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Vinyl Chioride; Equipment Leaks of
Volatile Hmrdous Alr Polluhms

' AmmEnvironmenml Protecﬁon . .' -

Agency (EPA).

ACTION: Proposed rlesid public f~~' w

1989, . <y 31.60-01.?1)&115 ltlndal!‘dl umné dns
PubHcHem‘ng If onec : s O Irompanupro uy
EPA requesting to speak ata p ethylae dichloride (EDC) vie,” " . .- -
. hearing by October 11, 1689, a mehloﬁn-ﬂon. VC.and polyvinyl _. -3f
hearing will be held on Octol ﬂ' “ghioride (PVC) or other polymers .. ... *... .3 M
- - beginning at 10:00 a.m. Persons; tnlning VG. These plants are oubject -
" interested in attending the heat a combination of emission limits, ..

- hearing: petiﬁon for reconsideration. |

SUMMARY: On Novembat 26, 1988, thc

Society of the Plastics industry; Inc.

(SPI) filed with EPA a petition for :tay-

of enforcement and administrative. -
reconsideration of seven provisions in
the final rule revising

thenational .

emission standard for VC [September

- 30,1868, 51FR 34904). The SPI and three - ‘{LE-131), Attention: Docket NOM ‘“-“
manufacturers (Dow Ch

emical -

T

" Company, Georgia Gulf Corpoution.
and Vista Chemical Company)

~of

. 'the'U.S, Court of Appesls

- concurrently filed g petition forrevicw 5 "_: biic 36 contacie s>
the Tevisions to-the VC standard with —EPA tequestinig s public hésring: it will-" -Sgbmcurrently flled a petition for review .
for the Dmrict “bebeid at EPAY Office of; T :

" ‘of Columbia Circuit. The petitioners. -
nqunled review of the definitions of =
thylene dichloride purification,” - -
‘ “le " "exhault gas,"."ml!ef valve -

" discharge,” and “3-h pdnd.-qthl /M. Ann Kl , Stan
3 v:lz;ibwi f?ﬁ%“i&&ﬁﬂﬁm—m

scope of the relief xw'materials, processors and -
e e AR sy i
! ()
o Sl SRR e bl Rl
g:oposes to t the petitioners’ . 3. DP"EA dthnt. number Aat-n. " the mjor domelﬂc producou of VC and .
‘request for ci arification of cértain of .- talsthg$nformation considess ,

:,ht:;; provlsio
L-d mb‘suiﬁﬂ
ueverggsﬂn'lﬁcﬁ’ g d inthe!~ ¥~ Y.

- requirements in tha 4/G

proposed ravisions | "ﬂ‘ﬁoﬂnmuo

s.3hs,

ol A'pubﬁ!:::gudﬂbohel

. ' . opportunity for onY presentationtof -
- ..data, views, or arguments concnhg

; Abbl!ssir. Commanb. Comments:

. the proposed revisions., - - : soction 112 of the Clean Air. Act (42 ..

" DATEE Comments. Commeﬂu +U.S.C, 7412) and promulgated final rulen i
o uceived o or befoh Novembq%"‘“" $or VC on October 21, 1878 (40 CFR, - -

_should call Anle:l Eleall:or at (91 S~ 7 tmirnmx:tl,.1 'a;n:lx m.g:iu;mu - m.
8578 to_verify that a hearing mmm_ o in
" Refiest 1o Spoak af Hedring ey EL Sl turing processes.

* wishing to present oral teshﬁmu%%?n&ptembu 30, 1986 (summ); Lo

. A promulgated several adminigtrative
eonuct EPAbY Ogtober ﬂﬁ% g" clarifying revisions to the national-"
should be submitted in duplicab{iﬁ. Eigeir ot Novombor 28, 1088, SPI ﬁled with
- - possible) to: Central Docket Sec ,éEPA a petition for stay and -
strative recomidsraﬁun of uvan
ovisions in'the final revisions to the .-

-+ 21, U.S. Environmental Protectioni - g
A,gency. 401 M Su'eet SW., Wadn'.g,g o

S Fand -Vigta Chemical Company- . " 2"'.
pf several provisions of the revised .

