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Plastics industry, Inc. (1-0-41

355 Lexington Ave
New York, New York 10017
(2712) 573-8400

James C., Ber.y

Acting Branch Ch:ief

Chemicals and Petroleum Branch

U.S. Environmental Frotection Agency

Office of Air Quality, Planning anc Standards
Resea: ch Triangle Park

North Carolina 27711

CENTRAL DOCKET
=T ON

Re: EPA Review of the Vinvl Chlecride Standard
Dear Mr. Berry:

The Scciety ¢f the Plastics Industry, Inc. (SFI) 1s
subrmitting these comments in response to your letter C©I Feoruery

* .
25, 1983.—/ Your letter 1n rafs

()

egd a

0,

1

()

cussing the model plant parameters anc regulatory aiternatives
whichn will be used as a besis fcr revisions to the vinyl chloride
(VC) standard. 1In acddition, your _.:tter forwarded a revisec
report by TRW, Inc. dated February, 1882, &and capticned "V.inyl

Crloride—-A Review of National EImission Stancarc

L
n

=/ Spl represents 1,200 member companies ancd is tie major
natimnal tracde association of the zlastics 1ndustuy., its
membership represents over $S5% oI the production anc aboult 75%
of the sales of plastics materials In the United States. =PI
is organized into approximate.y 50 operating units. These
comments reflect the views o0f SPI's Vinyl Institute, formerly
che PVC Safetv Sroup, which is comprised of the major
manufacturers of vinyl chlorzide monomer and polyvinyl chloride

resln.
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James C. Berry
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SPI submitted suggested changes to the vinyl chloride

stancrard in July, 1982, and met with Agency personnel in November,

I O L S B SN ——

18982, to rdiscuss potential changes. A& copvy 0l our previously-
sebrnitted recommendations 1s attached. While ynur February 25
letter did not refer to our sugges'.ions, we trust that this

does not reflect o declsion by the Agency not to consider the
problems presented by the ex13ting standard. Indeed, we are
tzking this opportunity to renew our reguest thet the administra-
tive changes we have proposed be lncorporeatecd in “he Agency's
review proceedlng.

The proper approach to the review ©f the VC standard is
cictated by statutcry, executlve anc Judiclal guldance, Section
112 of the Clean Alr Act, 42 0.£.C. § 7412, cvrovides for nationeal
emission stendards for hazardous ailr peollntants (NESHAP) that
opresent a threat of increased mortality or serious irreversible
l1liness Emicssion standards are to be set to provide an "ample
marcin of safety.” These statutory criteria must be satisfied
ﬁ‘ by comparing data on the he.lth effects of vinyl chloride in
the atmosphere a2t existing levels wilth date showing that a reduc-
*ion in emissions would remedy significant adverse health effects.

Under section 2(a of Executive Order 12291, a review

of existing regulations must be based on "adecuate information
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ﬁ 5 James C. Berry
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concerning the need for and consequences of the proposed govern-
ment action.” ‘Adequate information, as the order plainly states,
includes the potential bkenefits and costs of regulatory action.
Indeed, reguliatory action shall nct be taken unless the potential
benefits ocutweich the potential costs. 1d. § 2Z(o).

The benefits, if any, from further reductions 1n VC
emissions must be reflected in monitoring and health effects

data. Any review of technology or engineering feaslbllilly must

"l‘mm [ ™ iy ol =L a .mleq -
. =~ ‘r. - *’ - ey

be predicated on studies that demonstrate the nealth effects on
*he -eneral population of current levels c¢i vinyl chiloride in
the atmosphere. It 1is only by such 1nquiry that potential bene-
fits can be estimated. The material 1n your February letter
does not meet these criteria.

Our comments on draft Chapter 6 are presentec first and
followed by comments on the TRW Report.

