mm the EPA bas conciuded that
resins™ 4o be-stiipped to-lower levels . there is no demonstrated lewel of contral
{i.s.. 200 ppm for suspension, bulk, which could
solution, and latex resing: and 500 pp™ consistently reduce residual VC levals
far dispersior resine), When the resins to levels below that required
amendments were proposed. the EPA by the current standard. Therafore. the
believed that some resins could meet the - EPA is:not investigating further the
proposed limite-whareas, control of the combined: sourass. after
been required to develop-improved . Leake. Becanseiittie war
the resin. " emot® ‘ — hrmﬁd
‘ programs ’
Indnatry comments:gtated that most equipment leaks  compenents in V!
dispersivn. copalytmet..snd bulk resins mm%m&:c
would snffer degmdation if more programs were not incinded in tie
stringent emission imits ware mposed. | cpront gtandurd. instesd, sachplant
Additionally. the comesenters-noted: the ired- s institute and Enplement
inherent difficulties in defining 8 DEW o B s
tesin.” Infermation submitted by slimingtion program both
commanters indicated:thet minar a fixed-point wonitor art a partable
dhumu—na:;mﬂthmm : programs-were
mads routimely, nyw approval b
resins are rarely, if ever. magin. A - subject o Cani?:dnhn
tesult of these-consmenis, tine EPA. -m
md?&thn&uwhhﬁy‘ as welF as viristions in. leei: d ani
existing resing.and still have suy tesins mmw ’-"—‘-ﬂ"m "mm“““:g
SV o7, tie peposed: 3 plants kewe resalted: Sings the standard
ot address what levels of cantrol could 732 FomgAted. the EPA Bas chsined
be achieved by improved. { contzol of loaks frem -
. For these reasony, the EPA rats i VC servics, With the.
choss to avalnate whether higher levels e
of control are echivvable for all resins. mﬂwo:ftlia:mn
or only for some-special classes of Md"d’m‘m' d.‘:.ﬁd:f
The review study found that resin prograzm based ot use of & partable
stripping technology has improved sinee  TODitar-can-now be
the carrent standard wee. .. equipment coversd by this program. The
and thet some achisve mhkd;'heuuud'
lower rexin residual VC levels than requirements
those. required in the ariginal standard. mwmam
hmmmrﬁnmm;th %ﬂn
' the more stringeat levels specified. ’ Discharge by this
However, othar . standard inciude discharges from
of diffaring grades.  VRives on pressure vessels. transfer
and characteristics can anly marg: lines. and athas equ t in EDC/VC .
comply with the original standard, .and PVC plants. The standard s based
Because-of the wide variation in resia on emission cantrol by-» combination of
grades and characteristics, it cannat be -and process modifications.
concluded that. even though a particular  sud oparational pros found in
resin made by one company can mesta  plants during of the
particuiar level, any other resin or standard. An exact combinstion of
similar resins odu by&om modiﬁmﬁmn:n:pmm da
pany could ment leval. procedures was not specified. Instes
Fart periormance standard (Ls., an emission




V'

reasonabls. during the review, no
level of control was found

(3} Review of Sources Not Previously
~ Covered

‘This subsection discusses thuum
of VC sourcas not covered by the
mmndmithntwmidnﬂﬂndh

combined with & qualitstive analysis of
risks associatad with exposure to VC
mm bon:og: in pia
to be & te ce
of ‘s thorough quantitative risk
assessmant for of determining
whather s Federal standard is
warrantad for these sources. Because
these sources are already relatively
well-controlled and the quantity of VC
.emission, snd consequently, the riaks
associated with exposure to VC from
these sources, are small in comparison
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o
standard) was established because it mmmmmvcmn
. was believed that different the EPA conciuded that none of the
:uﬁnaﬁmmldbomﬂytﬂeeﬁw lddlﬂonnlmidnnt;ﬁnd'hthc
relief valve discharges. review s warrant a Federal
mtdmm tnndnd.m’
prohibits all relisf valve discharges Miscallansous Sources of VC
excapt discharges. Emigsions. Miscallansous scurces are
m&mmmu plants gther than PVC and EDC/VC
those which could not have been . plants that uas VC a3 a raw material or
avolded by taking measures to prevent ~ produce VC as an intermediata or by-
the discharge (Ls., thoss that are- peoduct. The EPA bas identified four
“ponpreventabla™). Sinca the standard  guch plants. two of these plants produce
was promuigated, all plants have " 1.1.3-trichlorosthans, ona produces
experiencad some releases. Many of perchiorosthylens and trichiorosthylens
thess releases are consi and the fourth plant produces pesticides.
preventable by the EPA. Based on visits  (An additional 1.1.1-trichloroethane unit
to plants with good comp was constructed ‘at a fourth location but
performance reflecting compliance are no pians to operats in the furture.)
with the current format of the standard  Revigw of VC emission sources at the
through the combined effects of identified plants showed them to be well
squipmaent, process modifications and controlled. Emissions of VC from these
. operational procsdures remains - plants are primarily from fugitive

sources and range froma less than 3 Mg/
yrto'uMg/yrpaphm.lnpnml.th
chmm

sxd Stats and local reguia - - incilities. The EPA aiso recognizes (B3¢
requirements. In additicn, many of the VC has besn detectad in municipal
componants in VC servics:. - landfills. Therafors, in addition to -
be caversd by standards of asssssing VC emissions from hazardcous
furnewsomves and - - waste disposal facilities. a (RCRA) - -
standards for sources in aonattainment - Subtitle D-TASK FORCE has been -
aruss. Based on the. ton of -; - formed which will assess all
mucm:thPAmdudndthn savironmental reieases including air -
they arv alresdy relatively well-- - mmmw.nndnua(.
controlled and do-not contributs. - . ﬂﬂmwichhchdnnmﬁpd )
addim o k
reasons, .
sources of VC are not i Ammm
being proposed at this tims, As discussad in the Finndings and
PVC Fabrication Plents. There are- Concinsions of the Review
about 8,000 fabrication piants which. - Whﬂi\muﬂd
ukohmhpmdundbyl’vc;huts | administrative revisions that are
and fashion it into intermediate or final  appropriate as a twsuit of the review

Emissions from these planty

products.
mumudububcmo.mww .

mhplmh (wuchﬁt'}piuny mu
sbout 92 Mg/yr), PVC fabrication plants

) sre small emitters of VC, If standards

wers daveloped for this category
muidmtrunlthuduadmu;z
because the best control for these plants

" is o reduce the VC levels in the resins

being procassed by the fabricators.
Rasin stripping beyond the level that

procass economics would dictate is
llnldybmdmnuamuofh ‘
EPA’s current standard and OSHA's VC
standard. based on the EPA's
assesament of these sources, the EPA .
wndudndthatthuydomtmtrihuu
significantly to VC

Mmﬂhtmmlﬂd
aof coatrol resuiting from the EPA's
standard and OSHA's standard is still
reasonsbls.
Landfills. Off-specilication resins
containing VC has been taksn to
landfills where the gasecus VC can be
released. Howwver, the current EPA
standard intends that all resins,
ihcluding off-specification resins, be
mwmmvcm
from sources downstream from the
stripper. In ordar to clarify that stripping
requirements also apply 1o the off-
specification resins befors removal of
landfills, these requirements are being
restatad to explicity address of-
resins. The EPA belisves
that the leval of control resulting from
the suipping requirements is reasonabie:
thos, VC emission for
landfills are not being today.
Howevar, the EPA recogmizes that VC -
may be emitted from hazardous waste
landfills and is evaiuating and may
regulate under the Resource

study. The rationale for the proposed
administrative revisions is presentad in
this section of the preamble. These
tevisions include: (1) Reformatting the

test procedure and a specifi
nmitﬁwopunwuwhoamhm
(a)spodfylngnqwummfor

Ralisf Valve Discharges .
Background,
standard for relief valva
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transfer lines, and other equipment in of decrensed dischargws over the hardware and operstional procadnres
EDC/VC and PVC plants. The comtrol - compliance peried. Following an initial  impiementsd by each of the plants along
considerwd as the basia of drop in relief valve affarthe  with the attitudes adopted towurd"
standard involve & combination of . standard went into effect. the frequency  preventing relief vaive discharges
modifications, process and quantity of relief vaive discharges represent the types of control messures
modifications, and operstional ' by EDC/VC plants have decreased .  that the standard intended. In particuiar.
Procedures. An.axact combination of . . slightly or retained relatively constant.  the EPA conciuded that the low .
modifications and operational Genera! Basiy for Namerical Limits, -~ frequancy of discharges by the visitad
procsdures was not specified inn the In was indicative of thair degres of
current rather, a performance  limits, EPA first evaivated to detadl the affort to prevent relief valve discharges.
standard (f.s.. anemission standard) ©  recent performatcs (1961 tn 1983) of Ave  Coosistent with the goal of this.
was established becsuse different PVC pianty snd coe-EDC/VC plant. .  proposad revision, the EPA decided that