= Yac the D.C. Circuit. The SPLisa
Trlanglc Park, North Carolinl. Persany ;- : nonprofit.corporation whose members

¥y - include processors and manufacturers of
wlshlns to present oral testimony. lhou'ia - plastics or plastic products, lupphers of

3 3 " --. "

pment of the '!gg%’ S

DA In the develo
’\Mc rrotmulaated ; taq’dardl d'the petiti %Summuyof SPl's Pcﬁﬂon for suyl
r,‘\.ﬂ,’s and .'.wn.lam'é'on, t %Hng;::g‘aoonddemﬂon and EPA'l Rupom .

* applicability of Ze¥ath fogdlate "J:)S .,,&“lﬁgnnﬁuhmpondin& isav
b"'!:s‘s'p i Notid e

ﬁ“gé'ﬂ'ho SPIrequested that EPA issie l
beutwecn! &m“‘m%&y of the 1988 revisions to the VC. -

Fri 7atandard pen review of those .- -
- the emisaions (and the sssociated health*iL e A's Cenirad Dicket s""“‘"’-lms"““, : %ﬁmﬂ pr%mdilgg& Their request for a

"risks) allowed by the standards as- - ce Center, Room 4, = | stay was based on the following factors: - . .
promulgated in September 1688, No - . s"“‘ s‘{,‘{ W "Nn{gﬂ- DC 2000 575 1) Cortain provisions of the 1085 . .
changes, however, will be madg with °_; .feasona s :_mr . chargedJor sz ropos were changed withoup . = . - -
regard to area monitoring requirements < < l“pm SRR AN ; notice or justification by EPAZ- .-

. or the relief valve discharge standard. .- ' FOR PURTHER INFORMATION CONTR S mstry members represented by SPl
This action provides EPA's responses to , - For further information and - & - ... -', . Wouldsuffer irreparable harm if th
petitioners’ requests, and the resulting ~  Interpretations of applicabllity 2. Fectiveness of the 1886 revisions are -

. minor proposed revisions fo-the -

. 1988 revised provisions is being den
In addition, this notice is not intended.

to address the recent decision by the

D.C. Circuit Court on the VC standards,
-Natural Resources Dafense Council, lnc. .

v. EPA, 824 F.2d 1148 {1967).

Any -

response to that decision will be: mad&
ina futuro notice ln tho Federal Ragmu -277110 telephone (919) 541-525& N n(ay. Ihc prospcct that others would be -

.- " compliance requirements, and réporfiay

. standards are set forth in this notice, - - '-up.cts of the revised standards, tontact’

This action also serves as notce that -
the petitioners’ request for stay of the.

* .. standards, contact Ms. Shirley Tubler:

£-13) a stay will cause no harm to other-
.. the appropriate Regional, sum.% ‘parties or the public intarest, -

. office contact as listed in 40 CRQ.L‘ =*:The EPA bas considered the factou” - ‘

For further information on the & ‘munted by SPl in support of their -
- background for the proposed rubef'j'?uw for stay of the 1588 VC revisions

Standards Development Bran

Emission Standards Division M“"mm@n on the merits of its petition-
~..U.8. Environmental Protection Agency;®=Rowreconsideration, the likelihood that*

- Research Triangle Park. North Gnrollna 4 8PI would be irreparably harmed: absent:

m'nmmber ms. EPA dellgmed vc
1 s hazardous air pollutant under. v,

2. Snission standard for- VC. Subuquently. -

VL stanidard. The SPI, Dow Chemical "'~ -
Yompany, Georgla Gulf Corporation, .- . .

dard with the U.S. Court of Appeall

t stayed during the review parlod: and

diag EPA's review of the revisions.” |
n'nvinx‘&)midmd the likelthood of - - *:

¢
;
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: Implémentation Plans. 8ee Trainv.’ -
"NRDCG, 421:U.8. 60, 92 (1975) (“This - ==t~
. - litigation, however, Is carried-out on the
. *'polluter’s.time not the publi¢'s, for. .- - :
* during [the pendency of a SIP revision] -
e