A. *"CHEAPTER 6: MODEL PLANTS AND
REGULATORY ALTERNATIVES®

il e

According to your letter, Thapter 6 and the revised TRW
Repcrt "will form the basis for analysis of the economic, envircn-

mental, and health impacts of any change to the standard." Given

-
-
[ a

4.'. I
y

-1-'-"1..'__'._.|

]

the seneral nature of draft Chapter 6, 1t 1s difficult to deter-

[
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mine how the Environmental Protection Agency (EPAR) will util:ize

the list of regqulateory alternatives. At 2 minimum, ZPA should

anlliny.

calculate the current or expected level of vinyl chloride meno-

mer (VCM) emissions and compare it to the level oI emissions,

ambient exposure, and resultant health effects that woulc arise

from application cf each of the regulatory alternatives. The

draft chapter does not provide a basis for chcosing an alterna-

tive since neither the cost nor benefits of the alternatives

are adeguat:ly developed.

l. M_del T lant Size

The model for new ethylene dichloride (EDC) plzants uses

a cesign capacity of 400,000 mecgagrams (Mg) per year ({880 million

re

pounés per year). Given the size of new facil:
+nat this figure should be doubled or tripled tc 800 or i,.00

(Gg)/yr (1.76 or 2.6 billlon pouncs per vyear).

2. Offcas Heating Value

The offgas heating values for emissions shown on Tables

§-1, 6-2 and 6-3 indicate that the heating value of incinerated

emiscsions remains the same or 1ncreases 1n relatlonh L0 urninciner-

ated emissions. Post-incineration nheating values should approxi-

mate zZero.
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3. Annual Operating Bours

The annual operating hours for ELC plants 1s gilvan as
8,760 hours per year or 24 hours per day, 365 days a year. This
100% cperating figure .3 unrealistic. A better figure would

reflect operation at 90% or 7,884 hours per vear.

4. Plant Locations

Deer rerk, Texas anc Baton Rouge, Lou.siane are presentad
as representative cf potential locations for new plants. In
our judgment, new plants are most likely to be built 1n remote
areas. The newest plant to be concstructed is located in Point
Comfort, Texas. Another plant 1s schedule tc be built in Convent,
Loulsiana. Both of these are rurel locaticns and would serve

as more appropriete locations for dispersion modeling.

5. Backup lIncinerator

On page 6-2, 1t 1s assumed thaet emissions are combined
and controlled by & sincle incinerator. Eowever, typical plant
configurations include a second, on-line backup lncinerztor.
The use of a backup 1inclneratcr has obvious 1mplications when

calculating the cost of controlling emissions. We sugges:t that
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‘Page 6

Chapter 6 be modified to indicate that backup incilnerators are

normally reguired.

€. Pugitive Emission Characteristics

On page 6-5, the text refers to three plants producing

l1,1,1l-trichloroethane. The draft states that "any new plants
~uilt in the future would be expected to exhibit emisslion charac-
teristics similar to these existing plants.” This statement

may be overly inclusive because at least one ¢f the plants was
built inm the 1940s. Moreover, other 2air emission regulations

controlling the amount of volatile organic compounds (VOCs)

would tend to reduce the amount of fugitive emissions frcm new

facilities.
7. Requlatory Alternatives for New EDC/VC Plants

On page 6-8, the draft 1ists three regulatory alterna-
tives for new EDC/VC plants. These are: reta.ning the existing
level of contrecl, reqguiring incineration of the cxychlorination
vent or ceasing operations. In consldering t.ese regulatory
zl-ernatives, the Agency scould be mindful cof existing EPA regu-
lations that require the incineraticn of oxychlorinaticn emis-

sions in the absence of any particular reguirement in the vinyl
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James C. Berry
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chloride standard. The pertinent regulatory categories are:
rrevention of signficant deterioration (PSD), offset reguirements
in nonattainment areas, and best available control technology

(BACT) reguirements for some state construct.on permits.

B. REVISED TRW REFORT

Chapter 1 | .

