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Interoffice Communication

To D. A. Kuhn - Houston

From Gary Foshee

Date July 12, 1977

Subject Comments on the Proposed Revision to the EPA Viny1-Ch?oride
Reguiation

Attached are comments of specific concern to LCYCM on the proposed revision
to the EPA vinyl chloride regulation. 1 hope the comments will be helpful.

We would be happy to answer any guestions concerning these comments.
Gary Foshee
is

CC:
REL-JEC-CRH-3D-PLF~RLH-JAD-JF-HDG
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COMMENTS ON THE PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO THE VINYL CHLORIDE EMISSION STANDARD

1)

2)

3)

4)

The EPA document is unclear as to the definition of a reactor versus a
source in an oxychlorination system. One interpretation would be that
the failure of one of our three reactors, due to corrosion, etc., would
force complete replacement of the oxychlorination system with an oxygen
based system. This would cost approximately $17 MM (1981 $) versus
approximately $1.5 MM (1981 $) for replacement of one reactor. We
recommend CONOCO try to get the oxychlorination reaction train defined
as the source, not each reactor.

We feel the EPA quoted oxygen cost of $14.34 per ton is Jow by at least
a factor of two. We would expect oxygen cost in this area to be $30 plus
per ton with escalation tied to natural gas price.

If the incineration system cannot be optimized to or below 5 ppm vinyl
chloride, we would want a permanent higher standard rather than re-
negotiating an interim standard every three years.

Production rate for the offset provision should be based on maximum
demonstrated instantaneous production (rather than annual).
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EMVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

- (40 CFR PART 61)
R MATIONAL EMISSION STANDARDS FOR HAZARDOUS
—

j AIR POLLUTANTS
-‘ﬂ Vinyl Chloride Amendments
f?% ' AGENCY: "Environmental Protection Agency.
- " ACTION: Proposed Rule. |
7? ‘ _ | "VSUMMARY! ~The proposed amendments are being made to the vinyl
ng ‘ ch]or1de standard which was promu1gahod October 21, 1976, and would
T app]j to new and existing ethylene dichioride, vinyil chloride, and
;‘f polyvinyl chloride plants. The standard and the proposed amendments
.cﬁ imﬁlement the Clean Air Act and are based on the Administrator's

* determination tﬁat vinyl chloride is a hazardous air‘pollutant.

1‘jr‘ The inténdéd-effect of the proposed amendments is to require improve&

74/ .effectivéness‘of control technology at existing plants, finpcse more
striqgent.emissién 1imits. on new sources, and préhibit an emission
1n¢rease within the vicihity of an existine source due to the construction

Aof a new source., | | " : i

ﬂJKyu0X. DATES: Comments must be recéiyed on or before (60 days after
this publication).

| | ADDRESSES£ Comments should bas submitted (preferably in triplicate)
to the Emfséion-Standards and Engineering Division, Envirpnmental
Protect1on Agency, Research TrxangIL Park, torth Caorolina, Attention:

Mr. Don R. Goodwin.

. A1l public comments received may be inzpected and copied at the

Public Information Reference Unit (EPA Lib}ary), Roor 2922, 401 M Street,
o S. W., Washington, D. C. '
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FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Don R. Goadwin, Emission
Standards and Engineering Division, Environmenta].Protectian'Agency? |
Research Triangle Pgrk, Morth éaro1ina 27711, Telephone Na. {919)
688-8146, ext. 271. | | - .

SUPPLEMENTARY . INFORMATION: - ' | I

BACKGROUND ‘

-Qn Octobqr 21, 1976, EPA prom&igated a standard for.vinyl chlo;ide
undef thé‘authority of-secticn ]72(b)(1)(8) ofythe Cléan Air Act, _
as amenﬁed (41 fR 46561). . The Qtandard'appTies to ethylene dich1oride;

vinyT chlo(ide, and pb]&viny1.ch1oride plants. ~ ' '
o 'OnJNogember*]Q, 1976, the Enviréﬁméntal Defense Fund‘(ED#)
petitioéed the United States’Codrt‘o? Apbeals for the Distri;t of
Columbia Circuiﬁ to review the standard. Motions‘to intefvéne viere
subsequently filed on behalf of the Society of the Plastics Industry,
[nb.; tﬁe Goodyear Tire -and Rubber Cbmpan& énd'Air Products and Chemicals,
Inc., and vere granted by order of éhe Court on January 18, 1977. On
March.24, 1977, EDF and EPA moved to dismiss the proceedings in view
of a settiement agreement requiring EPA to take certqin additional i

actions. These include a restatemenf of EPA's policy for regulat{ng

carcinogens under section 112 of éhe C1eah Air Act; the proposal of ' § .[;,
amehdménﬁs which would réquire increased efficiehcy of existing control yd/ﬁ L
équipment, require imore stringent control at new sohrces. and prohibit A%ﬂyi ’
" increases in emissions within the v{cinity of an existing source due to
new construction; and the initiation of a }eview o% the vinyl chloride’

standard thréevyears after the p%omulgation of the amendments.
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. : ' y . ZERO EMISSION GOAL

E

The vinyl chloride standard has been criticized for allegedly

.
-l!:
v

placing unwarranted emphasis on technolcgical rather than health
considerations. Although EPA disagrees with this criticism, it seems ' -

appropriate 'to restate EPA's approach to the regulation of carcinogens

J nal |

Y

in general and under Section 112 of the Clean Air Act, and to explain

N

o
PSS

how the;vinyT chloride standard and the nroposed amendments are consistent | - .

byt

with’thisvapproach and with thevprotection of public health.
Q A On.Mayi25,f1976, EPA published interim procedures and guidelines

jxwi for health risk and economic impact assessments of suspected carcinogens

SH BT
S

-

..
———— L

tal |
L‘*‘ “1 (41 FR 21402), which define EPA's approach to regulatory action for
suspeét’caFcinogen;. As indicated in that publication, there are two

- steps involved in the decision-making process with regard to the regulation :

impose different requirements, in general two decisions must be made

-

. .
”J of a potential carcinogen. - Although different EPA statutory authorities

| with regard to each potential carcinogen. The first cecision is whether
i ' ' '

a particular. substance constitutes a cancer risk. The second decision

is what requlatory actian, if any, should be taken to reduce that risk.

In deciding whether a cancer risk-exists, EPA will consider a
vy | substance a presumptive cancer risk vhen it causes a statistically

significant excess incidence of benign or malignant tumors in humans or

animals. In the case of vinyl chloride, EPA evaluated all available

data and concluded that a canéer risk exists. In deciding how and

whether to regulate, EPA examined section 112 of the Clean Air Act.

Section 112 of the Act requires that emissicn standards be set "at the

" level which in the judgment of the Aﬂministrator provides an ample

3.
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margin of saféty.to brotect;the pubTiC‘hea]th.from such hazardous air
pollutants.” This requirement appears to assume that each ﬁol]utant
regulatéd‘wi11 have a threshold ievel of effects below which‘no-heaith
éffécts will occur. As explained in the documentatton for the current
standard (40 FR 59532, December 24, 1975; 41 FR 46560, October 21, |
1976), it has not been,possib1e to determine if there is a threshold'.

level of effects for vinyl ch]oride and it is not certain that such a

tﬁresho]d_may be determined in the near future. In the absence of

strong evidence to the contrary, then, the gnly Jevel of vinyl chloride

T

\which would appear to be absolutely protective of health is zero, which

may be achievable Bnly by banning vinyl chloride emissions comp?etelg:

That, in turn, would require closing the entire industry. As explained

e

in the earlier rulemaking it is'not clear that Congress wou]d have-

‘1ntended this resu]t se unstead EP 1Pve1 achievable
"using technological means. -(See 40 FR 59334 and 43 FR 46562). '

s

In order to insure that the standard continues to-approach the .
only level of emissions which is known to be absojutely protective of .

.heaith, namely zero emissions,. EPA is proposing amendments which requ1re

i

more eff1cxent use of existing control technology at existing plants and

R N

more effective controls at new plants, and which encourage technology to
reach this goal without banning vinyl chloride.

" MORE STRINGENT. STANDARDS FOR EXISTING SOURCES

EPA is proposing amendments..which would require sources presently

subject to a 10 ppm,ehjssion 1imit to reduce emissions to 5 ppm within

VVC 000019981
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three years of praomulgation ¢f the amendments. The affectad sources

include ethylene dichiorida purification; vinyl chloride formation and
purification; reactors; ‘strippers; mixing, weighing, and holding containers;

monomer recovery systems; and fugitive emissions which have been captured

in accordance with the existing regqulation.®™ If the owner or operator

of a source believed that a control system would not be capable of

meeting the 5 ppm’]imﬁt, he-would be able to request that the Administrator

approve an interim emission limit for that scurce. Such request;

;::::::33: would have to be made one year b”lOfe the comp11ance date. In reguesting

~an interim emission limit, the cwner or operator would have to submit

supportive data and meet with EPA to discuss his pa?ticuiar probtems in

attainingfcomp]iance.» The meeting would be announced in the FEDERAL

REGISTER and any interested party would be allowed to attend and submit
written or oral comments. If an interim emission limit Were-granfed to
the source, the required emission-level would be specified in a written

notification from EPA and in the FEDERAL REGISTER, Each source granted

an interim emission Timit would be reviewed every three years to

determine whether smissions could be reduced to § ppm, or at least '

. to a lower interim emission limit

* . As an explanatory note, paragraph b} of section 61. 65 contains -
nine fugitlve emission regulations. For several of these, the
fugitive emissions are required to be captured and ducted. to a control

‘device meeting 10 ppm. According to the proposed amendments, the

emissions from this control. device would have to bo reduced to 5 pom

in the same way any other source currently reguired to meet 10 ppm weuld
pave to do, Rather than incorporating both the 5 and 10 ppm emission
1imits in eachn ‘paragraph in §&1. €3(b), a separate paragraph {(c) containinrg
these emission 1imits is being added to §61.65. Al1l the other paragraphs
in (b) are cross-referenced to paragraph (c).

yyc 000019982
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In proposing the reduction from 10 to 5 ppm, it is not EPA's

intent that a control system which has been iqSta1]ed to meet

" the 10 ppm emission limit be removed .and replaced.viith another.more

efficient control system or that a second control system be added behind

the first control system. The purpose of the proposed amendmeﬁt

is to force owners and operators to maximize the effectiveness of

existing control systams.

MORE STRINGENT STANDARDS FOR-NEW SOURCES
The proposed amendments vwould also require moré stringent controls

for new sources; i.e., sources for which construction is commenced after

the date of propgsal of these amendments. According to section 61.02 -

of the General Provisions, "commenced" means that an owner or operator

has undertaken a continuous program of construction or modification

or.that ap owner or operator has entered into a contractual ob]igatibn

to undertake and complete, within 2 reasonable time, a continuous

-
L]

program of construction or modification.

New sources of types which would be subject to the 10 ppm emission

limit under the current standard would ‘be required under the amenaments }

94_7‘,jk5t't0 meet a 5 ppm emission Timit at the time of startup. With new sources

>

—R\

there viould be no provision allowing requests for EPA appréva} of an

interim emission limit. HNew sources would be required to meet the more

stringent emission limit at the time of étartup,_because they héve an
opportunity to design their.equipment to meet the 5 ppm emission limit

at the time construction is commenced. Existing sources, on the other

6. . T
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hand, require time to maximize the effectiveness ‘of their control
systems.
The proposed amendment would also reguire ethylene dichloride-vinyl

chloride plants to control emissions fromoxych]orination

reactors to 5 ppm. This requirement is based on instaliation of a

recycling and oxygen feed system with an incinerator or eduivalent
control device. The current standard limits emissions from the oxychlor-
ination reactor to 0.2 g/kg {0.0002 1b/1b) of the 100 pcrcenf athylene

dichloride product from the oxychlorination recactor. This emission

1imit can be met by changing process parameters rather than installing

a control device. During the development of the current standard

EPA considered requiring existing sources to control emissions with an

Vincinerétor or equivalent technology, but rejected this approach because

ﬁ;: . a large quantity of fuel would be required tg reduce emissions from a
;ij - relatively small source. An existing oxychlorination reactor typically
:vé‘ ' has a large volume,. low nydrocarbon effluent gas stream, and large

'i ' quantities of suppiemental fuels would be required for combustion
__J o of its emissions. | o
;;%3 ) A new plant cén reduce the voiumé'of its effluent éas stream and
,:_.;.q . .