. stam?ard in a manner that: (1) Violated

: - Federal Register / Vol. 54, No. 182 / Thirsday, September 21, 1989°/ Proposed’ Rules = =~ 38039
—— — e s

harmed in the event of » stay,and the -
public interest, the Administrator has
not stayed the 1988 revisions of the VC
standard at issue here. This is consistent

- with long-standing EPA policy to

continue to enforce an axisting ~* . * .:
reguletion unt(l and unless 4 revision -
becomes formally etfective. The EPA's -
olicy has been conesistently approved °

y the coiirts in the context of State - -

the original regulations remain in effect,
and the polluter's failure to comply may_
subject to a variety of enforcement
procedures.”) The rationale in Trein -
applies with equal force to regulations.
promulgated under section 112,
Therefore, EPA hereby denies SPI's
request for a stay pending EPA’s -
reconsideration of the VC standard,

In the petition for review of the .~ . .
revised standard, SPI claimed that the " . -
1966 promulgated revisions differed .
significantly from the revisions that
wearze) proposed on Janiiary.s, 1985 (S0 FR.
1182). R
The SPI asserted that without
adequate notice. EPA's 1888 revisions
changed key provisions of the VC '~

case law; (2) imposed new penalties; (3)
created multiple penalties for the same °
evént; and (4) expanded the types of
oqluipmem subject to the standard. The
following discussion summarires their
concerns and EPA's responses.
Definition of “Exhaust Gas" . .

The SPI requested a review of several
definitions in the VC standard. ~
According to SPI, the 1086 final -
definition of “exhaust gas,” 40 CFR"
61.81(x), deleted a key sentence from the
proposed definition without adequate
explanation. By omitting the sentence, -
“Aleak * * * is not an exhaust gas,” SP]
was concerned that leak emissions -
could result in violations of the exhaust
gas standard if more than 10 ppm of VG
are emitted, Reconsideration was
requested because leaks from equipment
in VC service would exceed the 10 ppm
emission limitation for exhaust gases,
thereby subjecting industries to a

otintial fine of $25,000 per day for each

eal i

It was not EPA's intent to categorize
every leak of greater than 10 ppm as sn
exhaust gas. The senitence was omitted
in the final definition because some
emissions which are required to be -
vented 10 a control device cannot be
automatically calegorized as eithera. : ™

.+ leak or axhaust gas by a general : -

definition. As stated in the promulgltioﬁ

* a double violation coul

"BID for the revised standards (pp. 2-54
and 2-55), the facts of the situation.

" vesulting in these emissions needed to
which part ..

be considered when deci
of the VC standard applied. Upon
reconsideration, EPA agrees with SPl's
concern that the final definition of ;, -

_“exhaust gas” does not provide for

exemption from the exhaustgas " - -
standard (10 ppm) when such an )
%uifon is gdgied_to bem odly
erefore, EPA is osing to modify ™
the definition by .létop two sentence$

‘exhaust gas, and that equipment .~ -
containing exhaust gas must comply ' - -
with § 61.85(b)(8) requiring leak : -
detection and prevention, whether or
fiot that equipment contains 10 percent
by volume VC. This proposed addition
assures that leaks from exhaust gas
streams are subject to the leak detection
and elimination requirements, but that
such leaks will not also be classified as
“exhaust gas.” N .

Definition of “Relisf Valvé Discharge™
The SPI objecled to a sentence added
to the 1986 final definition of “relief. -

valve discherge,” 40 CFR 6181{y). which.

stated that a relief valve discharge - .
would be exempt from regulation if
vented to a control device, but only f

_ the contro] device meets the 10 ppm

emission limit. The SPI goln_ted out that
occur (Lo, of
the relief valve discharge and exhaust "
gas standards) if a relief valve discharge
is vented to a control device not meeting
10 ppm. If interpreted o impose double
penalties; this provision, in SPI's view,
would exceed EPA’s statutory authority
and unlawfully increasa the maximum
statutory penalty set by Congress for 2
single ‘event that leads to a violation of a

.NESHAP. The SP! belicves that owners/

operators of regulated facilities have

sufficient economic incentive - i
(preventing releases of their product) to
ensure that pressure relief valves work

_ as designed, regardliess of the standard

promulgated. Moreover; the final
definition contradicts past regulatory

‘interpretation that relief valve

discharges ducted to flares and other
control devices are exempt from the
exhaust gas standard.