Yo

Page 1-3, Line 23: The draft report states that the
efficiency of VC reductionrn in flares has not been determined.
In proposing rules to limit VOC emissions from petroleum refine-
ries, the Agency has characterized 1n-place smokeless flares as
~eing 98% cr more efficient i1n reducing VOC emissiors. 48 Fed.
Reg., 29,291 (Jan. 4, 1983,. The Agency has spcnsored a flare
efficiency s+tvdy by John 2ink Company that has measured the
efficiency of flares and found 1t to be greater than 85+%. E.C.
Davis, "A F.are Efficiency Study" Paper .(0-C presented a2t the

LIChE March 1983 meeting 1in HBouston, Texas (reporting on the
Zzink Study) {copy enclosed). This study and other Agency cata

should be referenced here and in Chapter 4.

Page 1-4, Line 2: Relief valve discharges that could

not have beern avoided are permitted bv the VO Standard. Ex-
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amples of some of the causes of such discharges have been pro-
vided previousiy to the Agency. See letter from SPI's counsel
(G. Baise) to EPA (D. Goodwin), deted Feb. .5, 1872. Neverthe-
less, because of the enforcement staff's subseguvent 1nterpreta-
tions, we agree with the need for a more realistic delinition
of what constitutes an "emergerncy” relief valve dilscharge.

Page 1-6, Line 9: The premise of the leak detection
secti»n of the current standard is site speclficity. EPA recog-
nized that each plant is unigue and that leak dectection programs

need to be tailored to the individual site. This conclusinn

s+ill is wvalid.

A major reason for variability amonc the leak patrol

programs was the lack of response by EPA regional offices to

the propcsals submitted by the operators. Individual companies N
) were left to their own resources under a short time frame Efor

developing these programs.
‘ Page 17, Section 1.11: The draft summary should be ,;,

modified to emphasize the impact of other reqgule .ory reguire-
ments. New and modified VC emission scurces undergo detailed
reviews to cbtain permits that frequently result 1n best avail-
anle control technolocy (BACT) or lowest achlevable emifsion

rate (LAFR) controls more stringent than those 1n the standargd.
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The summary also should discuss the Comprehensive Environmental
Reéponse, Comﬁénsation, and Liability Act of .880 (Superfund),
the Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA), the
Consumer Product Safety Commission (CPSC;, the Fcod and Drug
Administration (FDA), and state activities., The 1lmplication

that delegatior of NESBAPS authority to states will reduce VC

emissions is unsubstantiated.

Chapter 2

Page 2-1, Line 5: The proposed policy for airborne
carcinogens is cited in conjunction with EPA's review of the
existing VC standard. The proposed policy was published 1n
October 1279, and was the subject cf extensive public comnents
that cast serious doubt on many of its provisions. Indeed,
TPA's then-Acting Aémin.strator testified befcre Congress that
"li}]t is uncertain whether or not tnls proposed policy waculd
survive challenge in the courts.” Inside EPA, May &, 1981l at

8. EPA has not ye’. responded to the comments ancd 1is 1n the

process cof changing the proposed policy. We object to a review

'sased on a proposed policy that has not been £finelized, that 1is

being changeé, and that EPA believes may be 1lllegal.

P —— _ . .
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We also object to the application of the discreagilted

philosophy of the proposed carclinogen policy to this review.

The prcposal, for example, endorse:z efforts to reduce emisslons

to a zerc level without regard for the resulting costs or bene-

fits. As a result, the present review study has been restrictec

to engineering feasibility. It has 1i1gncred all oOther aspects

of the situation based on acdherence to a proposed guideline

+hat will not ce adopted in 1ts current form,

Page 2-2, Section 2.2.1: The repor%t incdicates that TRW

reviewed EPA's October 1975 standard support document ancé infor-

mation submitted to EPA under Section l1ll4 of tne Clean Air Act.

TRW should have reviewed also the written comments and the hearing

rranscripts on the existing standard, the proposec amendments

to the existing standard (42 Fed. Reg. 28,154 (1S877)), and other

pertinent documents.

Page 2-11, Line 34: The reasons for lost production

capaclty incluge (1) the time t© purge eguipment prior to opening

and (2) the time to open eguipment for mailintenance and all other

ourposes. Lost capacity 1s not solely attributable to reactor

cleaning 224 purging time, as the dralft states.