”1 ' make it more_concent?ated by recycling the gas st;eam and using oxygen
. ”
!i instead of air to feed into the processﬁe current standard vas not

based on this technology because it was not considered feasible to

fetrofit existing plants so that they could.use oxygen instead of air.

:;§§‘ The recycling and oxygen feed methcdology is considered feasible
- | for new oxychlorination reactors because it can be incorporated at the
!! 7
: | : . ' 8
" ] : R : . : X 00199
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i%i?f/A&?;B{Z;; of construction. Since the use of this technology would

,éiZEE:;Z; eliminate the supplﬂmenta1 fuel prob1"m roierred to above, it 13
zx?;i:j e EPA's judgment Lhat new oxychlorination reactors should ba contro]];d
'72241¢e

to the same extent that is .proposed for other em15510n sources. ,‘132:/ gékgfﬁjgf;
, The proposed amendment also includes a more stringent 'emissi_on WZ
>limit for new polyvinyl chloride resins being processed in'equipment
following the stripping operation. VThat 1is, the amendment would '
apply to resins for which productioh for the purpose of marketing
\1as commencea after the proﬁosa] of the amendment. The ameﬁdment would
requrre all new resins except new d1spers1on resins to be stripped to
100 ppm and new d1spers1on resins to be stripped to 500 ppm. These
’11m1ts.for new products would te one-fourth of the limits contained in
the sténd&rd for existing products. Consistent with the currenfvstandard.
the ameﬁdment.wou1d pe}mit the use of control devices rather than
_ stripping technology to meet the emission limit. “In this case equipment

being used to process all new resins except new dispersion resins would.

have to be controlled to 0.01 kg/kg product and the equipment used

e

for new dispersion resins would have to be control]ed to 0.05 kg/kg
_product.. ‘ -
| A "new source” is defined in 40 CFR 61.02 as a stationary source,
- the construction or modification of ﬁhich is commenced after propasal
of a stﬁndafd. Theré was some quest%on based on tﬁis definition as
- to whether the amendment to the stripping standard for new sodrceé
should apﬁiy tp new-paltyvinyl cﬁ]oride res{ns or the installation of
new equipment following the stripper;. If the applicability of the

amendment for new sources were based on the installation of new

VVC 000019985
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equipmenf foliowing the stripper, it would'be‘d%fficult to determine
what constifutes a new source at an existing plant. _This is based

on the reasoning that the stripping standard requires that alllequipment
following the stripper in the process be controlled as a unit. The
series of eduipment»fo]lowing the stripper includes pumps And conveying
ehuipment vihich might be exbected.td'be replaced on a frequent and
routine basis. ‘Replaéing one of these pieces of equipmepﬁ would in
“effect cause the whole series of equipment following the stripper

to have to meet the standard for new sources. In other words, all
reﬁfns processéd'in the serigs’of the equipment would havé to meet fhe
iower standard e;eﬁ thbugh only a.minor part of the equipment had been
replaced. . |

EPN decided that a inore reasonable and direct approach was to make

the proposed amendment apply to the production of new polyvinyl chloride

resins. This is based on the reasoning that emigsions from the equip-

ment following the stripper are a function of the amount of vihyl
chloride left in the resin after thé‘stripping operation is completed; ;

i.e., the resin is the source of the emissions rather than the equipment.

The same equipment can be used to brocess different resin grades.

* Yariations in the emissions from the equ%pment are a functieon of.tﬁe
}ésin being processgd rather than the characteristics Qf the equipment.
The control technology which is used for £he equipment fo1]owing the.

'.Strihper is likewise more d{recfly linked to the resin than the equipmént.
.Stripping is used to control the emissions due to the vinyl chloride in‘

the resin before the resin is processed in the equipment.

9
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Befare the hazards cf vinyl chlorida became known, stripping
- technology was employed by polyvinyl chloride manufacturers tﬁ recover
raw materfa}s for econgmic purposes. As a result of a standard promu1géted
by the Occupational Safety and Health Administration (39 FR 35890), scmé-
companies in;.rt;stigated imprO\-/en'lents in stripping method@dgy for emission
. control purposes.l Optimum stripping consisﬁs of a set of_operating
- conditions which must bé devélbped experimentally on an individual basis
| for the many resins. ‘In developing the current standard, EPA recognized'.
that‘strippiﬁg technology for dispersion resins had not heén refined to
the same extent as it had been Tor other résins and that there was more

C Tdifficulty in stripping dispersion resins than other resins. Forthis

reason a less strinasnt emission 1imit was established for dispersion

———

" resins. Dispersion resins are permitted a higher cmission limit under

the proposed amendment for the same reason.
w-—_— N

EPA believes that for some resihs, companies have already-developed
str1pp1ng technology which would meet the proposed amendmeént. 2 For other.

"res1ns, the proposed standard vould require additional 1mprovement in

str1pp1ng Lechno1ogy. If str1pp1ng bechnoloqy as nof been deve1oped.to_i

" the extent necessary to meet the proposed amendment for a'particular

resin, the manufacturer would have the option of deVeloping the fech;

é;u‘lqyrd;{ nology or not producfng the resin.

The current standard, uniike ,the proposed amendmen ,‘vas not based
i;disp/g . on tha premise that an owner or operator would have the opt1on _
" of not orcducing a particular resin. It is EPA's Judqment +hat the owner
or operatqr making a new producﬁ Eas more.freedom of choice thanvthe
- owner or operator already making a particu?ar»product in seiecting those

resins which are to be procuced tDQ s ctandard would be inc]udéa in the
g Tnag
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| variables under consideration when docisions are being made as to which

resins are to ’‘be produced..

_ The proposed améndment would apply to any new source, whether
iz it constituted replacement of aﬁ existing éource in an existinglp1ant,
"f the 'expansion of an existing'plaﬁf, or part of an-cntire]y new-plant.
fég That is, if a new oxyﬁhlorination reactor o a néw polyvinyl chlaride
i: | Q 4 . reactor were 1nsta]]9d at an ex15t1ng p]ant, it would be subJect to
ﬁyﬁbyuﬂpL he emission limits for new sources. Th1s means that as existing

r 4~u*’éources are gradua]]y rep]acod with new sources in an ex1st1ng plant,

the overall emission level from that ex15t1ng p]ant would be reduced.

—;] - ' - EMISSION OFrSET

4 _ Because the presenit vinyl chloride standard focuses on reducing

J

, of an existing plant or the construction of a new pjant beside an .
}:%éfziiﬁfi;%xigting~p1ant would consideraﬁ?y incrzase the ambient air. concentrations

emissions rather than attaining a particular ambient air quality concen-

tration, there is no provision for limiting the size of plants or the

_clustering of plants in.a geographical area. The doubling of the size

'.“.“" . )
T 4@uﬁw$£;£z§¥—v1ny] chlorice in the v1c1ﬂ1ty of the plant(s) even if the vinyl .
sl ‘,41' .
:ii pvf”i+J 'chlorxde standard vas met. EPA determined at the time of promulgat1on
Y o
;ﬁi V of the current standard that uhe costs of pr0h1b1t1ng the produut1on of
;“i%a*‘ék+ﬁjs v1ny] chleride and po]yv1ny1 Ph]0r1dn were too high and the conulnued
e
*Ej o operation of existing p1ants should be allowed. EPA believes, hnwever,

' that,the standard chould include a mechanism for prohibiting an increase
. in ambient concentrations of vinyl chloride due to new construction in-
— '

areas where existing sources are already located.

|
1 _ |
i ' ' ~ yvC 000019988
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Accordingly, CPA is proposing an_amendment which would prohibit an

increase in emissions within & kilometers (km) (approximately five éEL\iné‘éﬁi

av.
miles) of an exxstxnu source due to the construction of a new emission AN v

soyrce. This mearns that if a new source were added to an exlstmg Z“_‘é‘;%ﬁ
Qlant, the increase in emissions due to that new source would have to be’
Aﬁ';;?ZE%;O fset by a reduction in'émiscidns from other existing sgurces vithin
C’*r‘y“* that plant- or at othor plants within & km of the construction site of
2%5;:,] the new sour S1m1]ar1y, a new plant could not be constructed.within.

A’vall km of an existing plant(s) unless the emission increase due to tﬁe naw

]ant were offset by an emission reduction at the existing plnnt or

- e

%ﬁ?’%lants “This prowsmn may result in few existing plants being expanded
tzz:::::%nd few new plants being constructcd in the vicinity of existing plants. )Ai;fL'

;wuafbrf' Howeve;, the proposed amendment does not preclude this possibility. jézz;ﬁ“ﬂifzi

The offset provision would apply only to new ccnstrurt1on which /z‘?’JL‘7ﬂ27czz

‘\

>

reau1ts in -an 1nc10a5e in production rate. Rep]ac1nq or addwng equip-

ment such.as pumps, cCompressors, agltators, sampling equ1pment_and

'unloading hoses is a routine practice at existing plants. Additicens of

“equipment of.this nature would, in and of ftseif, be expected to resuTt: [

in 1itt1e, if any, %ncreasp in emissions. In ZPA’s judgmént, a p]ant

should nnt be reou1rnd to prove this fzct each time cne of thege plecﬁs

.GT equipiment is added. The addition of this. type of equ)pment in \\ ;ZZZQY /ﬁl@
‘ conwunction w1th major procnss equipment, however, is likely to rasu1t \

m ‘both an mcroase in e'msswnc. as well as an increass in pmduchon ﬁ

rate, ard RS therefore coverpd by the offset provisicn.

12
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‘*j . [f the offset provision were adopted, the reductinn in "///wi’?:j i {w

amissions could be achieved by a reduction in the p;oductro1 rats /&»ZZ;

- of an existing source or sources. The baseline emission rate | %,—,’
-

';4 ‘would ba determined based on the maximum production rate wnich had

:éi been attained by ecach existing source. The allowable emission raU=}A5“;~Ztao? q
_i§ ‘er eacﬁ sou}ce would be based on the miaximum prédaction rate at /; o

A .

7j which that source wou1§ ve operated in the future. - R

;2 " Also, .if the emissions from an existing sourcé vere already

;: belaw"thg emission limit appiicéb}e t§ it, the proposed ameﬁdment

l: would give the source credit for the difference bstween the emission

== :

33 1imit ana the actual emission level. That is, the baseline cmission

rate would he based on the xhandard ixther than on an emission tost.

e

It 15 EPA* e judgment Tndt th1: is a mor2 equitable épproach_than

iJ - penalizing a source which has already taken measures to reduce
L ' emissions below the standard. Such a scurce would have lcss
ot

room for further reducing emissions. . o '\

The emission 1imits applicablie to both the existing and new

- .sources involved in the offset arrangement would be contained in !
the approval of new construction granted by the Administrator.

under 40 CFR 61.08.