combinations of the modifications and.  These pisnts were chosenbasedon. ~ an alternative numerical emission Hmit
procadures were @xpacted 10 be equally  discussions withh EPA Regivnal Offics . - based on performance resuiting under -

effective in controlling relief vaive personna} and industry andware © ths current standard could be revised.in
discharges. - : intended to represent plants'with good & format that would-be easier to
Based on 8 years of snforcement and relief vaive records. In undarstand by enforcament and industry
compliance experience, the EPA has . general, the EPA's evaluation of these patsonnel, '
conciuded that the relief discharye plants indicates that each bas adopted °°  The-EPA investigated twa basic ways -

standard bas resulted in: (1) Significant  the combination of equipment, of expreasing ralisf valve discharge

reductions in the cy-and quantity  operational procedures and attitude performance for FVC piants. Ons format
of VC discharges from relief vaives. (2) toward prevention of relief discharges _ is baved on. masi emisxions, for -

significant use of agency resourcas o intended by the current standard, and exarnpla, the.pounds of VC.discharged
evaluate individual discharges for that their resulting performance is per million pounds of PVC preduced (Ib
- preventability, and {3) uncertainty on consistent with compliance with tha  ~ VC/MM Ib PVC). Based an a review af
the part of producers regarding whether  current standard. The EPA'sevalustion  methods used by industry to-determine

they comply with the standard, found that s faw diacharges may the amount of VC. discharged. from ralief
Additionaily. the EPA learned some of continus to.occar from some plants that  vaives, the EPA was upabis to idemtify a
VC and PVC believe that this part of the comply with the standard. This - accurats mathod for |
current standard applies only to .~ obesrvation ia consistent with the - measuring discharge quantities from
discharges through safety reiief vaives. expectation heid by the-EPA when the - relief vaives. At present. pradusers.are
‘ through other sandard waa waitten, - - required. caly to estimata discharge
pressure relief devices, such as rupture | " In order torwvise the standerd iz | mﬂmhw .
or manual ar automstic vent mofmnm-pundg ' Demonstration of with-a.lb
are not covared. This compliance with.the caxreat format * . VC/MM: b PVC limit wenld require

Eerpratation is not compatibie with the  the standard, this evaluation separated  producies to hessure the-emomut:of VC.
. -intent behind the currest standerd. To PVC and EDC/VC planta. Forpiants, . discharged during an incident Becanse
© " provide morv efficient enforcement by relief valve discharge performance data: - & suitable measugremant mathod wes not
. burden of individoal were further separated by sowrce © identified; the EPA decided not to.

MM& on the' EPA,  (resctor ve. ponreactor).and by resin redefine relief valve discharze .
. and to.provide a berter uaderstanding ta  type The EPA then reviewsd the . performancs by PVC plants.in a Ib VC/
plant opetutors of the goal of the performance af 28 additional PVC plants MM.Ih PVCinrmat et
"standard. the EPA is proposing to ~ and 12 additional EDC/VC.plants. The Anothar format is basad: on

reformat the standard for relief vaive EPA reviewed this large set of ts to hqnms&n.unbepruﬂtm;)d
i mdgdcﬁmthom mmthatthhvdufpu-fmm discharge from occutrences. No matirod

points covered by this standard to demonstrated by the evaiuated plants for maasuring the amount of VC.
include appropriately all pressure relisf  could be schisved by all PVCand EDC/  discharged fram reliaf vaives isneeded
devices. As discussed morecompletely VG plants. only the occorrence of & reiesse
in the following sections..the EPA is. The numasrical¥ limits presented in the  is required for this format. The
proposing to change the format of the Findingn-section of this occurrance of a

numarical limits in the standard to based an an evalustion of the number of  detsrmined by monitoring process
reflect the number of thet . discharges the parameturs a5 wall as

occur from those plants complying with  demonstreted perfcrmancs leval - valve parformancy reports. Thua, of the
the formst of the current standard. associated with compdiance with ths two basis ways of expreseing

The EPA found in the review provinicns of the existing standard. that were
that efforts by all EDC/VC and PVC - Format for Nasnericol Limits. The , = considered, the EPA salected & format
producers to comply with the standard ~ EPA visited the five. PVC plants based on the frequency of discharges:
are reflected in their prefarmancs (in evaluatad in-detail, A expeciad. the Based on this decisior. the EPA then
tarms of size and frequency of EPA found differences.in the considered how the format would be
discharges) since the standard went into  combinations of hardware and - applied toPVC 'and EDC/VC piamts. At
effect. In general. a reduction in the operational procedures associated with  PVC plants, the frequency of
reportad frequancy and.size of relief control of relief valve discharges of sach - from polymerization resctors and -
vaive discharges by PVC producers has  of the plants, Furtirermore, no exact assotiated procass equipment may
occurred since 1978 A further decrsase  relationskip was found between the reigted to the fact that a batch process is
in relief vaive discharges by the PVC effectiveness of specific hardware items _usad to produce most types of PVC. For
i oceurred between 1960.and and gperational procacures and bateh PVC production processes, the -

Performancy by the EDC/VC . prevention of dischatrges. In the EPA's opportunity for discharges is relsted to

wxhibited less markedtrend  judgment, the varieus combinations of the number of timies & sew
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polymerization batch is initigted. " production of suspension snd bulk
Expressing relisf valve discharge resins indicates that resctor discharge
. performance for these plants with a frequency generaily is either less than
discharge-per-batch format sccounts for  0.038 discharges/100 batches ot is much
variations among plauts in the munber ter. (Recant reactor discharge
of batches procduced. The EPA selected for suspension resin plants
100 polymerization batches as & with performancs levels
convenient basis for expressing batween 0.059 and 0.101 discharges/100
dmuadnumbym batches.) Further sxamination of relief
plants with batch production processes performancs by
in a discharge frequency format. . resin producers indicates
Purther, the EPA notad that the ability  that only one experienced mi
of batch PVC prodncers to limit the 4 discharges per year during the
discharge frecuency may be different for from 1981 to 1963, Performancs
resctor and nonreactor discharges arid this plant also exceeded 0.035
that reactor discharges may vary by discharges/100 batches.
resin tyDe at any piant. s ‘The reactor \
discharges by individual associated with dispersion and latex
PVC plants (except for continnous Ednﬁmhtypinnymﬂowm‘
process plants) wers classified a dispersion ar latex resin
acoording 1o type of discharge (Le., procass with a low production rate
eactor va. nonreactor) the reactor of polymerization batches per

to 1983, . )

Each of the five PVC plants that the
EPA qvaluated in detail wus y
those achisving 0,038 discharges/100 -
batches or less in sach of the reactor
discharge categories and 0.02%
discharges/100 batches or less in the

nonveactor discharge catsgory. The' EPA -
examined individual discharge incidents

for the PVC producers whoss trecsat
has exceeded 0.038

performancs
. discharges/100 batces in one or more

of the reactor

achisved discharge frequencies
comparable to the five PVC plants that
lhoEPAn;l‘x;acudhdnntL
mmmbythn .
sources singls plant
mmwcwmnmumpggo
was 2o during the period 1981 to 1983,
Previously, this plant experienced as.

7 that the

b

) ‘ _
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Recnt performance suggests
that preventable discharges have been
e o o

a potentisl emargency
discharge occurrencs. future discharges
at this plant are not anticipated. :
During the

vaive
other EDC/VC
industry range of 0'to 7 discharges/yr.