Page 2-12, Line 20: Data «re not shown I0or the state-

ment in the draft correlating compllance levels with automation
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and ccmputerization. See also the letter lrom SPI's counsel
(3. Beise) to EPA (D. Goodwin), dated February 15, 18739, on the
subject of some causes of relief valve glscharges.

e

Chapter 3

Page 3-1, Section 3.1: The cdraft shoulc state that the
prccess descriptions in this Chapter are extremely simpiified.
They 2o not adeguately reflect the complexitv ©t the processes
or +he di.fficulties cf compliance.

Page 3-32, Line 25-30: Thi.s passage 1s an unclear at-
tempt to paraphrase the provision of sections 6€1.65(b) (3) (v)
ané 61.65(b){4). A better statement might read:

Leakage from reactor agitator seeals

and relief valves are adcressed DY
subsections 61.65(b) (3) {(v) and 6.1.65(b)
(4), respectively. Agltators must

have double-mechanical seals or the
eguivalent. Leakage from relief valves
must be minimized by 1nstelling & Lup-
; ture disk between the eguipment anc

 : the relief valve or utilizing an eguiv-
o alent method.

Page 3-35, Line 12: TUse of chemical treatment has been
successful in preventing polymer Dbulld-up, dDut only in certeln
ecuipment., While the sub)ect 1s mentionec, the significant
costs associated with chemical treatment are not glven adeguate

~consideration.
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Chapter 4

We agree tnet the industry 1is perfcrmin

reguired bv the standard, ané we bellieve that actual emlssions

or example, the

rtl

are less than that reflected 1in this chapter.

"estimated actuz2l emissions” column In table 4.4 (fcr a typiceal
fcr the reasons Cis-

PVC suspension plant) shoulc be revised,

cussed below, to include azt most the fcilowing amounts.

Estimated Current
e _ , y
Emissions (kg/¥r)

Sourc

Primary control 68

Re}ief valve discharges 4,780
Combined sources after stripping 13,600

' _T  Fugitive emissions ZC 500
Reactor opening 1l .ss 460

¢4 ,408

Th.s represents & reduction c©f 83,622 Kg/yr

A é ue

emiscsions permittec uvnder

improvement.

Incinerztors normaily peric.m et em.gs:0n .eve_.s Of

[

0% of the zllowable emission
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The reactor openinc loss in Table 4-4 was calcu.atec oOn

ar. averace c¢cf 3.5 batches bDetween »Hpenircs a2t £,80L

LN
rt

VC based on EPA's 1875 ancdard Sapport Jdocument. Variious 1m-

~rovements in Durcine methods and decieases 1n opvenincg I{reguen-

M

cies lead us to bhelieve that average actue. .CcssesS are .ess
+~an a quert r of that model. For purposes < esStiMmeting
tor opening loss emissions, we sugoeest assuming tnatl reacticrs

"

are ovened after every 1C tc 12 Dbatcnes.

Page 4-1, Line 9: The craft stetes that ZDC/VIM plants
usSing purre oxvgen as 2 feedstock have rec.ceC emlssions pelow
rmose Set DU +he stancdard. WwWhile th.s may be correct, 1t 1s

TLants &a.sS0 control
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Page 4-2, Table 4-1: "Ccntz:nment” s _..sted as a con-

-rcl technology for reactor ‘e.l.ef valve c.scnarges. This s
ot é.scussed further eve!. Severa. oOther comments 1n sec-
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I R y ’ ' '
teGu.&ted emissions. This must be ~ncerrect
. — g

light of the statement On page 4~1, lines 2-9  «n

S10ns arce "well ) ] ] )
below the 10 Frm o leve.," 2A

figure for a

0

tuel emissions < 316 ka/vr not

T

O

A |

37,266 kg/vr. Therefore, estirzte

mately 529% below thcse Permitted by the g+

i

Page 4-€, Table 4-4: 2o me

1O list the est: ¢ '
S - cimated actual emissions fcocr +he

]