.vinyl chloride. However, EPA recagnizes the potential difficulties in
{éZthmp}ementfng such a'po]icy and interasted persons are urged to submit

‘“comments and factual information re1at1ng to th1s polwcy

E Ai | "‘. \\\\\\a dﬂlaeuna%} ;’4*J;t12¥ ,1ju,125¢4’dofaie‘zfi
| | - OsHA A
.?( i , . o |  VVC 00001994,
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© . REVIEY OF STANDARD
EPA plans to undertake & full-scale reyiew aof Subpart F of 40 CFR
Part 61 beginning three yea}s from the promulgation of any amgndmenté.
In the gtudy EPA will review information concerning technological

advances in the control of vinyl chloride emissions to determine what

further changes might then be appropriate to move toward the goal of

eed A

zero vin l.ch1oride-enissiors.. EPA Wi]] also tonsider récent heaith 2z
Yy | ! AlLreter J

data to determ1ne wihether the approach for regulating vinyl ch10r1de
should be a]tered. - : - , j%/€<:412
' | ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT

The proppsed}amendment, in contrast to the current standard,
wou]d.enéddrage_the déve}qpment of new technology and impfovements
in exfsting technology and would have the fo]iowing threé positive’
envuronmonta1 iﬁoactS' (1) further reduction of emiSsions at .
existing plants, (2) no increase in emissions within 8 km of an \ -
existing source, and (2) lower emissions from new sources Clj{xxﬂﬁajg
than wou]d be accompiished through the current standard regard}ess : ,L4%44»4157
of the construction site. These enVironmenta] impacts would prov1de

progresé toward the ultimate goal of Zero emissions without banning

. viny® chloride, and in the p%ocess would provide additional protection

of pub11c health by further minimizing the health risks ta the peop]e
])v1ng 1n the vicinity of extsting p1ants and to any add1t1ona1

pe0p1e who are exposad as a result of new construction.’

lw—--

Spec1f1ca11y, for those ex‘st1rg aourccs which are curwent1y.
sub;ect to a 10 ppm emission 11m1t, emissions would be reduced by
haif within three years after the promulgation date of these

| 14

VVC 00001999;

b s er, IS WEN. S NESTS ST




}

{
#

‘~_L'i‘£i"

1
o

a  ed

PSSRV vl

g

&I ORI ST S

t
LY

FER VA &

"

RN 52 5
B

I O T R A
’:J 't}' h"tL:_ 0 ll‘..i....L

iy

amendments. = At both an Px.stmg ethylene dichloride-

vinyl cnloride plant and an existing average-sized polyvinyl chloride

plant, which contain other sources than the ones required to meet a.

5Appm emissfon limit, it is estimated this will have the effect of

reducing total emissions by less than one percent. Emissicons at existing 2.

~ plants would ‘be further reduced as existing oxychlorination reactors are |zees

-

replaced with new oxyph]orinatibn'reactors and as new polyvinyl chloride Srana
resin§ are produced to replace existing Qnés. »

Uﬁder"thc proposed amendment, emissions from new plants wouid be.
considerably lower than they would be under the cufrent standard.
For a fypica] new average-sized ethylene dichloride-vinyl chloride
plant (378 x f06 kg/yr or 700 x ]06 1b/yr producéd), the hourly emissions
would be 5.1 kg (11.5 1b) instead of-10.3 kg (23.1 1b). For a-typical

new average-sized dispersion polyvinyl chloqide plant (46 X 106 xg/yr

“or 100 x 10° ib/yr production), the emissions would be about 9 kg/hr (20
-_Tb/hr) instead of 17.5 kg/hr (39 Ib/hr) and for a typical new average-

sized suspension polyvinyl chloride {68 x 10° kg/yr or 150.x'106- 1b/yr

“production) the emissions would ba 13.5 kg/hr) (30 1b/hr) instead of 16

kg/hr (36 1b/hr). These ‘emissions are calculated based on the emission

factors published in the documentation for the existing standard.1

Ambient air concentrations are'exppctcd to be reguced proportionate_ly‘Q.‘(Z‘VzhzE

The only negative environmental meact uould be an increase in "“ﬂatEj'ﬁug

hydrogen chTorlde emissions -at ethylene dichloride-vinyl chioride

plants if 1nc1neratwon vere used to control emissions from new
oxychlorination reactors. However, due to the corrosicn problems

15

yve 000019992



e A

.j— ),whfch would otherwise occur on plant property and in the community,

220"Tt/ plants are expected to use scrubbers to contrel the hydrogen
; i : -

chloride-emissions. The proposed amendment is not expected to have a

1]
14f£°0 igniffcant impact aon energy consumption.
i o - ~ ECONOMIC IMPACT

The pocentié] economic impacts of the proposéd standard
are: ' |
(1} Costs for r;search and development of improved methodology
for operation of exist{ng contro) technplogy S0 tﬁat it can ba
used to meet thé'S pph emission limit. |
(2). Costs fgr research and development of improved stripping
»techniqugs_to meet thé standard for new ﬁo?yvinyl chloride resins.
(3) Cost of research and development or licensing for
converting over to the oxygen system for a new oxychlorination reaétbr.
(4) Poﬁéibly increased transportation éosts of raw materials
in tﬁe case that ﬁhe offset policy results in the'construction bf
~a new plant farther from an existing plant thaﬁ it otherwise would
have been. : ' : ' : .
(5) Cost of building a new'plant more than 8 km fram an
existing p1ant-in the event that the offset require&ent precluded
“the expansion of an existing plant. |
(6)' Delay in thé production of a particular resiﬁ dué to
_time spent deve}oping st%ippjng_technology for that resin.
A7) No_g%pwth‘in the pfoduction-of»a particular resin

due to the inability to strip that resin to'requi}ed levels.

16
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The types of ccsts which have been named~would be_

difficult to quantify. The costs would be;expected to vary considerably
from one plant to another dependin§ on the amount of research and .
development that had already been done; the extent to which technology:
couid be transferred frpm other plants and processes, and the plans - |
. for new construction. -
_One area in which cost estimates can be generated is the

use of an oxygen-recycle oxychlorination process as oppbséd to an
a%r-based system. The proposedvamendment does not require the use
of the oxygen recyc]e system, but many plants would bP expected to
employ th1s sy,ten to avoid the high costs of 1nc1nerdt1ng the high
volume gas stream from a typical air-based system. The primary cost
of using the oxygen-recyc1é system is the cost of the oxygen itself:
The cost“of'the oxygen for a particuiar plant would dapend on

whether the'pTan; was located where there is a cdnsidérabie aemand
| for both the oxygen and nitrogen products of air éeparation. According
to one recent article, if it is assumed that such a demand exists, the‘

, ‘ . 1
cost of the oxygen ($14.34/ton) would be approximately equivalent to the

cost of compressing air for usé in the air-based syétem 1 Another report

. 1n which th1s assumptxon was not made and the econom1cs of the air and
-oxygen sysbems were being compared, it was concluded that overall

‘ productxon economics “favor the oxygen process even if vent gas incineration
"would not be required for an air-based plant since the: sum of att

femaininé advantages offered‘by'éxygeh—based plant operation more than
outweiéhs the incremental cost for the oxygen feed.“2

17




MISCELLANEQUS: The Administrator invites comments on aif
aspects of the propased amendments,
- These amendments are;propésed-under tha guthority of section 112
of the Clean Air Act, sec. 4{a) of Pub.L. 91—60h, 84 Stat. 1685 (42 U.S.C.
1857c=i)and-section 301(a) of the-Clean Air Act, secc. 2 of Sub.L. No. 90- .5$43‘
l4é,.84LStét. 504 as- amended by sec. (15)(c)(2) of Pub.L. 91-604,
84 Stat. 1713 (42 U.S.C. 1857 g{a)). Secs. 61.67 and 61.68 also proposed
..under tHe.au;ﬁpr%ty of secticn 114 of ths Clean Air Act, as added by -
sec. 4{a) of Pub.L. 91-604, 84 Stat. 1687‘and ameﬁdgd by PQb.L. 93-319,

sec. 6(a)(4), 88 Stat. 259 (42 U.S.C. 1857c-9).

The -Environmental Protection Agency has determined that this
-gdocument does not contain a major proposal requiring preparation of an
conomic -Impact Analysis under ExecutiveiOrders 11821 and 11949 and

| OMB Circular A-107.

-

-

Date . - Administrator

-
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“or violation of §61.73, he will apprové the construction ar modification .

It 1§ proposed that Subpart F of .40 CFR 61 Ee ainended as ?ollows:
1. In section 61.08, paragraph (b) is revised to read e;s follows:
§61.08"Approva1 by’tﬁé Administrator. ‘

' (b) If the Administrator determineé_thatva>stationary source
fér.which an'éppiiéation pursﬁaht‘ta 561.07 vas subﬁitted will noi, if

properly operated, cause-emissions'in violation of the standard

~.of such source..

2. Section 61.67 is revised to read as fo]jows:

§61.62 Emission standard for ethy]ene dichlaride plants.

An ouner or operator of an ethylene dichloride plant sha]l comp]y
with theArequ1rements of this section and 3i61.65.

(a) Ethylene dichloride purification: Except as provided

“in §61.65(a),'thé concentration of vinyl chloride in all exhaust

gases discharged to the atmosphere from any equipment used in

ethylene dichloride purification is not to exceed the appropriate

' emission 11m1t as follows:

4
(1) Each source for wh1ch construction had commenced on or before

(date of proposal of these amendments), 10 ppm until (date three years

‘after promulgation of these amendments).and'S ppﬁ after {date three

years after the promuTgation-of these amendments).
(2) Each source for which construction commenced after (date of

proposa] of these amendments), 5 ppm.

20
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(b) Oxychlorination rcactor: Cxcept as provided in:§61.65(a),
. . \
emissions of vinyl chloride to the atmosphere are not to exceced the
appropriate emission limit as follows:

(1) Each source for which construction had comnenced on or befare

(date of proposal of these amendments), 0.2 g¢/kg (0.0002 IQ/]b) of the

100 percent ethylene dichloride product from the oxychlofination-reactof.

(2) Each source for which construction commenced after (date of

- proposal of these amendments), 5 ppm.

'(c) The requirewents of this section db not apb]y to

equxvment that has been opened, is out of operation-and met the

' Jrequ1remeng in 561, 65(b)(6){i) before be1ng opened.

3. Section 61.63 is revised to read as follows:
§61.63 Eﬁfssion standafd for vinyl chloride plants.

IvAn'owneﬁ or operator of a vinyl chloride plant shall comply
with thevrgquirements of this section -and 561.65;

. (a) Vinyl chloride formation and purification: Except as

_provided in §61.65(a), the concentration of vinyl chloridein é]]

exhaust gasés discharged to the ‘atmosphere from any equipment
used in vinyl chloride formation and/or purification is not to
exceed the appropriate emission 1imit as follows:

(1) Each source, for which construction had commenced on or before

" (date of proposal of these amendments), 10 .ppm until (date three years

after promu]gat1on of these - amendments) and 5 ppm after (date three
years after.promu]gatzon of these amenqments).

(2) Each source for which'coﬁgtruéfion commenced after {(date of
proposal of these ahendmenté), 5 ppm. l
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(b) _The requirementé<of this section do not apply to equipment

-that has been opened,'is out of operation, and met the regquirement in

i6l, 65(b)(6)(1) before being opened.
4. Sectlon 61. 64 1s amended by rev151ng paragraphs (a)(1), (b), (c), (d)
and (e) and by add1ng paragraph (f) as follows:
§61.64 Emission standard for palyvinyl chloride b]ants.
An 6wner or opevator of a»po]&Qiny] chioride plant ﬁhaJI
comply with the'requirements of this section and $61.65.
- {a) ,Reactorf The following requireménts apply to reéctors:
t1) Except as provided ih paragraph (a)(Z)ﬂof this section
and §61. 65(a' the concentration of vinyl chloride in a]] exhaust
gases dlscharged to the atmosphere from each reactor is not to
exceed the appropr1ate emission limit as follows:
' (1) Each source for which construction had c0mmenced on or before
(dgte of proposal of these amendments), 10 ppm until (date three.years
aftéf promulgation of these amendments) and 5 ppm after (date'three

years after promulgation of these amendments).