- Information obtained from plants during

the review indicated that.o;vhm
applicabis, similar types of equipment,
process modifications and operational

rges from PVC plants also are
used at EDC/VC pants. The EPA
discharges by the EDC/VC

discharges st each plant wers
preventable, Elimination of the
proventable would allow
esch of these plants to reduce thair
amnual discharge frequency to foyr or.

sm-}bmwﬁm&. Based

*  of the study of current relief vaive

discharge performance by PVCand -
EDC/VC plants, the EPA is proposing
following mmarical limits for

Examination of relief vaive discharge
p_douumbywcmuwithm
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: indicated that “polymerizstion batch™ consists of ench npm&ngum ulh!vdndhdm'ﬂ
amnwidnh.bwntpolmm sequencs of VC and other performance by certain plants is
teh frequencies  experignce  materials to the reactor, beating reactor.  expectsd to be much better thaa the
sbout one discharge in a 1Z-month contanits, palymerization of reactar respective limits. For exampla. some
‘period. The EPA concluded that for most  contents. and removal (La., blowdown) . new suspension resin FVC piants
plants s 12-mently reparting period of reactor-contents. Any batch thatis -  produce about 8, 000 batches during a
(rolling every 6-months) was both abarted following charging of VC to the  12-month compliancs period. Ons and
suitable end appropriate for de resctor is nonetheless countsd asa . *  two discharges at one of these plants
complisnce with the proposed. polymerization batch in assessing during-a compliance period. would resuit
limits, For plants producing only a small Far PVC plants producing in a discharge of 0.02 and
amount of a particular resin (Ls. low bulk single “polymerization . 005 discharges per 100 batches,
number-of polymsrizstion batches), an batch” includes both prepolymarization  respectively. The second discharge
it viclation of the standard may  and postpolymerization resctor during the period would be
result from a single arge operations. . g ‘nvhhuunofthopz;puedm »
occurrencs during a 12-m can be recorded  -discharges per 100 batches despi
compliance period as described below, hwm can the fact that the Arst discharge wounld
For s PVC plant prpducing a single recorded on the basis of discharge resuit in performanca well below the
mwummmmummm -events (involving discharges from ome or Thase types of plants were
+ resctor discharges (Ls., 0.035 more relisf vaives) or on individual copsidered in selecting the propased
dhd:mllmbnmhu).nmn relisf valve discharges. In most cases, limits and feporting procedures for relisf
experience and average of no more than  plants currently report discharges valve discharges. The result that plants
. one discharge per 2.888 polymerizaticn y when they occur from relie!  of this type must perform wail below the
batches over the preceding 12-month valves on separats equipment. However, limity in the standard in erdar to be in
period. An average reactor discharge such as compliancs is consistant with the
frequency exceeding one discharge per  polymerization resctors that are proposed limits, which were selectad to
z.asahmuwmubuviohumofm squipped. with smitiple relief vaives may represent an boundary on the
standard. However, if the plant made wxpariencs discharges simul nmumber of sllowable
less than 2,858 polymerization batches from more than one raiief valve. Most intended by the standard. The EPA
over the 12-month compliance period, s  plants currently report such multiple axpects that plants using the best
singis discharge ocourrence would be an  discharges from a singls piecs of mdmduushaﬁdh
lppnmtﬁohdmnﬂbomndud(h. equipment as a single discharge. Thus, - able to perform than the proposed
the discharge frequency per 100 batches  the performsncs levels servingas the _  limitx .
mamnms;.m besis ior the oumerical limits represent Reporting Requirernents. The current
peri100’ svents. : : to s
hﬁuwﬂdmwwm&ynﬂnh occur from a singje piece of equipment.  within 10 days of the-incident. The EPA
performance by that plant in comparison  For determining complisnce with the is proposing to eliminate the 10day. N
nandntt‘uncﬁ!ym m&o mumu. basis of individual teporting clm:hn'gnv.m'“’° quarterly ”
bnrdanpoo?: lants with diobc.hngu '“?mmfl mmmmﬂmeﬁfmu
on p, wxcept tanacas !
mlllmhmof the occur fram rulief valves an datarmined on & semiannual
diochmchmhtnhfmntmdtha the same of quartsrly of es is
selected 12-month compliance A relief valve discharge in considered  sppropriate because violations of the
the EPA is proposing to add additional to be any veuting tirough a pressure standard may occur well befors the end
Ewldmnﬁccﬂnghmh«of _ relief device to prevent or relieve an of the S-month period.
tches used to caiculate the discharge  * overpressure condition from equipment snforcament personnel
frequancy. For PVC plants in VC service that results in emissions of violations and violatirms
lass than 2,858 batches of & particular of VC directly or indirectly to the that have airesdy occurred prior to the
resin, the minimum mumber of 2,858 In determining whetheror  end of the compliance period so that
batches will be used when ! not a relief valve discharge results in corrective actions can-izke sooner
complisnce with the ammerical limits, emissions to the attmosphare, the following the end of the
PVC plants producing more than one contmiling factor s the uitimsate - period. Information to be in the
rexin typs must demonstrate compliance dimdﬁmdhm\lndngba report for individnal relisf
separately for reactor manifold ar header system tha Lo valve discharges is to be reducad to
from different resin production nlﬁnnhlydlw.hargntomatnuphcu inciude only. the dats, time, sourcs,
procasses. Only the relief valve constitutes & reliaf valve discharge. f -+ cause and estimated amount of sach
and polymerization batches  the manifold or header gases  discharge occurrence. The semtiargmal
to each resin type are through a contral device mesting the 10  report will also inicude information an
considered for determining compliance.  ppmv VC.emission limit, the venting - compiiance statos.
for doumtmﬂmudhhdn In addition, plants will now be
wimm-mﬂm‘:lmmu? required to maintatn relief valve of
discharges. the total gumber Pwmdmungempnm discharge records for 3 years, because
polymerization batches (regardless of . status with the limits, plants will be the potentially significant increase in the
resin type) are counted. required to calculate their per period betwesn a discharge
‘To determine the rumber of " batch frequencies with suficient occxrTence-and reporting of the
uh:fﬁmhtﬁumdmdfo&. precision to demonstrate that of Rev.
purposas of assessing compliancs, performancs is either squal to, helow of Effective Dots of Revizion. The
following guidelines apply. A in excess of the iimits. Based on current standard as writtan will remain
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in offect for relief valve discharges until  calculation mathods are then
the are then uwsed to affactivensss of leak detaction and
not changs the standard’ Fyisions Based j lemented rigorous programs sn
hu“dlﬂiﬂhﬂdldmb’bmnmh d.m:?g:-lﬂ'wm others impiemented programs lacking
to facilitate compliance that sccounts fummom l“'mgm specific procedures or requirements.
enforcament efforts. Thus, the current hmdndapodm in the Accordingly, the effectiveness of leak
. standard will coutizoe to be snforced s withsactoe  Jatectian and simination programs
until the revisions are procuigated. tesin stripping operations and is vazies among the plants.
Seripping-io-Reoctor incinded 5 the proposed revisions to the , Sine® the curent standard was
Procedure Compliance Test current VC standard. Limitations foe mmnamw
. ‘ - . . regin tesidual and reactor apening loss pertaining to
The test method for measuring reactor - are added together to give a total - control of emission from
opening losses was developed for resin  allowable VC content from these two leaks. Based on this information and the
stripping operations that take place in. _ sources. Tha'measured resin resicval review of the leak detection and -
Yessais separais frmta the reacie. Some VC and ths calculsted reactor opening  ®Limization plans being implemantad to
plants, inciuding all bulk resin loss would then be added together, aad  ©08Uol emissicns of VC, the EPA
: bowaver, do not use averaged over a 24-hour ‘ decided to specify leak detection and
m-gwmumm sccording to resin type. If the 24-hour  TWPAIr requirements for cartain
resin average masts the combined standard, componaents (n VC service.
these VC from the product  the plant would be considered to beln Although information obtained from -
resin in the reactor (pastpolymerization compliance with both the strippingand ~ dsvelopment of other standards
mmth;mu{bulkm the reactor opening loss requirements. indicates that a routine leak detection
producsrs). ﬂrphnhhwﬂhmnﬂn . Leak Detection and Repair and repair program with a portable
bk L e tions, the comeentration The monitor can by an effective emission
hmmmu umm“mndlﬂ feduction technique without the
maasured in ac=ordance with the for pr a formalized requirement of & fixed point monitoring
“mm standard, mdsm the0.023/ks  ooToren: ﬁdmvc h‘hmd from system. the EPA concluded that fixad-
mhvc mm“m‘:'"*ﬂ The ) m:m%mmwm
Mm&-mma.npu nﬂﬂmmmmﬂda. ble retantion in the current standard. In
completion of the stripping whﬁhuﬁcwwgﬁm - t monitots aligw
(acrmally , operation anaiyzer. The Sxed-point mani for detaction of certain large VC
- mdu‘h.unmzh-t Ve leaks that might otherwise go
- hwﬂm" h',m"m'rm concantrations in the work ares azound b untll the next routing
" completaly e el equipment in VC service end sousids an ‘,,’“m""",,,‘,mm, ening Tha EPA T
) According to the Federal Regi alarm when concentrations excesd a that t
o Fodaral Ropiste 20U  prepcribed level. The portabie monitsF ' reviasred o it of e etk e
standard (40 PR 48553, October 21, 1579), 22°0 Rdependently to screen e L o e e
WVCmpmmm.m.ﬁ,n)' equipment components for leaks. Rather repair requirements being specified
has besn stripped to accaptable levals than specifying the number of points to at this time. The complexity of existing
pot intendad to be countad as ,“hi: be monitored, twe sensitivities of the * fixsd-point monitoring plans. in terms  {
. be oo Tn muitinoint detector, the VC » smmber and distribytion of monitoring
carrent standasd ¢id not Inciude [n the  CO0CTITAtGE tharindicates a lsak. and potnts, varies grestly among plants
measurement method an acceptable the actions to be taken to rwpair Consequently, some plant owners az. - - ..
. tmathod for datesmining what of the the current standard requires sach plant tars may want to alter the oumber
Whhmmhuu::dm ownasz of Gperatar 1o prepare & points that are monitored and the
the resin After siripping is compiated. plan these specifications and distribution of monitoring locations to
The cursant standard allows bulk to submit the pian to the EPA for bettar complament the specified
tesin producers to calculate reactor Plant owners or cperstors arg  POFIRb Se0iiortng fequirements. Sach
Oparting loss amissions from the to. submit data on changes to existing fixed-point
postpolymerization from- the concantrations of VG in differwnt aress will be allowed
Pmaber of reactor reactoe besed on of the plant to use in determining the VC  PrOviding they do not aiter the plant's
mmndmh . concentrstion that should be ability to detect large VC leaks.
producars with reactoe resiz ware by each plant and intended to standardize control of VC
calculation of reactor Offices. by the the EPA MM?EP ™
opening emissions is more found & ) A is concernad that
m&hbm:umof M?&?&ﬂhww fristng effuctve plans mit be
water vapor ia the reactor vapor space.  alimination programs axist and inappropristely changed. The proposed
producers with nonbuik resin stripping sources and tha and plants with existing effective plans to
operations in the seactor have been dlﬂmududcvm Jeonetate
ghanted an & case-y-case basis by the  leak dufinitions and moni in effectiveness of their plans without
EPA Regions. typically with the Toe duhinition 40 moritoting _ the EPA roqersts coran .
provision that residual VC samples ars  practices. along with repair practices, ~ the EPA requests comments from
anisyzad ou each batch.-A varisty of are primary on the eontral specific wummmﬁ
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2.0 percant or less. Any procass it in that achieves that standard may be
which the percantage of leaking vaives lisd. Section 112(s)(2} dafines the
is found to exceed 2.0 percent will be tions under which it is
required to comply with the provisions not feadible to-prescribe or snforce an
of Subpart V. emission standard: (1) If the pollutants