2NC the rea2actor CPen.ng 1oss to be ecuiveler -
CLi58510Ns., AS can be easilw Jetermined fron
- R Ao o ' P

' '
-7 & Semiannuel reports, both pPrimery control

1OSS emlssions are substantial’ v LESS than +h

tD

” <o | -
-€Se numbers shouldé be IeVIsSe:l tC B ke ur

LI 2
)

Page 4-12, Line 4: The use cf flarec

Clscouraged simplv because thew cannot be tes:

relianly curing coperation.

il
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Page_4"l2, Line 7: As noted above, EFA has informa-

~ion on flares showing greater than 98% efficiency.

Page 4{-13, Section 4.1.5:

with 1mpurities and Comonomers, especially vinyl aCetate, are

S€rious. 1in any event, the buildup of methyl chlorigde reguires

¢ pPriIge to an incinerator, which, if Present, may as well be

used for %Lhe entire waste stream.
Page 4-19, Line 5:

The statement that "with -he change

J—O ‘n g ’. .
cO larger reactor systems, the potential quantity of emissions
- k —

‘. . ‘ . . |
~zom the relief valve is increased” is ircorrect. No data are

provided to support this statement. Indeed, page 4-23, section

» =" » ' o # re "
£.2.3.1 indicates that "newer reactor Systems provide

Moreover, the first paragraph on page 4-42 states that cne firm

B W Yy

- e n '
Led "no reactor relief valve releases for 31,000 charges at
L

-y

i
- b

elr large reactor facilities.”™ T

Statement made oOn page 4-19.

In L €] "potential” g '
addition, the word "potertial QesCribes the possi-

Ollity of an event. It may be that the amournt of & potential

o 3 . 1 L >
Ie.ease from a large reactor could be greater than that of a

VAB.0001147878e-
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small one, but the probability of such an event is likely to be

less. Most large :-eactors are in newer plarts with more modern

safeguards so that the potential is lessenegd.

Page 4-20, Table 4-5- More complete data could be

assembled from existing Ieports submitted to EPA.

Page 4-27, Line 34; An increase in temperature to
72°C may or may not result in a relief valve discharge. This -
depends on the rupture disk/zelief valve settings, which are a
function of the design pressure of the [eactor. Some polymeriza-
tlons are run at temperatures in excess of 72°C.

Page 4-28, Line 13: The draft lncorrectly implies
that‘g-gasholder is the solution to a multitude of problems but
does not "conclude" that gasholders are econonically feasible.

Page 4-30, Line 33: The TRW Ieport tends to overstate

the value of an auxiliary venting system by failing to adequately

consider plugging problems that Create concerns for safety.
Page 4-33, Line 30: 2a major problem with water-sealed

¢cas hoiders is the position taken Dy EPA that the seal wat
was a source of VC and that the ©pen channel had to be controlled.

The disadvantages of casholders are generally understated.

‘Page 4-36, Table 4-10: The table should indicate

that the figures are in December, 1979, dollars.
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g | '~Page_4-39, Line 1l: We support TRW's conclusion that

2 safety relief device ventead Cirectly to the atmosphere will

{Ei& . always be required, no matter what System or combination of
{
f
]

. 5ysStemns is required.

o
e e . We concur with the statement on page 4-17

o . We would, however,

object to the report's presumption that gasholders will stop

gic - and contain emergency discharges.

g Page 4~48, Line 4: 7T

compressors, ¢ 1S not, as so broadly stated, for venting com-

e presscr relief valves -
v | r PUlPS, welgh scales, condensers and knock-

out tanks.