—me

(ii)' Each source for which'consfruction'commenced after (dafe'
of proposal of these amendmentg), 5.ppm. | |
() w
{3)  +xw

(b)) Stripper' Except.as'provided in 561. 65(a), the concentration

of v1ny1 ch]or1de in all pxhaust gases dlscharged to the atmosphere from

each str1pper 1s not to exceed the approprwate em1ss1on 11m1t 3s fo]lows:

(1) Each source for which’ constructlon had ;ommencad on or before

{date of proposal of these-amendments) 10 ppm unt11_(date three years

An

-
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‘after promulgation of these amendﬁenté) and 5 ppm after (date three
years afﬁcr‘fina} promﬁlgafion of these.amcndmcnts).
{2) Each source for wﬁjch construction commenced after (date
of proposal of these amendments), 5 ppm. |
(c) M1x1ng, weighing, and hold1ng containers Excep; as
provided in 561.65(a), the concentration of vinyl chloride in all

exhaust gases discharged to thg atmosphrere from each mixing,

P L N

'weigﬁing. or holding container in vinyl chloride service which,k
precedes the stripper {or the reacfor if éhe plant has no stripper)

in the plant.process_f1ow,is not to exceed the appropriate emission
Timit as follows:

"{1) . Each source, for which constructlon had conmenced on or befor°

.tdate of proposal of these amendments), 10 ppm until {date three years
after promu]gation.of these amendments) and 5 ppm after (daté threeA
years aiter promu]gatIon of these amenduents} |

-

(2) Each source for which constructﬂon commenced after {date of

KD

proposal of these amendments), 5 ppm.

(d} Monomer recovery system. Except as provided in §G].65(a), R

' the concentration of vinyl chloride 'in all exhaust gases discharged

N HIN

to the atmosphere from each monomer recovery system is not to

J e
A

.exceed .the appropriate concentration as follows:

(1) Each source for which construction had commenced on or befare

'(date of proposal of thesé amendments), 10 ppm uhti1 {date three years
after promulgation of these amendments) and 5 ppm after (date -three

a

~

' years avter promulgation of these amendments). . -
23
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) (2) Each source for which construction commenced affer'(date of

‘proposal of these amendments), 5 ppm.

(e) Sources fof]dwing.the stribper(s); -The.foilowing.

" requirements apply to emissions of vinyl chloride to the

atmosphefe frdm the combination of all sources felloWing the

.Strippef(s) Ler the reactor(s) if the p]aht has no stripper)]

in the plant bfoceeé f]oh ihciuding,'but-net 1imited,Ato ceﬁfrifugee,
coecentrafefs,“b]eﬁd.tahks, fi]ters; dryefs, conveyor air - '
dwscharges. baqqers, 5t01age conta1ners, and 1nprocess wasLewater
(1) In poljv1ny1 ch10r1de p]ants using str1pp1ng technoloqy to
controi v1ny] ch]or1de em1ss1ons
N -( ) For a grade or grades of po]yv1ny] Lh3or1de resin wh1ch have
been prodaced bj the p]ant on or before-(date of proposa1 of these
amendments),'the.we{ghtedeaverage residual viny]l ch]orxde‘concentration
in all the grades.processed.tﬁrough tﬁe'strippiné operatidn on'eéeh
ca]eh&ar an; meeéured-immediately after the.strippiné operation is
comp]eted may not exceed ther appropr1ate em15510n 11m1t as fo]]ows‘
| (A) 2000 ppm for po]yv1n)1 chloride d1spers1on res1ns,_exc]ud1nq

]atex res1ns.

-(B) 430 ppm for a]] other po]yvxnyl chloride res1ns, 1nc1ud1ng

latex res1ns, averaged separate1y for each type of resin;

(11) For a grade or grades of po1yv1nyl chloride re51n wh1ch

have not been produced by the plant on or before (date of‘proposaE of

these ameedmehts), the weighfed average fesidua] vinyl chloride concen-

“tration in all the»érades brocessed thfough the stripping operatian on

each calendar day, measured immediately after the stripping operation is

-completed, may not exceed the appropr1ate emission limit as fo]lows
24 .' yve O
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(A) 550 ppm for polyvinyl chloride dispersioﬁ resins, excluding

. latex resins; | -' | |

(8) 100 ppm for all other’po]yvinyi chloride resins, including

) 1$tex resins,_averaged seﬁarateiy for each.typeiof fésin; or

"~ (2) In polyvinyl chloride plants controlling vinyl chloride
emissions with techno}ogy other‘thén stripbing or.in addition to

strﬁpping: ) L 4 '

(i) .For ssurces being used to process a grade or graqeg
. of polyvinyl chloride resin all of which had been produced by the plant
on or before (date of proposal of these amendments):’

(A) 2 g/kg(0.002 1b/1b} préduct from the stripper(s)
lor reactor(s) if the plant has no str1pper(s)J for d1spers1cn
po]yv1ny1 ch]orlde re51ns, excluding latex res1ns, with the .~
,product determ1ned on a dry solids basas,

(B) 0. 4 g/ky (G 0004 1b/1b) product from the str1pper( )

[or reactor(s) if the pIant has no.str1pper(s)] for all other
4 polyvinyi chloride resins, inc]udiﬁg latex resins, with the’
product determined on a dry solids basis.

(ii) For sources b°1ng used to process any grade of polyvxnyl
-.ch]oride resin not produced by the plant on .or before (date of proposal
of these amendments): . _ ) .

(A) 0.5 g/ kg (010005.1b/]b) product from the stripper(s)

[or reactor(s) if the plant ‘has no stripper(s)] for dispe}sién
- po]yv1nyl chloride res1ns, exc]udlng latex res1ns, with the

product determined on a dry so]1ds basis;

25
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_',‘ - - (B) 0. 9/kg (0.0001 1b/1b) product from the stripbers '
[or reactor(s) if the p1an£ has no stribpe?(s)] for a1l other
polyvinyl chloride_résins, including 1atéx resins,'wiih the
© product deter@inéd on a dry solids basis.
(f): The requiréments of péragréphs (b), (c), and (d) of this
- section do not apply_to equipment_ﬁhat has:been-qpened, is out of
v'dperation, and met'thg reﬁuirement in §61.65(b)(6)(i) before being
opened. - . | ' '
5. Sectién 61.65 is amended as follows:
o (a) By feplacinQ the phrase "10 épm“ with the ﬁhrase "the.
" appropriate emisﬁidn limit Specifieq in §61.65(c)“ in paragraphs
() (1)(ii), (bI(2), (B)(3)(i), (b)(a)({n, (bY(3)(i11), (B)(3)(iv),
(B)(3)(v), (6)(5), (b)(6)(11), and (b)(9)(ii); -
(b) By reviéiné paragraph (c} and addiné paragraph (d)
‘as set forth.Bélow:- ' ‘
§61.65i\hﬁission standard for ethy1ené dich]oridé. vinyl chlaride,

and polyvinyl chloride plants.

* . * * ' -' ‘% -* j

() 'The>emiésion 1imitvﬁhichvf; not to be exceeded is as follows:

(1) Each source, for which construction had comnenced on or before

{date of proposal of these amencments), 10 ppm until (date three years
_after promulgation of these amendments) and 5 ppm after (date three

years after promulgation of these amendments ).

“(2) " Each source for which construction commenced after

?Sg- . - (date of proposal of'thése amendments), 5 ppm.

l 26
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,._J L .~ - {d) The requirements in paragraphs (b)(1), {(b)(2), kb)(S); {b)(ﬁ),-'
{(b)(7) andv(b)(S)vof this section are to bé incorporated into a staﬁdard.
operating procedure, and made available onn request for inspeétibn'by

"tﬁe AdminiQtrator.' The standard opefétfng procedure is to include
provisions for measuring the vinyl chloride in equipment >4.75 m3 (1250
gal) in volume for which‘an emission limit is prescribed in $67.65(b){6){i)
prior to opening the equipment and using Test Method 106, a portable

‘ HYdrogarbon debtector, or an equivalent or alternative method. The
metﬂod of measurement is to meet £he requirements in §6].67(g)(5)(i)(A)
or (g)(5)(i)(8).

6. In 561.67,.p5ragraph (a) is revised to read as follows:

561.67 Emission tests.

(a) Uh]eés a waiver of emission teﬁtjng is‘obtained under §61.13,
the owner or operator of a source to which this éubpart appliés shall
test’emissions from the source as follows: . ‘

' (1) For an existing source or a ﬁew source which has an initial
étartup date preceding October 21, 1976:
"() Within 90 days followirg October 21, 1976, and
. {ii) For those sources sﬁbject:to £561.62{a); 61;63(a);

(81.64(a)(1},(b)(c), and (¢); and/or 61.65(b)(1), (b)(2), ()(3), (2)(5),

(b)(6), and/or (b)(9), within 90 days following (date three years.
after the promulgation date of these.amendments).
(Zi- For 'a new source for which initial startup occurs after

October 21, 1976, within 90 days of startup.

27
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7. In %61.68, paragraph‘(c) is revised to read as foT]bws:‘

§61.68 ‘Emission Monitoring. : _ : T

;A3>L;ti '{
: ﬂﬁ¥ g .
' \\ ch1or1de monitoring system used. - For all of the scurces listed in

. * ' . * A * ' ® *

(c) A daiTy s5pan check is ta be.conducted for each vinyl

paragraph (a) of this section, except for the one for which an
emissioﬁ limit is prescribed in 561.62(b)(1),‘thé dﬁily span check
is to be coﬁducted with a concentration of vinyl chloride equal

to the concentration emission Timit ébplicable to it. For a source
subject to the emission limit prescribéd in §61.62(b)(1), the daily
span check is to be conducted wifhva éohceﬁtration of vinyl chloride
which isldetermined to be equivalent to tha emjssion 1imit for that
‘source Sased on fhe emisgion test ?equired by §61.67. The calibratién-
is to Ee done with either: . -

o x ' P . 4

.8. A new 561.72-is added to read as follows:

i61.72 Request for Interim Em1ss1on L1m1;

~(a) If in the op1n1on of the owner or operator of an ex1;t1ng

source, that source.w111 be unang to comp]y with the 5 ppm.emission
limit in §561.62(a)(1); 61.63(a)(1); 61.64(a)(1) (i), (b)(1), (c)(i)

(d){1); and/or 61.65(c)(1 ) on or befor (date three years after promulgat1on

of these amendments), the owner or operator of that source may request

that the Administrator approve an interim emission limit for that

source. The request is to be in writing and is to be submitted to the

Administrator within six months prior to (date two y=zars after promulgation

of these amendments). The request is to include:

28
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(1) The reasons the source is incapable of being in' compliance
with the 5 ppm émi§sion 1imit and data to sup;;ort those reasons, |
and

(2) A suggested interim emission’ limit and'description of the.
methodology for attaining that Timit. | . '

(b) Any owner or operator of a source who has submitted to
the Administrator a written request for an interim emission limit in
accordance with §61.72{(a), shall within 60 aays of the date of the
written requést'meet with the Administratdr concefning thefinformat%on

contained in the request. The meeting is to_be open to interested

persons, who are.to be allowed to submit oral or vritten testimony

relevant to compliance of the source.

Py

(c) The Administrator will within 120 days of receipt of the
written request required by paragraph (2} of this section, notify
the owner or operator in wrifing of approval or dgnia]'of approval
of én interim emission limit. _
| (d}) If an .interim emi;sion limit is approved tﬁe notification is
to include the level of the interim emission limit, which may be the-
level requested or a more stringent one. | .
(e) A determination to deny approval of an interiﬁ_emission
. limit is to set forth the specific grbunds on which such denial is
based. | | .
--(f) Approvai for any inﬁefimvémiss{on 1imit granted for any

source under 561.72(c) shall expire three years from the date of

issuance. The owner.or operator may request an extension of approval
for an interim emission 1imit or a lower interim emission limit.

29
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-The request s to be 1n-wr%ting, is to bé submitted Qithih six months

brior to a year.before,the.expiration date~an& is to include the information
Iistéd in 561.72{a}. Sections 61.72(b), (c), .(d), and (e) are.to apply.
9. A new- 561.73 is added to read as follows:

§61.73 Offset of Emissions Due to New Construction.

. {a) Mo owner or operator is. to construct a new source which’

a]one or in comb1nat1on with other sources be1ng constructed at the

same txme—resu]ts in an increased production rate unless he demonstrates

to the Administrator' S sat1sfact10n that such construction will not

cause an increase in v1ny] chloride emissions within 8 km of any .other

~— —

source wh1ch is subject to ‘this subpart. ' )&4&‘-‘3‘ gt M

(b) Reduction in product1on rate is an allowable mechantsm for
‘.__——-—@—

atta1n1ng an offset in emissions.