The V requirements for _ _ cannot be smitted: through a

proposing to add VC to the list
of substances covered by Subpart V.
. Subpart V would substantively affect
rihin e iyl othes sqmipment
- o
in VC sarvice are aiready

the VC standard to with

the percantage of lenking vaives is

during

aftar repair is delayed uniil a

mnit shatdown. Vaives found sot to laak
for:2 successive months can be Co
quartarly until leaks are
detected, Monitoring of equipment to -

i

detect leaks is conducted in accordance -

with Mathod 21 and & lesk is defined as
a measured organic concantration equal
o or greater.than 10,000 parts per

million by volume For
St i ok
detection and repair requirements,

employsd as normal

-current VC standard sre expectad .

* August of 1977,

Section 112 to allow the vse of these
requirements.

bazardous air pollutant uniess; in the
judgment of the EPA, it is not feasible to

these producers or as & resuit-of the

require
' . amycal test to verily the “no detectable

m-dmmaldum
work practics, or operstional »
or combination thereol N

devices. As discussed below, the EPA is-
setting a "no detectable emissions™ Ymit
for these sourcas. For the other sources.
the EPA is reinstating those = .

* -raquirements as set forth in the current

The EPA selocted the use of ruphure.
disks as the basis for the coxrent - .
standard for pressure rellef devices.

indicate whather squipment lesks have
bewn eliminated: that is, that the.
smisslons.”

‘The “no detectable emission™ Jmit
mﬁﬂmhmw
overprossure relief. (Those relessns are
oovered undsr §§ €1.84{a) and 61.4%a).)
Ths standard would specify, however,
that the rellef device be returned to &
ﬁy‘mm‘ .
-4 after a discharge.
The standsrd would further am

emissions”™ status of the pressure relief

. devices and & test after each over
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pressure redief. This administrative the 3-bour swuraging period is intended - carried out in Two seperate vesseis. The
change implemeuts the basis of thin = - to clarify that the 10 ppmv standard mhmud_hth : -
standard consistent with the . appliss to VC amissions in ail exhavst “prepolymerizatios” reactor.and the
roquiresments of Section 112{e} §as streams covered by the 10 ppmyv mmnl.n-lhq.mdmdw
Based oo discussians with the EPA for calcnlating the VG comtantin residual VC in bulk resin is performed
regional personnal reganding their. emissions Sor purposes of following the postpolymerizstion step-in
the carrent - . pyporting VG smissions in excess of the - the reactor vessel The
VC standard. the EPA is proposiag 10 ppmv standard ase being added to - ticn reactoe generally is
. the regulation. The EPA may use-these opened sftar yvecy batch and must
compliance and enforcament effarts emission monitoriog resultsas - - Hmits specified.in the standard. Because

assaciated with the current standard, indications of noacsmpiiance if they the prepolymaerization resctar is opened
These revisicos reprasent minor changes.  show clearly that emissions tnexcess of * leas frequently. and because

to the atandard. A hrief description of the 10 ppmy mequirements-accurrsd.- determination of gross product (for
these administrative revisions and the Thesecond claxifying revision 10 the  PeACIor spening loss estimation) is

basis for making them fallows. allowed piants to
Definition of Laak, Exhaust Gas ”wwnﬂﬂ :‘:‘mﬁ' - mm thcwﬂh hum_ ' pis
dafinfticns of "leak™, “sxhaust gas” and 0oL o the cowared squipment. The  emissions from polymerization reactor
“relief valve discharga” are being added of this rawision-is tp claarly -~ openings. The reactor opening loss
to the standard o clarify the . plonts om weing dilution with  requinemaents are being revised at this
.mw... ty of the standard toeach of o oyt gug straams as 2 time to specifically exciude
'ypes of VC amissions. During -\ npiouy formenting the 10 ppmy’ . prepolymerization reactors.
their review of anforcement and "This rwvision I not Accordingly, VC emissions from all
canriard experiencs sincs the intanded to probibit the comman opening of ticn seactoes
: w.mwlhm practice of combiing twe or moee will-be subject to the equipment opexing
caaes of confusion exbanst gas ammens (a8 common ts. This revision is intended
gves the latecrded ofTeak". . hesdarieading e connul deviea. to clarify and impeove the
:ﬂlnh-m 3 and ‘refief yalve _. . ~ | According tothervvised 10ppmv_ - of the equirements of the revised
mﬂd thrae distinct - - requiraments; combilning an exhaust gas *  standard as they apply o bulk
s VG emiissions are being stream containing mose than 10 ppev pesin producers in light of actusl
mm“hmh -~ o VC with anatherexhanst gus stress . industry practics. Ne rednction in VO
personnal with a cle imiustry of  Contuininglessthes 10 ppmv UCls ~  emission control stringency will result
which pact of the standerd - - ;Mc:lu&nhmhhdm &onth-:hm;:nqdrmufor
any givea dscherge.of VC sminsions to ducted caciral The s ; w-pohmmw resctoes.
standard Sorreliaf weive discharyes was Gasheider Seals. Undar the crent
Deyindtion of ZDC and V& , .
[ the pest, some plamiy- - intended e Dot enly te saluty standards, the VC content of
have misiaterprentsd wiichequipment  ruliaf suives bt Sall typas-of prassmm  WEtswaine mast be rednced to less
componens s inchuied i EDC -« reliel devieas, A delinities of “yeiief than 39 ppm expasure of the wastewater
purificatios msi VC vaive” is iy woder the - to the attsosphare. In the case of
procasses with. the rasult that emissisns - Tevised standard & clerify that the waier sesls, the VG montent in
Boue carenin somipmant Sreried S be current telief vulve dischargs standard the exposed watar seal may wxcaad 10
coversd by the standunl ey wot tarwe applied do cupturs disca. mannal PP churing neemal oparation of the
been conteniled. The defiifiors of “EDC  vefits and othwr prsssure relief davices since the
w:n*uﬂ'ﬁ:ﬂﬂﬁ‘n that veot to the atmosphere to-prowct standard Was procmuigated indicates
i rovised w0 clapify thatall « * process equipment from unsafs. . . that complisace with the atmospheric
puriication-equipment folipwing EDC ©  overpressurs conditions: The definition  axposurs limit is.not practicabie for thia
snd VC formation. soere subject v of relief valve in the propased standard . particular inprocess wastewster sowrcs,
amder the et standiard - 18 DOt intandad 49 include pressure - Consaquently, the definition of
10 ppoev Standerd. Twe Secifytny  +  control valvesused to coztol ow toan inprocess wastawater is being revised to
revisians are being made 4 the 10 ey Incineraice or other control-devica. ., - “exclude the exposed watar seal of
regulations to improve understanding of  Howeyst, the covest reliaf vaive . . gasholders. The inprocess wasiswater
the applicability of this part of the discharge standard did cover amissions requrements will continue to
standand Firse, sitheugh the test method  Srom pressure contral valves. Also 2ot .apply to wastswatar wfter ramoval from
- ap-dﬂ. i e hm;nmlm : such
PpmYv standard 09 that the are pressum tasns such a8 Lliminntion of 30-Day Limit cn
avarages results from three 1-hour - polymerization reaction shortstop Equivaiescy i “The corvent
sampling runs be used, this 3-hour systems or water systems standard specifies a.30-dey limit for
sveraging period lv not speciSied in the  which act to fressure Jy meass  existing sources o submit requests for
10 ppmv requirements. Specifying that  Other than - useof equivalent matitods. Becaums such
omissions may.not excesd 10 pprv over. Opaxing JAeguirermants  a limit poses a.restriction va initiative
& 3-bour averaging patiod clarifiss that for Bulk PVC Resin Producers. Bulk. by industry to-davelop altersative, and
instantansous copliance with tie 10 PVC resin differs from . mors control
- ppmY standard is oet &3 intended production ef wther types of PYCaesin  measares, the 35-dsy limitation is being