¥ 'Pageﬁsz, Line 23: The report states that stripping

tO lower RVCM levels is Promptec primarily by the VC standard
s Trnls statement makes no sense vecause, if it were true. manufac-

ry > <o | ' : > :
B turers would not be SLripping some resins to levels below the

DRE ‘cuzrent reguirements. Act . :
‘ﬁf}V | U ctually, other marketing reasons pr

Ompt
b i _ & 'l . 1 ,
P - Producers to strip some resins pelow the levels set Dy the regu- e

P ~ation. See the stripping lavels given in Table 4-11 on page
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ﬁﬁﬁfwiﬁﬂa‘”“" 393*4 55. and 4=56, Table 4-11: This table js only

paztially completoé Sinca industry has Ssubmitted this data to

> | LPA the‘data Should ‘be’ 1ncluded for all plants tO represent
.., e 1 0 0% of p rod uction.

. U wFage 4-79, Line 26: VCM calibration gases are certi-

'’ fied by the. - “ :
¥ e Y the manufacturer. Aas a check, the plant can fun a com- ?

parison tast with thelir calibration gas. ~An2lysis by Method IC6

Chapter 5

¢ Inprocess wastewater stripper ef-

fluent does not need continuous monitoring or a- 1ly samplino

below the 10 ppm level

Page 5-3, Line 15: It is stated that "compliance with

the regulations has crastically increased the quantity of in

. . Iy .
precess wastewater discharged from many plants.,”

- : _ A reference
s given for_this Statement; however,

no cetails poortlng the

Supporting details Should be provided or thi
Statement should be deleted.

claim ace given.

~Page 5-4, Line 8: ‘The Le€POIt suggests that monthly or

Semiannual averaging of reactor opening loss would apply mainl
. ' y
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There is no reason for limiting this concept to bulk processors

=
a ’_1; . ".,_ - -

and other plants stripping in the reactor. It can and should

O
. +
b -

ey, By

,hj'applied to all reactor openings.

ffﬁ;'_ - Page 5~6, Line 20: New source performance standards

(NSPS) should not be applied'to existing sources unless they

bécomenew'bburces'through pliant modification or expansion. .
Page 5-7, Section 5.9: The discussion concerning dryer

éhissions'is scmewhat misleading. The example given is based

' ?Ei on dryer emissions for a new plant being eguivalent to the cur-

:lﬁ%, rent standard RVCM level of 400 ppm. The ex--ple given is based

on one application for a prevention of significant deterioration

{PSD) permit. Many recently issued PSD permits (not applica-

Ly

tions) Specify RVCM levels substantially less than those cur-
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rently adllowed by the existing standaré. It would be interest-
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%,

¥,

10Q to-knOW”the,permit RVCM level f{or the referenced applica-
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This discussion implies that indirect drying reduces

T

emissions. Tkis is incorrect and misleading. Not all RVCM is

X K, _.. P
A
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emitted from the dryer exhaust as stated. Some also emanate
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from the blend tanks and silos, while some remazin in the resins.

The figures also improperly assume that the resins will be at

as opposed to actual,

the 400 ppn RVCM level, current levels.
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i o
T EPA considered regulating sources after the stripper
= - :
X during initial development of the standard. The required strip-
L
% . . , v
o Ping -.evels were selected, in part, to assure thet subsequent
e 2
- emissions would not exceed the 10 ppm level. In addition, SEI
L. commentses on the original standard reflected an ‘ngustry preference
ﬁi to control emissions through stripping rather than through con-
trol of post-stripping emission sources. However, the draft
report fails to note that the present standard glves an operator
&8 choice between stripping and other control methods. -ee
40 C.F.R. § 61.64(e).
5 Page 5-7, Line 5: The prevention of significant deteriora-
ticn (PSD) epplication should be identified. g
T Page 5-7, Line B8: Indirect 3-ying woulé have little
i' eflect on emissions here, It is obsolete vechnclogy and does
] not apoly zo PSD situations.
é_ Page 5-7, Line 13: The Zraft should be fzc:ual anrd not
f} Judgmental, The suggest2d regulation cf tlené “anks an? centri-
‘jV fuces 1s subjective ané unsuppcrted by referenced data.
& ) Page 5-B, Section 5.11: The premise cf the exlisting
> leak detection seciici. 0f the VC s:andard is site specificity,
5
ﬁ? EPA, however, dié nct provide zuidance for the bSasic elements
;: of a2 leuk detecrtion program.
" 3
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v
4 Page 5-3, Line 34: Back-up devices and emergency vents

+ ST ’ -

ﬁg are typically operated less than 200 hours per vear. This does
e .
5 not Justify the expense for the continucus monitoring eguipment

suggestéd.