(c) The baseline emission rate is to. be determined based on the

1eve1 ‘of emissions allowable by the standard

(d) Reducing emissions from an 1nter1m emission 1imit to the

B S e R B e o fmwiaid ood o
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- standard for a source ‘is not an acceptable‘means of achieving an emission
Coffset. S o -
(e} In the apb]ication for épproyél of‘construction Fequired
by §é].07, owners or operators'of soUrges subject to this subpart'
.55511-in;1ude, in addition.to the information required by 561.07,.
the following informaéion: ‘
(1} - The name, address, and location of any plant subject to
fhis‘subpért which is located within 8 km of the proposed location:

. Co 020007
of the source to be constructed. . - vve 0?0

(f). The emission limits applicable to bothAtﬁe new‘éource(s) and

source(s) at which emissions are being reduced to bal e the Z g
_ ’G. ?’J- /30 7
v d s ;«M««véé




increase in pmissions due to the aew construction are to be
established by the Agministrator in the approval for construction
required by 561.US.

AUTHORITY: Secs. 112 and 301(a) of the Clean Air Act, scc. 4(a) of

"Pub.L. Mo. 91-604, B4 Stat. 1683; sec. 2 of Pub.l. No. 90-148,- 81 Stat.
504 (42 U.S.C. 1855¢-7, 1857g(a)). Secs. 61.67 and 61.68 also issued
under sec. 114 of the Clean Air Act, sec. 4(a) of Pub.L. No. 91-604,

.

84 Stat. 1687 (42 U.S.C. 1857c-9).
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. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
] AGENCY
N [4OCFRPart61]
‘ . ["RL T38-85]

VINYL CHLOR!DE

National Emission Standards for Hazardous
Alr Pollutants

AGENCY: Erviropmental Frotection
Agency.

ACTION: Proposed rule.

SUMMARY: The proposed amendments
are being made to the vinyl chloride
standard which has promuigated Octo-
ber 21, 1576, and would apply to new
and existing ethylene dicnloride, vinyl
chioride, and polyvinyl chloride piants.
The standard and the proposed amend-
ments implement the Clean Air Act and
are based on the Administrator's deter-
mination that vinyl chloride is a hazard-
ous air poliutant. The intended effect ot
the proposed ameéendments is to require
improved effectiveness of control tech-~
nology at existing piants, impose more
stringent emission limits on new sources,
and prohibit an emission increase within
the vicinity of an existing source due 10
the construction of a new source.

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

ADDRESSES: Comments should be sub-
mitted (preferably in triplicate) to the
Emission Standards and Engineering
Division, Environmental Protection
Agency, Research Triangle Park, Nortkx
Carolina, Attenrion: Afr. Dan 8. Good-
win.,

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

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CON-
TACT:

Don R. Goodwin, Emission Standards

and Engineering Division, Environ-
mental Protection Agency. Research

Triangle Park, Noith Carolina 27711, |

Telephone No. 919-683-8146, ext. 271.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
BACKGROUND

On October 21, 1976, EPA promulgated
a atandard for vinyl chloride under the
authority of section 112(bj (1) (B) of the
Clean Air Act, as amended (41 FR
48581). The standard applies to ethyi-
ene dichloride. viny! chloride, and poiy-
viny! chloride plants,

On November 19, 1976, the Environ-
mental Defense Fund (EDF) petitioned
the United States Court of Appeals for
the District of Columbia Circuit to review
the standard. Motions o intervene were
subsequently filed on behalf of the S0«
ciety of the Plastics Indusiry, Inc., the
Goodyear Tire and Ruocher Company and
Alr Products and Chemicals, Inc.. and
were granted by order of the Court en
January 13, 1577. On March 24, 1977,
EDF and EPA moved to dismiss the
proceedings in view of a settlement

agreement requiring EPA to take certain -
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additional actions, These include a re-
statement of EPA’s policy for regulating
carcinogens uncer section 113 of the
Clean Air Act; the proposal of amend-
ments whick would reguire increased
efficiency of existing control equipment,
require more stringent control at new
sources. and prohibit increases in emis-
sions within the vicinity of an exisung
source due to new construction: and the
initiation of a review of the vinyl chio-
ride standard three years after the pro-
muigation of the amendments.

ZERO EMISSION GOAL

The vinyl chloride standard has been
criticized for allegedly placing unwar-
ranted emphasis on technoiogical rather
than health considerations. Although
EPA disagrees with this criticism, it
seems appruopriate to restate EPA's ap-
proach to the regulation of carcinogens
in general and under Section 112 of the
Clean Air Act, and to explain how the
vinyl chioride standard and the pro-
posed amendmentis are consistent with
this approacn and with the protection
of publiec heaith.

On May 25. 1876, EPA published in-
terim procedures and gudelines for
health risk and economic impact assess-
ments of suspected carcinogens (41 FR
21402), which defing EPA'S approach to
reguistory ection for suspect carcino-
gens. As indicated in that publication,
there are two steps involved in the deeci-
sion-making process with regard to the
regulation of a potential carcinogen. Al-
though different EPA statutory author-
ities impose different requirements, in
general two decisions must be made with
regard to each potential carcinogen. Thie
first decision is whether a particular sub-
stanee constitutes a cancer risk., The
second decision is what regulatory ac-
tion, if any, should be taken to reduce
that risk.

In deciding whether a cancer risk
exists, EPA will consider a substance a
presumptive cancer risk when it causes
a statistically significant excess incidence
of benign or malignant tumors in hu-
mans or animals., In the case of vinyl
chioride, EPA evaluated 2!l avaiiable
data and concluded that a cancer risk
exists. In deciding how and whether to
regulate, EPA examined section 112 ol
the Clean Air Act. Sectior 112 of the Act
requires that emission standards ve set
“at the level which in the judgment of
the Administrator provides an ambple
margin of safety to protect the public
health from such hazardous air pcllut-
ants.” This requirement appears to as=-
sume that each pollutant regulated will
have a threshold level of eilects below
which no health etfects will occur. As
expiained in the docurnentation for the
current standard (40 FR 39532, Decem-
ber 24, 1975; 41 FR 46560, October 21,
1976), it has not been possihle to deter-
mine i{f there is a threshold level of
etfects for vinyl chilorids and it is not
certain that such a threshold may be
determined in the near fuwure. In the
absence of strong evidence to the con-
trary, then, the only level of vinyl enlo-
ride which would appear to be absolutely
protecuive of health is zero, which may

be achievable only by banning vinyl chlo-
ride emissions completely, That, in turn,
wouid require closing the entire industry,
As explained in the eaztier rulemaking it
1s not clear that Congress would have
intended this result, so instead EPA re-
quired the iowest levei achievabie using
technological means. (See 40 FR 59534
and 41 FR 46562).

In order to insure that the standard
continues to approach.the oniy level of
emissions which is known to be abso-
lutely protective of health. nameiy zero
emissions, EPA is proposing amendments
which require more eticient use of exist-
ing control technoiogy at existing plants
and more effective controis at new
plants, and which encourage technology
to reach this goal without banning vinyl
chloride.

Moxe STRINGENT STANDARDS FOR EXISTING
) SoURCES

EPA is proposing amendments which
would require sources presently subject
to a 10 vpm emission lmit to reduce
emissions to 5 ppm within three years of
promuigation of the emendmendss. Tae
affected sources include ethviene dichio-
ride purification: vinyl chioride formae-
tion and purification; reactors, strippers;
mixing, weighing, and holding contain-
ers: monomer Tecovery systems: and
fugitive emissions which have been cap-
tured in accordance with the existing -
regulation.* If the owner or operator oI
a source believed that a control sysiem
would not be capable of meeting the 3
Ppm limit, he would be able to request
that the Administrator agprove an in-
terim emusson limit for that source.
Such requests would have to be made one
year before the compiiance date. In re-
questing an interim emission limit. the
owner or operater would nhave to submit
supportive data and meet with EPA to
discuss his particular problems in attain-
ing complance. The meeung wouid he
announced in the Fegprrar REZGISTER and
any interested party would be allovwed to
attend and submit written or oral com-
ments. I an interim emussion limit }ere
granted to the spurce, the required emis-
sion levei wouid be specified in a written
notification from EPA and in the Fep-
ERAL REGISTER. Each source granted an
interirm emission limit would he reviewed
every three yeatrs to determine whether
emissions could be reduced to 5 ppm. or
at least to 2 lower interim emission limit.

In proposing the reduction from 10 to
5 ppm, it s not EPA's intent thau a con-
trol system which has been insialled to

*Ag an expluoatory note. parazrarh 'y of
§ 61.65 contains nine fUZILIve ML TCL T
lations. For several of these, the ruritive
emissiohs are reqguired to be caprured and
ducted to a control device meetine 15 ppm-
According to the proposed amendments. uwne
emissions Irom this control device would
have to be reduced to 5 ppmt in the sarme wayg
any other source currenriy required to meet
12 ppm would bave to do. Rather than ine
corporating bath the $ and 10 ppm emi=siocn
1imits {n each parazraph io $61.65(b), &
separate paragraph (c) containing these
emissicn {imits is being added to § 61.€5. Al
the other paragraphs 1o (D) are Cromse
referenced in paragraph {(¢).
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meet the 10 ppm emission iimit be re-
moved and repiaced with another more
efMcient control system or that a second
control system be added behind the first
control system. The purpose of the pro-
posed amendament is o force owners and
cperators to maximize the effectiveness
of existing coatrol systems.

MOxE STIRDNGEINT STANDARDS FOR NEW
Sovaces

The proposed amendments would also
require mare stringent controls for new
sources; i.e.. sources for which construice
Hion is commenced after the date of pro-

of these amendments. According
to §61.02 of the General Provisions,
“commenced™ mesgs that an owner or
operator has undertaken a continuous
program of construction or meoedification
or that an owner or operator has entered
nto a contractuzal obligation to under-
take and complete. within a reasonable
time, a continuous program of construc-
tion or modification-

New sources of types which would ba
subject to the 10 ppm emission limit
under the current standard would be

required under the amendments to meeg-

a 5 ppm emission limit at the time of
startup. With new sources there would be
no provision allowing requests for EPA
approval of an interim emission limit,
New sources would be required to meet
the more stringent emission limit at the
time of startup, because they have an
opportunity to design their equipment to
meet the 5 ppm emission limit at the time
construction is commenced. Existing
sources. on the other hand. require time
t0 maximize the effectiveness of their
control systems.

The proposed amendment would also
require ethylene dichloride-vinyl ehlor-
ide plants to control emissions from new
oxychloringuion reactors to 5 ppm, This
requirement is based on installation of
a recycling and oxygen feed system with
an incinerator or equivalent control de-
vice. The current standard limits emis=
stons from the oxychlorination reactor
to 0.2 g/kg (0.0002 Ib/1b) of the 100 per=-
cent ethylene dichloride product from
the oxychlorination reactor. This emis-
sion limit can be met by changing proc-
ess parameters, rather than installing a
coatrol device. During the development
of the current standard EPA considered
requiring existing sources to controi
emissionis with an incinerator or equiva-
lent technology, but rejected this ape
proach because a large quantity of fuel
would be required to reduce emissions
from & relatively small source. An exist-
ing oxychlorination reactor typically has
a large volume, low hydrocarbon effuent
gas stream, and large quantities of sup-
plemental fuels would be required for
combustion of its emissions. :

A new plant can reduce the volume of
its efluent gas stream and make it more
concentrated by recycling the gas stream
and using oxygen instead of air to feed
into the process. (3, 4) the current
standard was not based on thils technol-
ogy because it was not considered feasi-
ble to retrofit existing plants so that they
could use oxygen instead of gsir. The re-
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cycing and omén feed methodolgy ia

considered feasible for new oxychlorina- -

tion reactors because it can be incorpo-
rated at the time of conswuction. Since
the use of this technoioxy would elimin-~
ate the supplemental fuel probtem re=-
ferred to above. it is EPA's judegment that
new oxychiorination reastors should be
controlled to the same extent that is
proposed for other emissionn sources.