requiremant. Mcareover, specification of  {n thatthe-pelymmrisstion reaction is sliminated.
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Other. In addition to the revisions

specifications and reactor opening
mmumdnthltmuluohn
compliances tests be reported in
semianmmal reporis. The EPA s

proposing to.allow ts {0 report
tost resqits that phzu'monly

.PM~m[.VoLsn.No.OIWMy-]m&MI-Pmpoutilnh! 1188
incresse muhonun mhbndoaﬂhmthoemof
nuﬂ.k.g'“ mmﬂy mmplhnﬂwtﬂlﬂllmdlﬂ-

mmmdnd.dm the ey~ PublicHeeding < - B

Feau '.'un h.lém,:h.pubuchm@blw

qndﬁlihlo 8L71, are to discosy Hﬂﬂ”ﬂ“'ﬁnﬂﬂ'
S eEing v ead the camrent Sarious THOYINE) 400 STTNE o th

to : . sections

- for all Claan Air Act: Persoos wishing to make

activitiss kom 2 to 3 oral presentntions on the' '
. Thanet impaect of the ., revisions should contact at the
recordkesping and X address given in the ADDRESSES section
requiremants proposed by.the EPAis . of this preamble. Oral presentations will
estimated to be 2 decresseina be imited to IS minutes each Aoy .
bk burden of shout 23 persan - member ofthe public ey fls 8 wrtte
7t shouid be noted thatall . , w-ﬂwhhm%:m -

Environmental = ' giptements sheuld be addresved to the

Response; Ulhﬂltv- Cantrel Docket Section address given in
Act (CERCLA) Section 101£14)  the ADORRSSES section of this preamble.
_hmdmnbmmuvhﬁ A verbatim trariscript of the hearing
chlotide are subject to and written statements. will be available
e e e o bl i nd
e of o ties from nmd'ddnghmualtnth&md\
which hazerdous mbstances have been .. ¢ (509 AnonEESES secticn of this
relessed in (RQs) . preamble). - T
immediately notify ths National ST
Tou ol ioce 24 bt teleplomm e :
of the NRC is 800-424-8802 and in mzﬂwﬂ#& ‘
w s e submitted th or otberwise considered by
mmndlnm,m:mi . ia’! ?'”’i ) .- . proposed ralsmaking. The principal
statutory 1 pound reportable geantty e wera o sty aud lscaw
under Section 101(14) wntfl sdfusted by. - 3,0 Ly el ht%ﬁm: -y i
regulation, and is presently undergoing ta in. the rulsmaking process, R
assessmant for both chronic toxicity and .ad(z)b“uhmdhﬂlld .
pudqhm”hk?:&nﬂmby judicial review {except for hm
the Offics of and Remedial  ~Feviaw matarials {§ mawm.
wm&.\(s-mwm Mison S
S 4 7R 22) re ot e gmmmﬁ-
to CERLA notification requirenwnts or ticn with
liabilittes. However, relsases of preoaded by consalta
bazardous substsnces that are not- wﬁﬁmw
ﬂbk?.blpnnuewn?lmhm w‘“:’a‘"‘- P,g:’“

. . . .-. L L} ’ e mm”
requires that adverse affects of all. - . iseuss. -
businasses be According Tequirements in this proposed rals have
the current guidelines of the Small. been submittad for approval 1o the )
Business Administration (SBA), 2 small . Offios of Managenent and Budget -
business that produces or processes VC  {OMB) under the Retnetion
hmhthul:h Jess Act of 1980, 44 U.S.C, 3301 ot saq. 4
Currently. none wxisting Comments 0n these requirements shoul
producess or that are be submitied to the Office of
affected by the standard are estimated Ininemation snd Regulatory Affatrs of
to be small by this definition. Since none ' OMB. marked “Attention: Desk Officer
of the companies meets the SBA, {or EPA", as. vl a3 tothe EPA dociet
definition of small business, no mmmmmum
regulatory flaxibility analysis-is -respobd to any OMB or puililic
required. Even if an analysis were comments oa the information collection
required, the proposed administrative requirements. - !
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must fudge whether a regulation E'EPA
a
il of"'““a....l."'"“""“m.‘“ -y
a
Analysis. This rcn.huon is not major
lnmn!iad

. because: (1) The national

compliance costs,
chm:uumnghnntham
total less than $100 million: (2) the

standards do not cause a major incresse
-in pricas or production costs; and (3) the
significant

!M m -

L ] »
v

'mﬂlnhm

A-33

product containing chloride

‘treatment process or

untreated as wastewster. Gas-holder
seal water is not wastswater

- standards do not cause chioride “‘ ght or &
adverse sffects on domestic competition, mm::il?ﬁtmpuuzby v
employmant, investment, A vinyl chloride as determined
m:.ﬂﬂﬂ- Tpattion 1o mmﬁi&mmm
* This regulation was submittad to the mmm“p.:ud.th
Offics : and Budget for ot in vinyl chioride servics.
rwview as required by .mwuwhmdm
?ﬂmﬂgrmﬂﬂ:OWhﬂA definition of "VHAP service” in Sabpart
response to those m.
Namber Ar-81.21. The docint s RO
avuilable for public inspection at EPA's hg(oh)dmm mpﬁﬂzﬁm"
Cantral Dockst Section. West Tower which
""“”sm' sw“‘““’w’-wmnc_mmﬁ“ _vﬂmmm
. Pursuant to the provisions of S US.C. - mmm“hmdw
Prcazaigaiec. il sot ve s spmaiant Cloride which follows vizyl
Do s . )
ecvtomic impact o8 substantil . . < Chlorids formation; . . T - .
small entities. are affected. . . neo. tv) “Relist valve™ means eech-- - -
MthﬂmMn relisf vaives, ruptare disks: marmal
Alr pollution control, Asbestos, - - .venisand other pressure relief systems
Blryniun.l-lmxdoumtl:hh. * - .. used to protect process components
M-my.\nuylm - from overpresiure conditions. "Relief
' valve” doss not include contral valves
Mwma‘-m tsed t cantrol flow to-an incinerator or
”"LA-' ) ¥ other sir pollution control device. -
Acting Administrotpe. Col L (w)“g:k'nllmmydnvw:‘l
PART $1—~{AMENDED] emﬂnn-;tdvh:;lehhddnl within.
“ lthpmpoudmm process equipmers, Laaks includs evemits
e R S e
i to 40 CFR ax
. mumnummm; 10,000 ppm or greatur; (2) indications of
1977 arw withdrawn, . . : llqnlddﬁpphsmumdnhcﬂond
2 By revising the definitions in- - failureof & seal system, failure of a
m:mm.m.mnd ) fortn  barzier fiuid system. or both: and (4)
mmmm".“h- chioride emissions as indicated by am
sarvica®, dichloride : inatroment reading of greater than 500
purification” sad "vhy!cblnd. ppm above Lasks
Eﬂaﬂm nddh.dmum incinde events reguiated wmder
, the terms- ", "lank”, !m)um]ddnueumo{lmhm
“axbaust gus”, W'ﬂ"ﬁm - concentrations in excess of ba
and “S-howr period™ in new parsgraphs  concantration. Emissions of
(v} (w) (,q, (y) and (2). L chioride not regulatad under § 0181 (2)