Chapter 6

2 Page 6-6, Line 7: OSHA regulations aprly to the trans-
. portation of ﬁinyl chloride. 29 C.F.R. § 1910.1017(a) (3). We
understand that rail and tank cars are purged tc contrc. devices.
.§5. Page 6-7, Section 6.3.4: An ea lier Battelle Report
';5. , on 7CM enissions from a landfill was a mazor factor in EPA's
August 1979 proposal to list as hazsrdous waste PVC sludge and
B Othe:z related wastes. SPI submitted comments to EPA's Offjice

of So0lic Waste, pointing out that (l) the Battelle information

was out of date, () the Battelle Report was considered when .

&

*}i A preparec its NESEAY regulation for VCM, (52) subsequent incdus-

<

»w-
i

r?

testing shows the existence of substanti:ilv lower concentra-

tions of VCM at landfille, and (4) the NESHAP StIlpping reguire-
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nents have resulted in lower RVCM levels :i:. »PVC waste. Further
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Chapter 7

",',J.‘!f & i
- .
. . -
- - -, - . . e 1 - [ '. .-
. e, :'._ -k r - - a_ - 2 i
r

m .- - e ‘T‘- s
E‘W i -4 L gy e R
JEPRAE. TR TN 4P s S’ . . L L
oYy ‘:* "_.z:i:'"‘!'“: = ety f .'."* ,1‘- A ”
§ f=n <4 P T LA et e - S
. 4 A, 2f
- L - i

4 L "
i . B N [ !
N R
DA
" . l"'_'hr.in _-":“ -
*

(3 AL E e
LA

LW r:‘:i

wl

g

=3 b ]
r -~ ‘.
.

o -

Page 7-1, Section 7.1: 1In general, the impact of other
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.regulations is understated in this chapter.
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Page 7-3, Bection 7.2.1: The viatility of EPA's airborne
carcinogen policy is highly questionable, as noted previously.
Page 7~7, Line 34: Implementation of the California

r - r
b -
il

South Coast.Air Quality Managment District (SCAQMD) regquirements

2 would present a great hardship to indus:iry. This standard is

-
1y
.
-

not based on verified, scientific evidence and shouigd, therefore,

not be implemented in any new areas.

Page 7-12, Line 16: Ambient water quality criteria for
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vinyl chloride was published by EPA in October, 1980. 45 Fed.

-

- - B T
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Reg. 56,628 (Oct. 1, 1878'. The reference to effluyent guidelines

ﬁf should be changed to 48 Fed. Reg. 11,828 (Mar. 21, 1983).

C. CONCLOSION

EPA shoulc proceed to develop the needed administrative
changes in the current standard on an expeditious Sasis. We

are avajilable to assist with this work.

Any substantive revision cf the VC standard must be

fé? - "based on the development of health effects dvta that demonstrates
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violate the "ample margin of safety” test of of the Clean Air

ST,
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EP&_should consider the need for additional field monitor-~

ing atter available data are evaluated. Certainly, decisions
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to bring further activities under regulation cannot be SUPPOTI ted
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without actual measurenents. A health effects studv will also
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be reguized.

SPI appreciates this opportunity to comment on the vinyl
chloride review study and is willing to discuss these pcints

with EPA in greater detall at any tine,

Very truly yours,

--/% 7”4«»,—.,;—“»

G. R. Munger
President

TRE SOCIETY OF THE PLASTICS
INDUSTRY, INC.

0 Counsel:

Jerome E., Heckman
Peter L, éde la Cruz

Kelle: and Heckman
Suite 1000

1150 17th Street, N.W,.
washington, D.C,

(202) 487-1110
Enclo;ures
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