‘The proposed amendment also includes
s more stringent emission limit for new
polyvinyl chioride resins being processed
in equipment following the stiripping
operatiopn. That is. the amendment
would apply to resins for which produc-
tion for the purpose of markefing was
commenced after the proposal of the
amendment. The amendment wouid re-
quire all naw resins except new disper-
sion resins to be stripped to 100 ppm and
new dispersion resins to be stripped o
500 ppm. These limits for new products
would be one-fourth of the limits con-
tained in the standard for existing prod-
uects. Consistent with the current stand-
ard, the amendment would permit the
use of control devices rather than strio-
ping technology to meet the emission
limtt. In this case equipment being used
to process all new resins except new dis-
persion resins would have to be con-
trolled to 0.01 kg/kg product and the
equipment used for new dispersion resins
wotld have to be controlled to 0.05 kg/kg
product.

A ““new source” is defined In 40 CFR
61.02 as a stationary source, the con-
struction or modification of which 1is
commenced after proposal of a standard.
‘There was some question based on this
definition as 10 whether the amendment
to the stripping standard for new sources
should apply to new polyvinyl chloride
resing or the installation of new equip-
ment following the stripper. If the ap~
plicability of the amendment for new
sources were hased on the instaliation of
new equipment following the siripper. it
would be difficuit to determine what con-
stitutes & new source at an existing plant
This s based on the reasoning that the
stripping standard requires that all
equipment following the stripper in the
process be controlled as a unit. The sertes
of equipment following the stripper in-
cludes pumps and econveying equipment
which might be expected to be replaced
on a frequent and routine basis. Replac-
ing one of these pleces of equipment
would in effect cause the whole series of
equipment following the stripper to have
to meet the standard for new sources. In
other words, all resins processed in the
series of the equipment would have to
meet the lower standard even thouzgh
only 2 minor part of the equipment had
been replaced.

EPA decided that a more reasonable
and direct approach was to make the
propased amendment apply to the pro-
duction of new polyvinyl chloride resins.
This is based on the reasoning that emis-
sions from the equipment following the
stripper are a function of the amount of
vinyl chloride left in the resin after the
stripping operation is completed: il.e,
the resin is the source of the emissions

=15

rather than the equipment, “The same
equipment can be used to process differ-
ent resin grades. Variations in the emis-
sions from the emupment are a Iunction
of the resin being processed rather than
the characterstics of the equipment. The
conrol technology which is used for the
equipment followmg the stripper is like-
wise more directly linked to the resin
than the equipment. Stripping is used to
control the esmissions due to the vinyl
<hloride in the resin before the resin is
processed in the equirment.

Before the harards of vinyl chioride
_became known., stripoing technolooy was
empioyed by polyvinyl chloride manu-
facturers to recover raw matenals for
economic purposes. As a resuit of a
standard promuleated by the Occupa-
tional Safety and Health Acdministration
(39 FR 35890), some companies investi-
gated improvements in stripping meth-
odojogy for emission control purposes.
{1}

Optimum stripping consists of a set of
operating conditions which must be de-
veloped experimentally on an ic2ividual
basis for the many resins. In developing
the current standard. EPA recognized
that stripping technology for dispersion
resins had not been refined to the same
extent as it had been for other resins and
that there was more difficulty 1n strip-
ping dispersion resins than othser resing
Tor this reason a less strineent emission
limit was established for dispersion res-
ins. Dispersion resins are rermitted a
higher emission limit under the proposed
amenrment for the same reason.

EPA believes that for sc—e resing,
companies have already developed sirip-
ping technology which would meet the
proposed amendment. (2) For other
resing, the proposed standard would re-
guire additional improvement :n sirip-
ping technology. If stripping technology
has not been developed to the extent
necessary o meet the proposed amend-
ment for a particular resin. the manouo-
facturer would have the option of de-
veloping the technology or not producing
the resin.

The current standard, unlike the
proposed amendment. was not based on
the premise that an owner or operator
would have the option of not producing
a particular resin, It 1s EPA’s jucdcment
that the owrier or operator making a new
product has more freedom of choice than
the owner or operator already making a
particilar product in selecting these
resins which are te be produced. ZPA's
standard would be included irn the
variables under conmsideration when
decisions are being made as to woich
resins are to be produced.

The proposed amendment would apply
to any new source, whether it constituted
replacement of an existing sourcs in an
existing plant, the expansion of an exist-
ing plant, or part of an entirely new
plant. That 1s, if a new oxychlorination
reactor or a new pelyvinyl chloride re-
actor were installed at an existing plant,
it would be subject to the emission limits
for new sources. This means that as
existing sources are gradually replaced
with new sources in an existing plant,

‘.
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the overall emission Jevel from that
existing plant would be reduced.

Ewmrssion Orrser

Hecause the present vinyi. chioride
standard focuses on reducing emissions
rather than attaining s«particuiar ams-
bient air quality concentration, there is
noe provision for limating the size of
plants or the ciustering of planis in a
geographical area. The doubling of the
size of an existing plant or the construc-
tion of a new piant beside an existing
plant would considerably increase the
ambient air concentrations of vinyl
chloride in the vicinity of the plant(s)
even it the vinyl chloride standard was
met. EPA determined at the time of
promuigation of the current standard
that the costs of prohibiting the produc-
tion of vinyl chloride and polyvinyl
chloride were too high and the conunued
operation of existing plants should be
allowed. EFA believes. however, that the

P

- standard should include a mechanism

for prohibiting an increase in ambient
cohcentrations of vinyl cnloride due to

- new construction in areas where existing

sources are already located.

Accordingly, EPA is proposing an
amendmenc which would prohibit an in-
crease in emissions within 8 kilometers
(km) (approximately five miles} of an
existing source due to the construction

- of & new emission source. This means

that if & new source were added to an
existing plant, the increase in emissions
due to that new source would have to be
oftset by a reduction in emissions from
other existing sources within that plant
or at other plants within 8 km of the
construction site of the new sopurce. Simi-
rly, a new plant could nct be con-
structed within 8 km of an existing
plant(s) unless the emission increase
due to the new plant were otfset by an
erission reduction at the ex:isting plant
or plants. This provision may result {n
few existing plants being expanded and
few new plants being constructed in the
vieipity of existing plants. However, the
proposed amendment does not preclude
this possibility.

The offset provision would apply only
to new construction which resuits in an
increase in production rate. Replacing or
adding equipment such as purnps. com-
pressors, agitators, sampling equibment
and unloading hoses is a routine practice
at existing plants. Additions of equip-
ment, of this nature would. in and of it-
self, be expected to resuit in little. if any.
fncrease in emissions. In EPA’s judg-
ment, a plant showld not be required to
prove this fact each time ore of these
pleces of equipment is added. The addi-
tion of this type of equipment in con-
Junction with maior process equipment,
however, is likely to result in both an in-
erease In emissions as well as an in-
erease in production rate. and is there-
fore covered by the offset provision.

If the offset provision were adopted.
the reduction i{n emissions could he
achieved in the production rote of an
existing source or sources. The buaseline
emission rate would be detcrmuned based
ont the maximum production rate which

.
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had been attained by each existing
souree. The aliowable emtission rate for
each source would be based on the maxi-~
mum Production rate at which that

.8ource would be operated in the future.

Also, if the emussions from an existing
source were already below the emission
limit applicable to {t. the proposed
amendment would give the source credit
for the difference between the emission
limit and the actual emission level. That
is the baseline emission rate would be
based on the standard rather than on an
emission test. It is EPA's judgment that
this is a more eguitable approach than
penalizing & source wiich has already
taken measures to reduce emissions below
the standard. Such a source would have
less room for further reducing emissions.

The emission limits applicable ta both
the existing and new sources involved
in the offset arrangement would be con-
tained in the approval of new construc-
tion granted by the Administrator under
40 CFR 61.08.

EPA believes that a peolicy of no net
incrense in emissions due to new con-
struction is justified because of the haz-
ardous mature of vinyl chloride. How-
ever, EPA recognizes the potential diffi-
culties {n implementing such a policy
and interested persons are urged to sub-
mit comments and factual information
relating to this policy.

ReVIZW OF STANDARD

EPA plans to undertake a full-scale
review of Subpart F of 40 CFR. Part 61
beginning three years from the promul-
gation of any amendments. In the study
EPA will review information concerning
teciinologicai advances in the conirol of
vinyi chioride emissions to determime
what further changes might then be ap-
propriate to move toward the goal of
zero vinyl chloride emissions, EPA will
also consider recent health data to de-
termine whether the approach for regu-
lating vinyl chloride should be aitered,.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT

The proposed emendment. in contrast
to the current standard, would encourage
the development of new technology and
improvements in existing technology and
would have the following three positive
environmental impacts: (1) further re-
duction of emissions at existing plants,
i2) no increase in emissions within 8 km
of an existing source, and (3) lower
emissions from new sources than would
be accomplished through the current
standard rezardless of the construction
site. These environmental impacts would
provide progress toward the ultimate
goal of zero emissions without banning
vinyl chioride, and in the process would
provide additional protection of public
health by further minimizing the heaith
risks to the people living in the vicinity
of existing plants and to any additional
people who are exposed as a resuit of new
construction.

Specifically, for those existillz snurces
which are currentiy subject to a 10 ppm

emission limit, emissions would be re-"

duced by halfi within three vears after
the promulgation date of these amend-
ments. At both an existing averare-sized
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ethylene dichloride-vinyl chioride plant
and an existing average-sized polyvinyl
chloride pilant, which contain other
sources than the ones required to meet
a 5 ppm emission limit, it 1S estimated
this will have the effect of reducing total
emissions by less than one percent. Emis-
sions at existing plants wouid be further
reduced sx existing oxychlorination re-
actors are replaced with new oxychlori-
nation reactors and as new polyvinyl
chioride resins are preduced to replace
existing ones,

. Under the proposed amendment. emis-
stons from new plants would be consider-
ably.lower than they would be under the
current standard. For a typical new
average-sized ethylene dichloride-vinvi
chloride plant (J18x10* kg sr or 700
X 10* 1b‘yr produced). the hourlv emis-
sions would be 5.1 kg (11.5 1b) instead
of 103 kg (23.1 1b), For a typical new
average-sized dispersion polyvinyvl chlo-
ride plant (46%10* kg/yr or 100X 10
ib/yr production). the emissions would
be about 3 kg/hr (20 Ib/hr) instead o:
17.5 kg/hr (39 lb/hry and for a typicai
new average-sized suspension polvviny:
chloride (68 10° kg/yr or 15010 1b/yr
production) the emissions woud be 12.:
kg/hr) (30 lb/hr) instead of 16 kg hr
(38 Ib/hr). These emissions are calcu-
lated based on the emission facters pub-
lished {n the documentation for the ex-
isting standard. (I) Ambient air concen-
trations are expected to be reduces
proportionately.

The only negative environmental im
pact wouid be an increase in hydroge:
chloride emissions at ethylene dichla-
ride-~vinyl ¢hloride plants if incineratior
were used to contiol emissions from Lew
oxychlorination reactors. However., gu
to the corrosion problems which woulc
otherwise occur on plant properiv anc
in the community, plants are expectec
to use scrubbers to control the hydroge:
chloride emissions. The proposed amend
ment is not expected to have a sienifi
cant impact on energy conswmption.

ECONOMIC IMPACT

The potential economic impacts of th
proposed standard are:

(1) Costs for research sand develop
ment of improved methodology for oper
ation of existing control technoiogy ¢
that it can be used to meet the 5 ppr
emission limit.

(2) Costs for research and develop
ment of improved stripping technique
to meet the standard for new poiyvin:
chloride resins,

3) Cost of research and developmer
or licensing for converting over to ti:
oxygen system for a new oxjychlorinatic
reactor.

(4) Possibly increased transportalic
costs of raw materials in the case th:
the offset policy results in the consiruc
tion of a new piant farther irom ¢
existing plant than it otherwise wow
have been.