61.53(a): § a1.84 (m), (b (¢},

(d). (e) and (f); and § 61.85 (&) and (b)(1), -

()2} (b (4 s ()
o (01 ehall b et ook A

m“hwommm"mm . a
mmmwhtch.dminrmmmm reitef vaive discharge is not a leak.
comes into direct contact {x) “Exhaust gas” means any offgas
ﬁthvhyldzhﬁdaorpdyvhylchloﬁd- discharged ar ultimately to the
Sy raw Dateral, remediats proto, I o e e e ey itally contained
any raw ma te . in orwasin contact
Anished product, by-product, or waste ith the

equipment for whick 10 ppm emission

~lln!t|mptuaibodhln.ﬂ[|)md

- conascutive 1-hour periods (each bour

E

E

r.aun-m./w.m.ku/wm.ymms.mé/wm

(b § aLE3(a) § 6184 (a)(1). (a)(2) (D)
(c) and (d): § 61.88 (b)(1)(ii), (b)(2}, (b)(S).
(b)e)(ii) and M(ﬂ(ﬂl- A lsak as defined
in paragreph (w) of this section is not an
exhaust gus. -

“Raliaf valve discharge™ means
:%Emluk diuhup through & relief

(=] “3-hour period” means any thres

e -l et guses”
% gases” to
“uc:,ﬂmém:um and making
other minor ciarifying revisions in
ml).lm.mh).mdlnﬂ(a)(i).
{b). (c) and (d) as follows:

$§61.82 Emission standurd for ethylene
diohiorice piants, -
(n)mylmndiabladdcpuﬂﬂuﬁon:
‘The concantration of vinyl chloride in
‘each exhaust gas stream from any
squipment used in ethylene dichloride
purification is not to excesed 10 ppm
(nwfur&-hwrpﬁodorn
daterminad in accordance with
!Mx)(l)Luuptupmﬁdtdh
§ o1.85(a). This requirement dows not
preciude combining of axhsust gas

’ mmhmbhndsum;s

throngh a control system from .
which the concentration of viny]
chioride in the exhanst gases does not'

: ' sccordance
with § 6L.87(g)(1)), axcupt as pruvidnd in
requirement does

§ 61.85%(a): This
ohthltm
combined steam is
through a control systam from
the concentration of vinyl
thnuhlmmudonnot
or equivalent as

in-§ 6186, This requirement
pply to equipment that has

is out of ucn.)(m(:!!
nth.in.ﬂw 8)(1)
opened

EEEE

11
"i%%

]
I
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(I)T'hlemunnﬂmofvhylchlwidc
_ hnchudmm stream from each

(b) Stripper. Ths concentration of

\ vinyl chloride in aach exhaust gus
©  stream from each stripper is not to
axoeed 10 ppen (average for 3-bour
period or as determined in sccordance

exzhust gas stream from sach moomer
Wgﬂnhnﬁhmﬁiﬂm
average for 3-hour period or as
determined in accordance with

(ﬂmmmhuﬁuueh
reactor is not o exoeed 0.02 g vinyl
d:luidc[h(mlbvhylw)
ofpolyﬂnylchloﬂdnpmdua.m

hP‘ﬂmhl(ﬂﬂ)lﬂd(mz)
of this saction, with the prodnet

'umm.mmmm

does Dot ]
requirement mhth.bulk

This requirethent does apply to
Wmmmhhﬂ:
mmﬁmmu-:m-d
gross product w :
postpolymerization.

[ ] L 4 - - » ]

5. Dy revising pqunph
introduetory taxt and adding pmgrnph
{)(3) t0.§ €154 a3 h!lmu:

joLed mmmm .
planta.

(ﬂSamulﬁwbwﬁ'ﬁuuﬁﬁndu.-
‘Tha foliowing-requirements o

1188

a iph (8) t0'} 0108
By revising parsgriph (

Qu.u Rmission standerd for ettwiene
mmmmm

Anmu- mofmcthylm
dichloride, vinyl chioride, and/at

chioride servics is not to exceed the
following lbmits except as provided in
pnnpuph(n)(ﬂﬂﬂ)dthhucﬁon.?u

wﬂhthCplnt. mhlrufrdhf
hmthq:mdo.ms

latex resins-within & PVC plant, tha
number of relisf valve discharges is pot
to exceed 0.035 discharges per 100
polymuhﬁonbnlnhu.hrdlm

" incinding prepoiymerization and
postpolymeriza

tion resctors.

sxcept.as provided.
peragarph (8)(L)(H) of this section.
e e
aj{1
('x:xudad(whn):(: only one relief 73::

qplybqumhthuhu
openad, is out of operation, and met the

sluul(m-m-ptuwﬂ-dh stripper this paragrsph
§ s1.88{a). This requiremant does hn-;zm.u(.xz)-:ﬂ-m: < of
(1 weightad enyiseions
mﬁmaunmmm
nddlw-nlhluwhgthm
luppu'ﬁundlsndud

mhﬂbm‘mw
your. ~
4) Bach relief vilve discharge that
eu‘lt)ribut-blundvﬂndhchlm
mbd?iwm:h-( H1) (a)(2)
a)(1) (a
lnd(lxa)d'ﬂlhwpbm

1
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' an individual violation of the fespactive  rotating in viny} chloride
Hmit. t : " service are to be minimized by installing
(5) For svery reliaf valve dischargs to  compressars double mechanical
the atmosphere, the owner or operator seals. or as provided in
shall record the identity of the soures, forse I mechanical seals are
the date and time of the discharge, the used, vinyl chioride emissions from the
cause of the discharge, the approximats  sgals are to be minimized by
total vinyl chloride loss during the the pressurs between the
Saterining the viny! chiorid loes This o, eals 20 tbat axy lsak that ocours s
information shall be submittad in wmmﬂm :yh :
writing to the Administrator as partol through a control system from which the
the reporting requirements of concentration of vinyl chioride in the -
§ 01.70. This information shall be exbaust gases does not exceed 10
retained and made available for ar equivaient as providad in § 61,88,
mi:moﬂyw- . nhloﬁdu;i:dmfxmu::o all
P 3 reciprocsl
(L)(a)(1), (bua)iii). (b}8){iv) and chlaride service are to be minimized by
o4 = squivalent pruvﬁadhlm?i
$61L85 Emisnion standard for etiylens mﬂgmmmmml
wwm“m aladdnunm;t;ufrmthnsgllmh
M m {
“An.”m”uropuﬂuofln pressurs between the two seals so that
vinyl chioride. and/or any leak that occurs is into the
pwmmmmty by ducting azry vinyl
with the requirements of this section. G R e o Y e two seals through
. a comtrol from which-the
(b} Pugitive-emission sources concentration of vinyi chloride in the

6 / Wednesday, January 9, 1985 / Proposed Rules

108 and i accordance with section 7.1

maximum shelf lifs for each cylinder so
greater =8 percent :

m&mm&uo{qul!:du
prepars cartified vinyl chiori .
concentration and recommandad

prepare a
cuxve as described in section 7.3-of Test
Mathod 108, The requiremaents in section
5.23.1 and 8.2.22 of Test Method 106 for

{wf) It contains a definition of leak
which is acceptable when compared
with the concyntrations of
vinyl chloride in the aress of the plant to -
bomdbythnvhyldnuidod
monitoring system. Massuremants
background concentrations of vinyl
chioride tn the sreas of the plant to be
manitored by the viny] éhloride
monitoring system are to be included
with the description of

vary among the
thnplmdhlhuﬁMomm
as background concantrations in the

" plant are recduced.

. .- - - -
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. a=30 B .

Sl—

lﬁrmmmmh
- § 8168 as follows:

n:::n-w1::n¢mw-n
'mm .