(5) Costs of building a new plant mo:
than 8 km from an existing plant in t!
event that the offset requurement pr.
cluded the expansion of an existir
plant.

2, 1977
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(8) Delay in the production of a par-
ticular resin due to time spent deveiop-
ing stripping technology for that resin.

¢ No growth {n the production of & .

particular resin due to the inabiity to
strip that resin to required levels. :
" The types of costs which have been
pnamed would be difficult to quantify. The
costs would be expected to vary consider-
ably from one piant to another depend-
ing on the amount of research and de-
velopment than had already been done.
the extent to which technoiogy could be
transferred from other plants and proc-
esses, and the plans for new construction.

One area in which cost estimates can
be generated is the use of an oxygen-
recycle oxychlorination process as Op-
posed to an air-based system. The pro-
posed amendment does not require the
use of the oxygen-recycle system, bué
many plants would be expected to em~
ploy this system to avoid the high costs
of incinerating the high volume gas
stream from a typical air-based system:.
The primary cost of using the oxygen-
recycle system is the cost of the oxygen
ttself. The cost of the oxygen for a par-
ticular plant would depend on whether
the plant was located where there is a
considerable demand for both the oxygen
and nitrogen products of air separation.
According to one recent article, if it is
assumeqd that such a demand exists, the
cost of the oxygen ($14.34/ton) would
be approximately equivalent to the cost
of compressing air for use in the air-
based system. (1) Another report In
which this assumption was not made and
the economics of the air and oxygen sys-
tems were being compared, it was con-
ctuded that overall production economics
“favor the oxygen process even if vent
gas incineration would not be required
for an air-based plant since the sum of
all remaining advantages offered by
oxygen-based plant operation more than
outweighs the incremental cost for the
oxygen feed.” (2)-

Miscellaneous: The Administrator in-
vites comments on all aspects of the pro-
poged amendments,

(Section 112 of the Clean Air Act.sec. 4(a) of
Pub. L. §1-604, B4 Stat. 1685 (42 U.S.C. 1857c~
7) and section 301(a) of the Clean Afr Act,
sec. 2 of Pub. L., No. 90-148, 8% Stat. 504 as
amended by sec. (15) (¢) (2) of Pub, L. 91-604,
84 Stat. 1713 (42 U.S.C. 1857 gia)). Secs.

. 81.67 and 61.68 also proposed under the au-

thority of section 114 of the Clean Alr Act,
as added by sec. 4(a) of Puh. L. 91-604, 8%
Stat. 1887 rnd amended by Pub. L. 93-319,

sec. 6(a)(4). 88 Stat. 259 (42 USC.
1837c~9).)
Norz.—The Environmental Protection

Agency has determined that this document
does not contaln a major proposal requiring
preparation of an Economic Impact Analysis
under Executive Orders 11821 and 11948 and
OMB Circular A~107.

Dated: May 27, 1977.

Dovucras M. COSTLE,
Administrator.
RererznNces

(1) Standard Support and Environmental
Impact sStatement: Emission Stendard for
;’gi_r;:l Chiloride, EPA-450 12-75-009, October,
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{2) “Goodrich Reports Impressive Progress
i{n Solving Vinyl Chlortde Problem.” Amer{-
can Paint and Coatings Journal, Vol. 60, No.
31. January 12, 1978, p. 24.

(3} E. W. Wimer and R. E. Festhers, “"Ox-
ygen Gives Low Cost VCAL™ Hydrocgrbon
Processing, March 1976, pp. 81-84.

(4) Peter Reich. "“Air or Oxygen For
VCM?2,™ Hydrocarbom Processing, March,
1978, pp. 85-89. -

1t is proposed that Subpart F of 40
CFR Part 61 be amended as follows:

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

§ 61.08 Approval by the Administrator.

(b)Y If the Administrator determines
that a stationary source for which an
application pursuant to § 61.07 was sub=-
mitted will not. if properiy operated,
cause emissions in violation of the
standard or violation of § 61.73, he will
approve the construction or modification
of such source.

2. Section 61.62 is revised to read as
follows:

§ 61.62 Emission standard for ethvlene
dichlioride plants.

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

ta) Ethylene dichloride purification:
Except as provided in § 61.65(a)., the
concentration of vinyl chloride in ali
exhaust gases discharged to the atmos-
phere from any equipment used in
ethylene dichloride purification is not
to exceed the appropriate emission limit
as follows:

(1) Each source for which construc-
tion had commenced on or before (date
of proposal of these amendments), 10
phom until (date three vears after pro-
muigation of these amendments) and
5 ppm alter (date three years after the
promulgation of these amendments).

(2) Each source for which comstruc-
tion commenced after June 2, 1977, 5
ppm.

(b) Oxychlorination reactor: Except
as provided in § 61.65{(a), emissions of
vinyl chloride to the atmosphere are
not to exceed the appropriate emission
limit as follows:

(1) Each source for which construc-
tion had commenced on or before (date
of proposal of these amendments), 0.2
g/kg (0.0002 lb/lb of the 100 percent
ethylene dichloride product from the
oxychlorination reactor.

(2) Each source for which construc-
tion commenced after June 2, 1877, 5
pPptn.

(c) The requirements of this section
do not apply to equipment that has been
opened, is out of operation and met the
requirement in § 61.65(b) (6) (i) before
being opened.

3. Section 61.63 Is revised to read as
follows:

§ 61.63 Emission
chloride plants.

An owner or aperator of a vinyl chlo-

ride plant shall comply with the require-
ments of this section and § 61.65,

s
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(a8} Vinyl chloride formation and pu-
rification: Except as provided in
§ 61.65(a), the concentration of vinyl
chloride in all exhaust gases discharged
to the atmosphere from any equipment
used in vinyl chloride formation and/or
purification is not to exceed the appro-
Ppriate emission limit as follows:

(1) Each source. for which construc-
tion had commenced on or before June 2,
1977, 10 ppm until (date three years af-
ter promuigation of these amendments)
and 5 ppm after (date three years after
promuigation of these amendments).

(2) Esch source for which construc-
tlon commenced after June 2, 1977, 5
ppm.

(b)) The requirements of this section
do not apply to equipment that has been
opened, is out of operation, and mert the
requirement in § 61.63(b) (6) (1) before
being opened.

4, Section 61.64 is amended by Tevise
ing paragraphs (a) (1), (b), (¢). (4> and
(e) and by adding paragraph (f) as fol-
~lows:

§ 61.64 Emission standard for polyvinyl
chloride piants. '

An owner or coperator of a polyvinyl
chloride plant shall comply with the re-
quirements of this section and § 61.65.

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

(1) Excepf as provided in paragraph
(a)(2) of this section and § 61.653(a), the
concentration of vinyl chloride in all ex-
haust gases discharged to the atmos-~
phere from each reactor is not to exceed
the appropriate emission limit as iol=
lows: ’

(1) Each source for which construction
had commenced on or before June 2. 1977
10 ppm until (date three vears aiter pro-
mulgation of these amendments) and 3
Ppm after (date three years aiter pro-
mulgation of these amendments).

tii» Each source for which construc~
tion commenced after June 2, 1377, 5
ppm.

» L] L L ] [ ]

(b) Stripper: Except as provided in
j 61.65{(a), the concentration of vinyl
chloride in all exhaust gases dischargzed
to the atmosphere from each stripper is
not to exceed the appropriate emission
limit as follows:

(1) Each source for which construc-
tion had commenced on or before June
2, 1977 10 ppm until (date three years
arlter promulgation of these amend-
ments) and 5 ppm after (date three
years after final promulgation of these
amendments) .

{2) Each source for which construction
commenced after June 2, 1377, 5 ppm.

(c) Mixing, weighting, and holding
containers: Except as provided in § 61.-
65(a), the concentration of vinyl chlo-
ride in all exhaust gases discharged to
the atmosphere from each mixing, weigh-
ing, or holding container in vinyl chia-
ride service which precedes the stripper
(or the reactor if the plant has no strip-
per) in the plant process flow is not to
exceed the appropriate emission limit asg
follows:

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

2, 1977
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of proposal of these amendments). 10
ppmramtil -(date three sears after pro-
mulgation of these amendments) and §
ppm afier (date three years after pro-
mulgation of these amendments).

(3) Each source for which construce
tion commenced after June 2, 1977, §

{d) Monomer recovery system. Excent
a8 provided In § §1.65(a). the concentra-
tion of vinyl chloride in al] exhaust gases
discharged to the atmosphere from each
IMAanomer recovery system is not to ex-
ceed the appropriate concentration as
follows: :

(1) Each source for which construce
tion had commenced on or before date
of proposal of these amendments), 10
pom until (date three vears after pro-
mulgation of these amendments) and §
ppm after (date three years after pro-
miulgation of these amendments),

(2) Each source for which construc-~
tion commenced after.June 2, 1977, 5
rpm.

(e) Bources following the stripper(s}:
The {following requirements apply to
emissions of vinyl chloride to the atmos-
phere from the combination of all
sources following the stripper(s) [or the
reactor(s) if the plant has no stripper}
in the plant process fdaow including, but
not limited, to centrifuges, concentra-
tors, blend tanks, filters. drrers, conveyor
alr discharges, baggers, storage con-
tainers, and inprocess wastewater.

(1) In polyvinyl chioride plants using
stripping technology to control vinyl
chloride emissions:

(1) For a grade or grades of polyvinyl
chloride resin which have been produced
Dy the plant on or before June 2, 1977,
the weighted averagze residual vinyl
chloride concentration in all the grades
processed throush the stripping opera-
tion on each calendar day, measured ime-

‘mediately after the strippinz operation

is completed. may not exceed the appro-
priate emission limit as follows:

(AY 2,000 ppm for polyvinyl chloride
dispersion resins. excluding latex resins:

(B) 400 ppm for all other poiyvinyl
chloride resins, including latex resins,
averaged scparately for each type of
resin;

(1) For a grade or grades of polsvinyl
chloride resin which have not been pro-
duced by the plant on or before June 2.
1977, the weighted average residual
vinyl chloride ccncent:sation in all the
grades processed througnh the stripping
operation on each calendar day, meas-
ured immediately after the stripping op-
eration is completed. may not exceed tie
appropriate emission limit as follows:

(A) 500 ppm for polyvinyl chloride
dispersion resius, excluding latex resins:

(B) 100 ppm for all other golyvinyl
chloride resins, including latex resins,
averaged senarately for each type of
resin: or

(2) In polyvinyl chloride plants con-
trolitng vinyl chloride emissions with
technology other tnan strigpilig or in
addition to stripping:

(i) For sources being used to precess
& grade or grades of polyvinyl chloride

PROPOSED RULES
- o

resin all of which had been pmduced: by
the plant on or before June 2, 1977:

(A) 2 g/kg (0.003 1b/1b) product from
the strimper(x) [(or reactor(s) 1if the
plant has no stripper(s)] for dispersion
polyvinyl chioride resing, excluding latex
resins, with the product determined on
a dry solids basis:

(B) 04 g/kg (0.004 1b/I» product
from the strinper(s) (or reactor(s) if
the plant has no stripper(s)) for all
other polyvinyl chicride resins, inciuding
latex resins, with the product detere
mined on a dry solids basis.

(1) For sources being used to process
any grade of polyvinyl chiortde resin not
produced by the plant.on or before June
2, 1977:

(A) 0.5 g/kg (0. 0005 1b/1b} product
from the stxipper(s) (or reactor(s) if the
plant has no stripper(s)) for dispersion
polyvinyl chioride resins, excluding la-
tex resins, with the product determined
on a dry solids basis;

(B) 0.1 g/kg. (0.0001 Tb/Tb) product
from the strippers (or reactor(s) if the
plant has no stripper(s)) for sll other
polyvinyl chloride resins, incinding
latex resins, with the product deter-
mined on a dry solids basis.,

() The requirements of paragraphs
(b), (¢), and (d of this section do not
apply to equipment that has been
opened, is out of operation, end met the
requirement in § 61.65(b) (6) () bhefore
beingz opened.

5. Section 61.65 is amended as follows:

A. By replacing the phrase “10 ppm’™
with the phrase “the appropriate emis-
sfon limit specified In §61.65(c)” M
p'"‘n.gm'.)l:.. (b) (1) (i), (€23, ()3

(o) (3) A1), ()3 (LLU. (b (3) (4v),
(b) W, (h)(S). (b¥<(B) (1L, and (b)
(9) () )

B. By revising paragraph (¢) and add-

ing paragraph (d) as set forih below.

§ 61.63 Emission atandard for ethylene
dichloride, vinyi chloride, and poly.
vinrl chloride plants.

- [ ] - [ ] [ ]

(¢) The emission limit which is not
to be exceeded is as follows: (1) Each
source, for which construction nad com-~-
menced on or helore June 2, 13877, 10
ppm until (date three vears afier proe-
mulgation of these amendments) and
5 ppm aiter (date three years after pro-
mtuization of these amendments).

(2) TFach source for which construc-
tion commenced after June 2. 1977, S
Ppm.

(d) The requirerients in pamg:nphs
(b)Y (1), (bI(2), (b)(3), (B (62, by (D)
and (b) (8) of this section are o be in-
corporated into a standard operating
procedure, and made available wpon re-
quesy for inspection by the Adminisira-
tor. The standard opemtmg procegure
is to include provicions for measurma
the vinyl chloride in equipment ==4.7
m?* (1250 gal) in volume for which a.n
emission limit is preseribed in § 61.65
(b) (6} (1) prior to cpening the equip-
ment and using Test Method 106. a port-
able l.ydrocarbon detector. or an cquiv-
alent or alteinative methol. The meth-
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od of measurement is to meet the re-
quirements in §61.67(g)(5) WA ar
@) (5} (1 (B),

6. In § 61.67, paragranh (a) is revisea
to read as follows:

§61.67 Emisrion testa.

(g) Unless a walver of emission test-
ing i3 obtained under § 61.13, the owner
or operztor of a source to which this
Eubpart sapplies shall test emisstons
from the source as follows:

(1) For an existing source or a pew
source which has an initial startup date
preceding October 21, 1975

(1) Within 90 dars following October
21, 19%6. and

(1) For those sources subject to
§§ 61.62(ar: 61.63(a): 61.64 (a)(1), (b),
(c), and (d): andsor 61.65(b} (1), ()
(2), (b) (3), (B)(5), (b) (6>, and or th)
(9), within 90 days following (date three
Years after the p"omulﬂur.ion date of
these amendments).

(2) For a new source for which initta}
startup occurs after October 21. 1976,
within 90 days of startup.

T. In § 61.68, paragraph (¢) is revised
to read as follows:

§ 61.68 Emission monitoring.
- '. - » -

{c) A dally span check is to ke con-
ducted for each vinyl chloride monitor-
ing system used. For ail of the sources
listed in paragraph (a) of this saction.
except for the one for whiich an emission
limit {s prescribed In § 61.62(b) (1), the
daily sparn chiack is to be cenductes wf:.':
4 conceniration of vinyi chloride equai to
the concentration emission Lmit appli-
cable to it, For a source subject o the
emissjon limit prescrihed in § 61.52h;
(1), the daily span check is to ke con-
ducted with a concentration of vinrt
ciiloride which is -determined ta be
equivalent to the emission limit for tias
source based on the emission test re-
quired by § 61.67. The cal,brat‘on s wobe
done with eithers

8. A new §61.72 s addad to read as
follows:

§ 61.72 Requce«t for interim emis<on
Limit.

{a) If in the opinion of the ovner or
operator ©of an existing source. that
source will be unable to comply with the
5 ppm emission limit fn §§ 61.6272s 1)
61.63¢ayil); 6Bl.6% rar«lyfir, «brqly,
(¢} (1), (d)(1); and.or 61.65(cY>‘1: en
or before (date three vears afler pro-
mulgation of these amendments), the
owner or eperator of that zource mav re-
quest that the Adminsirator apprcve an
interim emission limiz {or that sourge.
The request is to be in writing and is to
be submitted to the Administrator =within
six montlis prior to (dale twvo years nfter
promulzation of these amendments).
The request is to include:

(1) The reasons tite source {s In-
cnpa.hle of being in compiiance with the
£ ppm emission limit and data to suppors
those reasons, and

2, 1977
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(2) A suggested intertm emission limit
and description of the methodology for
attatning that Hmit.

(b) Any owner or cperator of a source
who has submitted to the Administrator
@& written request for an interim emis-
sion lmit In accordance with § 61.72(a),
shall within 60 days of the date of the
written request meet with the Admine
{strator concerning the information con=
tained in the request. The meeting Is to
be open to interested persons, who are
to be allowed to submit oral or written
testimony relevant to compjliance of the

source,

(¢) The Administrator will within 120

days of receipt of the written request

ed by.paragraph (a) of this sec-
tion, npotify the owner or operator in
writing of approval or denial of approval
of an interim emission limit,

(@ If an interim emission limit is ap~
proved the notification is to include the
lovel of the interim emission limit, which
may be the level requested or a more
stringent one.

{e). A determination to deny approval
of 2n interim emission limit is to set
forth the specific grounds on which such
denial is based.

() Approval for any interim emission
Umit granted for any source under
§ 61.72(c) shall expire three years from
the date of issuance. The owner or op=
erator may request an extension of ap-
proval for an interim emission limit or a
lower interim emission limit. The re-
quest is to be in writing, is to be sub-
mitted within six months prior to a year
before the expiration date and is to in-
clude the information listed in § 61.72

(b}, (¢), (d), and (e) are to apply.

L4

9. A new §61.73 s added to read as
follows:

8 61.73 Offsct of emissions due to new
construction.

(a) No owner or aperator is to con-
struet a new source which alone or in
combination with other sources heing
constructed at the same time resuits in
an {ncreased production rate uniess he
demonstrates to the Administrator's sat-
isfaction that such construction will not
cause an increase.in vinyl chiloride emis-
sions within 8 km of ary other source
which is subject to this subpart.

(b} Reduction in produciion rate is
an allowable mechanism for attaining an
offset in emissions.

(¢) The baseline emission rate is to be
determined based on the levei of emis«
stons allowable by the standard.

(d} Reducing emissions from an in-
terim emission limit to the standard for a
source is not an acceptable means of
achieving an emission offset.

(e} In the application for approval of
construction required by § 61.07, owners
or operators of sources subject to this
subpart shall include, in addition to the
information required by § 61.07, the fol
lowing information:

(1) The name, address, and location
of any plant subject to this subpart
which 1s jJocated within 8 km of the pro-
posed location of the source to bhe cone
structed.

FEDERAL
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(N The emission limits applicable to

both the new source(s) and the source(s)
at which emissions are being reduced to
baiance the increase in emissions due to
the new construction are to be estabe
lished by the Administrator itn the ap-
proval for counstruction required by
§ 61.08. -
{(Secs. 112 and 301{a) of the Clean Alr Act,
sec. 4(a) of Pub. L. No, 01-604. 8¢ Stat. 1683;
sec. 2 of Pub. L. No. 90-144, §1 Stat 504 (42
U.8.C. 1855¢~7, 1857g(s)). Secs. 61.67 ana
61.68 also tesued under sec. 114 of the Clean
Alr Act, sec 4(a) of Pub. L. No, 91-604, 84
Stat. 1687 (42 U.S.C. 1857¢-9).)

[FR D0c.77-1557T2 Flled 6-1-77;8:45 am}

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH,
EDUCATION, AND WELFARE

Offica of Education
[4S CFR Parts 163 and 163a ]

©AREER EDUCATION AND CAREER
DEVELOPMENT

Addition of Programs
AGENCY': Office of Education, HEW.
ACTION: Proposed rule.

SUMMARY: The Commissioner of Edi-
cation, with the approval of the Secre-
tary of Health, Education, and Welfare,
proposes to add two new career educa~
tion programs as enacted by the Educa-
tion Amendments of 1978. Part 163 con-
tainsg provisions for 4 new one-year pro-
gram of financial assistance to States and
other allottees for Fiscal Year 1978 to
plan for the improvement and develop-
ment of career education and career de-
velopment programs and activities for
individuals of all ages. Part 163a con-
tains provisions for the Commissioner of
Education to conduct a number of career
information activities during Fiscal Year
1978, including the collection, anaiysis,
and dissemination of information per-
taining to career trends and options in
the United States as well as exemplary
materials from the career education
field. Both these programs are new au-
thorizations for which no funding has
been requested by the Administration.

DATES: Comments must be received on
or before July §, 1971.

ADDRESSES: Comments should be ad-
dressed to Sidney High., U.S. Office of
Education, 7th and D Streets, S.W.,
Room 2108-A, Washington, D.C. 20202.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CON-
TACT:

Sidney High, 202-245-2331.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
{a) Organization. Part 163 (sections
331-334 of Pub. L. 54-482), as set forth
in this proposed rule, contains those pro-
visions which are applicable to the pro-
gram of Federal assistance to States and
other allottees to enable them to plan for
the development of career educatior. and
career development programs. The as-
sistance provided under this Part is also
subject to the applicable provisions con-
tained in the Office of Education Generai
Provisions Regulations published in 45
CFR Parts 100 and 100b (38 FR 30654,
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November 6, 197T3). Part 163a (section
333 of Pub. L. 94-482) contains those
provizsions appiicable to the program of
coliection, analvsis, and dissemmunation
by the Commissioner of career informa-
tion and exempiary materiels, To the ex~
tent the Commissioner proceeds by con-
tract, as authorized by section 335 of Pub.
L. 94-482, the program wiil aiso dbe gov~
erned by the appiicable provisions of the
Federal Procurement Reguiations, 41
CFR Chapters 1 and 3. To the extent the
Commissioner proceeds by grant. the ap-.
plicable provisions of 45 CFR Part 100a
(38 FR 30662. November 6, 1973) wiil
apply.

(b} Comments and responses. In the
Notice of Intent to Issue Rezulations
(published in 41 FR 51550 on November
22, 1976) the Commissioner requested
public comment on a number of specuic
iszues in addition to fnviting expressions
of public sentiment on any issue consid-
ered worthy of comment. In the thirty
days afforded interested persons in which
to make their views known, 64 State and
national organizations, associations. and
‘agencies and 3 individuals submitted
comments. The comments on the specific
issues listed 1o the Notice of Intent are
summarized below:

(1) Given the apparent overiap bee
tweent the planning authorities contained
in section 406(f) (2) of Pub. L. 93-380 and
sections 331-34 of Pub. L. 94—482, how
can the latter program be designed to
avoid duplication of the former pro-
gram? (a) Should planning under sece
tions 331-34 focus on career educartion
for individuals beyend the secondary
school levei? (b) Shouid States be ree
quired to explain the relatuonship be-
tween activities carTied out and proposed
Junder the two authorities?

The commenters were overwhelmingly
supportive of the view that duplication
of activities conducted under both au-
thorities (Pub. L. §3-380 and Pub. L. 54—
482) should be as limited as possible.
They clearly thought the regulation
should require a careful explanation of
the relationship hetween these two plan-
ning efforts. It was suggested that plan-
ning activities conducted pursuant to
Pub., L. 94—482 might properly extend and
augment the planning already begun
under Pub. I, 93-380. It was also noted
by several commenters that State plane
ning already being conducted under Title
I and Title X of the Higher Education
Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1001 et seq.) shouid
also bie coordinated with planning efforts
condiucted pursuant to Pub. L. 94432 be-
cause those titles deal with the continu-
ing education of adults and, thereiore,
are closely related to the concept of
career education for individuals of all
ages. The proposed § 163.6(b) attempts
to avoid duplication by requiring the
allottee to explain the relationship bee
tween planning activities carried out un-
der Pub. L. 53-380 and proposed under
Pub. L. 34-432 in the event that the plan-
ning is addressed to the same age groups.

On the related question of priorities
between K-12 and postsecondary plan-
ning, while the majority of comumenters
identified the need for cooperation be-

2, 1977
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