(b)Mm'mm

(4)th valves.
st o e
™ squipment in vinyl
chloride servics nznmplywith'
!Wd&nbpm\!onhhpm.

10. By revising paragraph of
‘Gugilthﬂ: (b7

operstor is exempt from § 61.242-1(d),
§3 01.242-7 (a), (b} and (c), § 61.248 and
nw&?g:pmvg.munm?}y
valves is demonstrated to be
squal to or less than 2.0 percent, as

.mummm u.Bymm

following: . . memm.ud (g)(S)ﬂH)
A)A mfb)(l (K)(Q?f‘t:i.smucd in off 8107 as follows:

paragrs on

Mhop;ndnc,ndmmllywuhmm . 16187 Emissientests -

days of the effective date of theser | - -

regulations, annully and at times @ ~

requestad by the Administrator. - (3)Whenas operation is used
(B) For eech performance test,a - 0 attain-the emission I h!u.u

mdmuﬂwd‘&tw (s} and (f), emissions are to be-
valves in VOC servics (as defined in determined using Test Method 107 ee
§ 60,481 of Sabpart VV of Part-80) within follows: . .

the process wnit shall be rundemly - R (!]'lhmbcohtﬂypm or .
Mmdmmdﬁthhim - reactors using as strippers) and samples -
by the methods specifisd in-§ 61.245(d) and the types and of resin to be"
of Subpart V of this part. If an ~ sampisd are to be determined by the

instromant reading of 10,000 ppm or Administrator for ewch individual plant

gmmﬂ.mkbi:m at'the time of the test based on the
percantage datermined  plant's operation. ;
by dividing the number of valves in m- ve ‘

VOC servics for which leaks are - Thé corresponditiy

detacted by the mumber of tested vAIves el proceseed by .,3""’,,.,(‘,,
in VOC servics. mctcmduuuim)hwbo

‘(Q”llﬂkhmuﬁlﬂb’ determined on a dry solids basis and by
in accordancs with § 81.242-7 .mﬁodnhmdhndappmndhy

(d) and (e} of Subpart V of this'part. . the Admiistrator

sboll be pubmitied i WG e e B et e
- Admisistriot in the Srst semianal m’”mwm%ﬁ
report following the performancs test as _
part of the reporting requirements of [g)(ulbinﬂuﬁouawr. e
jam, | . .- - |u.nmuu

(E] Any process wnitin which the . - . LI PR -

::‘Hﬂ'mhmu. mooo B -

freatar 2.0 parcent must comply

with all isions of Sat V ol this “(!)Thnm;mhghhwhhh

part within 90 days. "t L §oLba{a)2) is to be determined. The

* ey e sumber of reactors for which the
(v)'nmhnlplnd:mmbo ‘detarmination is to be specified by the

taken when s leak is detected consistent - Administrator for esch individual piant -

" weith Subpart V of this part " stthe time of the datermination based
12 By revising } 6196 as follows: . O D4 Plantscpention. - _
§ 6180 Equivaient equipment and ﬂnhramuwmr&nulundlsl .

strippes, the mdvhylchloadc

may use of squipment or . stripper for whicir an emission limit is
which/have been, - preacribid in § 61.84(1) are to be
demonstrated to his satisfaction to be determined. The of resctors for

- equivalent in terms of reducing vinyl ~ whicirthe detsrmination is to be made is

chicride emissions to the-atmosphare:to - to be specified by the Administrator-for
those prescribed for complisvecs with 8 each individual plant atthe time of the .
lp-dﬂepnmyhdthhnhput. - dwnhnuanbudmhplmfo :

operation.
Tl Persemeph () StVELET ) por gnchs batch stripped in the

4 lollows: mthobﬂommm
'ln.l? mm . = 10 be made: -

. . ‘ (A)'rhmunmﬂon[pw)ofvhyi

nnnmuopmm.h.nm dﬁoﬂdnhndnnﬂustrlppm
atthophmmdmhndhbh.upon measured according to paragraph (g)(3)
request, for inspection by the of this section:
Administrator, for a minimum of 3 years,  (B) The reactor vacuum (mm Hg) at
tecords of emission test results and end of strip from plant instrament: and -
other data nseded 10 determing {C) The reactor temperature {*C) at
instronent.
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(i) Poe sach batch atripped in the
Mhﬁuﬂuﬂuhm

(A) The vapor pressure (mm Hg) of
water in the resctor at end* of strip from . -

the following table:

T T O T T L
| M
0

il
RIINERL R SEag [o0AE|

d
§

K
|
‘quaqn!liziln%lltnl K

Fr———

ARRERE faInde

e

~— e
+

-

_laua;i:luSItsangts;sc

n:iaqua;ia:aplqticaaa

1]
oK,

i

I

. PPVAI0=RV-VPW

PPVC = partal pressare of vinyk chioride i -

&R = typical density of polyvinyl chioride. - -
kgim*

(i} For sach batch stripped in the
reactor, the combined reactar opening section ghall be used to
loss and emissiony from aik
following the resctor need as a sttipper

datermined usizg the following’

s TPl

1

¢ vinyl chioride/ieg palyviay! ehiceide.
PPMVCamooncentzation of vinyl chloeide In

mm in
. hm-r:'ﬂﬁubwpb :
.. {g)(8)tii)(R) of this sectiss. in mmw Hy
- INNEIDE YEpoR FRacl Yoluhe
detwrerined.

-3
{(ZH{BNUUC) wb this saction. in b

idaal mm‘h ~'K/mm Hg—

- for vieyt
reactow Bom resipe-in

3 m 'm-mmh'cn't
ans KIwmeestorsmperetore. in C -

18. By i s ny
- Bruﬂhnnfﬁmmhmams

< procadures iz paragraph (h)(1} of this
resolve the

(1) H‘mmw;m'nrd-umhu

that & piecs of equipmant is in

. applicable emission Bmit} by best
jodgment

be revised cnly after following the
procidures in paragraph (b)(1) of this

(3) Sxmples veed in determining the
percant viny} chioride content shall be
representative of the process fuid that
is contained in or contacts the
equipment.

17. By adding paragraphs (d). (¢} and
(f) to § 6183 as follows:

$ 6158 Dmission monitoring.
¢ . 1] L [ .

(d) When exhanst gus(es}, heving
emission limity that are subject to the
requirement of paragraph (a) of this
section, are emitted to the atmosphere

* around the control system and required

vimyf chloride monitoring system, the
vinyl chioride content of the emission
shall be caicnlated (in unity of sach

practical engineering based on
the discharge duratior and known VC
concenirations in the effected

. muWhm _

with § 81.67{h} or other acceptable
method, -

{e) For each 3-hour period, the vinyl
chioride content of emissians 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 comtingous monitor) for purposes of
reporting excess emissions under
§ 6L.70(c){(1). ‘ .

(1) Por each viny! chloride emistion to
the datesmined
accordaney with parsgraph (o} of this
saction to be n excess of the applicable
emission limita, the cwmer or operator
shall record the identity of the sources),
the data, tims, anxt daration of the
excass emission, the cause of the
emission, the approximate total vinyl
chioride loss during the excess emission.

" and the method ueed for determining the
-.vinyl chioride lows. This information

shall be retained and made avuilable for

“Semianmmal repart” to “Reporting
by revising paragraph (s} of § 6270 as: ‘

CMA 015275
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sounie 1 which s commer epplies’

source

shall submit to the Administrator on

September 15 and March 15 of sach year

amfmonénnﬂﬁum;:mmh”‘
ormation required

(d)nnd(c)oﬂhhmﬁanm c-

Dmhu:s\nd}mouduchmn

in writing con the

Fequired i paregrphs (o (4 snd (9!
] ()
Mlﬂg.hlddiﬂﬂ(:.)ﬂ:&f.ﬂ'ﬂl
required in paragraph (¢ section
will be reported exactly 3 months
following the semiannual reporting

(3) The Erst report is to be submitted

fo the first foll 3 month reporting
%mm&nmu

19.
; mgv revising paragraph {c)(1) of -
nm m.

(c)" ow ¥ .
ﬂl'ﬂnmwomtum

emission
nnmhu:.sz(-)u(h).sm.).or
amﬂ-ﬂ(l)ﬂ)- (b, (¢}, or (d), or during

etmissions are in excess

required
§ n.u(-)(z) or to which fugitive

to be ducted in
! M (b)ﬂ]( )(2)- l'hl(ﬂo l'bllﬂl(ﬁ)- or

. unuumnotdnmd.th
report shall contain & statement that no
excess emissions have besn detected.

B By reviaing parsgeth ()
¢ -
troductory text, paragraphs

in! 1 removing
(c)(2)(iv}, revising paragraph (c)(2)(1i)

and revising (c)(2)(v} and (e}(2)(v])
introductory taxtto § 0170 as
§61.70 Reporting.

L BN ] -
(-]

1199 Y
vhylchladdnmnumhhpolyvhyl vinyl chioride concentration. ss- .
chloride remin. . | . . datarminad in'this paragraph, in excess
v ‘ of thie limits prescribed in § 61.84{e). The
L@t vinyl chioside content found in each
tiif) The vinyl chioride content in each  sam hmuhdbyplmphs (c)(z)m
sammple is to be determined by Test and (c)(2)(ii) of this section shall
Mlthnd:lmupmcdhodin. avaraged ukyfurudnypcof
§ 6L87(g)(3). ndn.mu:hﬂlndudnynd :
(iv) Mhdmdh:hthnqmﬁtyot
v)'!bnpmtoﬂumuby sach grade of resin proosssed by the
the owner or opexator is to-inciude & stripper(s) that calindar day, according
wthhlhwh.oqn

¢r,

A-Mwmdmﬁ
prea (dry weigit baais).
Q-Tmmdwﬁm"h
-bowr period. in k.
ﬂ-‘l&pdnﬂu‘-u «i2 where mis
. m«mmw A
during the 24-howr
M=Conoeatation of vinyl chloride in ooe
mmple of gracie Gy resin, in ppm, )
P-Pndmdmdlﬁndnw
by the-samwple, in ky.
" GewGrade of resizc 8.9 G Go 20d Gy

_ .n-'ronl_h-dud-duﬁpndud

during the 3¢-bowr pariod.

(vnmmwepmumm
at the source and make available for
inspection by the Administrator for a
minimum of 3 years records of all data
ﬂqﬂiﬂdwlﬂ u‘;h( (2Xv) of this

mun e)(2){(v
‘The records are to contaid the
thinghfumnm

Wy

L] [ ] ‘. .,

2. of
; mgy“m vmlmh (c}s)

§6170 Reperting.

(c). [ 2N ]

(3) The owner or operstor shall
Indudnhﬂunpmluemldm
mdoufmmuchmmhgh
excess of the emission lioits
in § 61.54(a){2). Emisxions are to be
determined in accordance

with§ 61.67(g)($), excapt that emissions
for sach reactor are 40 be determined, If
emissions in excess of the emission
limits are not detectad, the repart shall

"_$'" oMo, P.,x.,-l-r..x.,-o- + < o Pe,Me,

incinde & statemant that excass
munmmd-m

2 By-ddhc p-mnph (c)«ho
§ 8L20 as follows:
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- 1200

mthmMu du&pﬂdmmm N

& stripper sssoctated with-sach batch reactors that calendar day as follows ?, = ==: and hr=N

_areto be svarsged separstaly for each For sach type of resin (suspension. Y .

type of resitt, over sach calendar day dispersion. latex, buik. other), the _

nndwqhndaemrdin.hthoqmmy bﬂawlngulmhﬂmhtnbcpuiomcd: where-

I.umvdndhehmhqmcywmo

?ﬂhﬂ:hc!ﬂlafl
E]CEI Gz L SR pﬂ c? r.-mmmvﬂﬂ
- kwﬂhnﬁﬂmpmm

A-mmmh_ Mwmmh.d ‘ o B== ?hﬁmﬁrd polyL.indoeblr.hucf
sourom following the rescror-used ass - . all resin fypws eombined by 100
;zt’mhmﬁmmm . m_‘ (nhmyl%:‘l;:nusms

q-rwmlhmmwm r.-mnmmmp-m con! process, the relief
which stzipping i» complated during the polymectastion batches from all rescters  yyivg is the
M-howr period, in k. poedeming sesing type ¢ samunation of each reliaf vaiva -

Co= Average combined reactor openiag Joss * H-uﬂmh.dﬂd“m discharge from all equipmant types
nd ecniswions. from all sourens following during thw 12-caumth pasiod: preceding the the 12-month period preceding
the reactor weed a3 & strippee of all. . close of the S-month reparting period the close of the &-month reporting
siztpping is completed during the 34-bour ¥ =totnl munbar of potymertuation batches of () por Sihylene dichloride/vinyl
period in § viayl chioride/kg product (dry ""h‘?_‘mm, shperiod  chioride plants, the relief vaive
weight basis) {determined = precsding Sividad by 100 discharge is the summation.of
procedece preseribed in § SLATIZHE]N . reporting period bpim mmw trom all

- PmProduction. of grade Gy s the - *-ﬂmmm tax) o equipment m&,m
baschea for which Cis determinec, in Iy, bulk resia. type .o " period the close of the 6-

G-Gnduﬂnﬁuubcuﬂu-ﬂﬁn AA'ﬂnnrrdyﬂnﬂﬁﬂqﬂhpﬁnu, month reporting period

m""“"h' valve discharge fracuency - each sequence of charging a
""’“‘""’""" : polyriayl chinside teacters is 1o be materials to the resetor, besting reactor
Ifnozﬂmum mbhe&mewr mnmmmm " contents, polymerization of reactor
mhmmmw .mm contents. and removal of resctor
the-renctor used & contanis including stry incommiete
lﬁmhm.dhlhiu ssquency that is aborted after charging
prescribed in § 01.04{f] arw determinwd, '-"'"-""‘""" VC to the resctor. Por bulk resin
report shall state that 5o excese - production plants, & single.

vinyl chioeids emissions. werw - Wﬁ includes both

aﬁvlﬂﬂtmﬁl(d}(ﬂmﬂ wherse . . - T . "&Mmﬁmam

(€7 to-§ €170 aa follows: . ¥ mreliad valin dischargs Soquency per 100 01,4 i the report the number of relief

- uuu m S . wuﬂ-:.:n.&m valve discharges to the atmosphere
. . . producing suspension during the 3-mosth period precading the
] Vo wrelief vaive discharge frequancy per 12- repart from eack of the
(ﬂﬂnmnwmﬂm utmdt—mmm sOuzoes: suspeasiot resin

inciude in the report s secord. of relief + SESpeneion resin resctors: dispersion and [stex resin

vaive discharges ss prescribecin . ﬂuhﬁlﬂ.ﬂﬂdﬂhm bulle

§ 01.85(a)(4), and tha owner or operator- during the 12-menth paciod preceding the "““ﬁ“‘mm"mmmm

Mmmhnﬂd :SLMWWM equipment in PVC plants: all equipment

vaive diachargs frequancy limits used In solution proceds snd other
mh’“‘*hb‘m v-wuudmuumd contisnous process PVC planty: and: all
suspension resin during the 12-manty- m’mmehnu:motbﬂ
mwml’h‘“‘ period preesding the close of the 6-menth
dixpersion. latex or bull- rwpesting period. divided by 100 (n‘nuomor shall
resing, the relisf vaive discharge ! incinde in the report the number of
frequency trom polyvinly chlaride 13) For polysinyl chioride plants reactor openings and the design
resctors is to be determined using the . dispersion, latex.  cypgcity of the number of~~

following equation. Separste or bulk resin, the reilef valve dischargs  poiymerization batches for each type of

calculations are to be made foreach hml;:mlhthutnw ) uﬁnhnchphmhdnﬂngthcmm

regin (4} as defined: exaludiog polyvinyl chioride reactors period precading tha report. i

. m' . - I&.bhdbmdbm“nm capacity of the sumbaer of -

polymarization bm:l;u may be defined
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24. By revising paragraph (a) -
introduciory hxtof!!}-ﬂu)hﬂqw
§ 6171 Recordkeeping.

(a) The owner or operator of
source to which tisis nbpcrup;l“ho
shall retain the foliowing information st
the scurce and make it available for
inspection by the Administrator for a .
minimum of 3 years:

- . - "™ .

25. By adding the words “viny}
chioride” to the definition of the term
“volatile hazardous air pollutants” in
§ 81241 of Subpast V as follows:

. $61341  Definiion.
“Volatile hszerdous air pollutant™ or
. “VHAF™ means & substance regulated
under this part for which a standard for
equipmant lsaks of.the substancehas
been proposad and promulgated:
mVHAP is a VHAP. Vinyidlluidlhu

{Bec. 112 Cloan Alr Act of 1978)
[FR Doc. 85-500 Filed 1-8-86 w8 aaj
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