The EPA agrees that venting a relief
valve discharge (RVD) to a combustion
device achieves significant emission
reduction benefits. These devices, when
properly designed and operated, '
generally have efficiencies of 88 percent
or greater. The use of combustion
devices are not expected to increase the
number of RVD's. Thus, because
regulated facilities do havesome "+ -~
‘economlc incentive ta ensute that RVD's
are minimized, the net RVD emission -

aleak, ;v

" and to tha reporting
~ §61.70. In the case of

reduction resulting from the use of
combustion devices should approach 98 .

- percent or more. Therefore, minor,

revisions to the definition of “reliel _
valve discharge” and to the RVD .-

provisions'(§ 61.85{a)} are being” -

propased to clarify that an RVD routedt .- .

to o properly designed and operated
control device would be exemptéd from
the pravisions of the RVD standard.
This chahge would prevent .
misifiterpretation of the regulatory " -

) requiremerits ard imposition of a double’ _
which claify st s loak fenatam - <37 panalty, %0 2o o

-

" In addition, new provisions =

(4 £1.65(d)) have been added for an RVD

that is ducted to a control device that is
continually operating while emissions
from the releass are present at the
device. An RVD that is ducted to a
control device, other than a flare, would
be subject to the 10 ppm limit and the
continuous emission monitoring system
requirement contained in § 81.68.
requirements of

s, emission
monitoring is not possible. Therefore, for

. RVD's routed to a flare, the design

requirements for flares (40 CFR 60.18)
wauld épply. The EPA recognizes that
measurement of relief valve discharge
volumetric flow rates and gas stream
composition is not possible using the
methods set forth in § 60.18 (f)(3) and
{)(4). Estimatas of these paramsters
will, therefore, need to be based on
empirical or other bases, subject to EPA
approval, Flare operations would be
monitored in accordance with the-
requirements of §§ 80.18(d) and
©0.18{f)(2). For the purpose of § 80.18(d),
the volume and component
concentration of each RVD would be
estimated and calculations would be
made to verify ongoing compliance with
the design and operating requirements
of § 60.18 (c})(3) through (¢)(6). If more
than one relfef valve is discharged
simultaneously to a single flare, these
calculations would account for the

- ‘cumulative effect on all such RVD's. If

the results of the monitoring contained
in § 80.18(f)(2) or any other information
show that the pilot e is not present
100 percent of the time during which an
RVD {s routed to a flare, the RVD is -
subject to the provisions of § 81.85{a). A
report describing the flare design must
be provided to the Administrator not
later than 90 days after the adoption of
this provision or within 30 days of the
installation of a flare system for conteal
of RVD's, whichever is later.

'Definition of a "Leak"” .

.- TheSPI objected to EPA’s defining
“indications of liquid dripping" as a’

" “leak.” 40 CFR 81.81(w). The SPI

AP00003568
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requested that the phrase be delcted or
. revised 4o refer to VC since dripping
liquids may not always contain VC,
In the VC standard, the partion of the
) Iefnlli: d;dwdri n n£ to “‘:l\dicauom
of liqu applies only lo pumps
inve lervlgz %p E%?\ believ{l t}?ll P
“indlca:aom ;’g l;;;iuid Idﬂpping" are an
appropriate criterion for requiring repair
actions on double mchnigal seal
pumps in VC service and, therefore,
should be included in the definition of a
leak. As stated in the BID for the 1588
gt:mn}fated revisions, visible leakage .
all types of pump seals, includln&"
double mechanical seals required by
VC standard, is generally indicative of
scal wear even if no VC is present in the
leaking fluld. To prevent further seal
wear resulting in major seal failure
allowing VC emissions into ths
atmosphere, the seals should be
repaired zoon after leakage is initially
detected. After further consideration of
SPI's concern, however, EPA agrees that
" some amount of barrier fluid leakage is
norragl. Therefore, EPA proposes to
revise the standards for pumps
(8 61.242-2(d)) to clarify the
requirements for pump seal drips. .
_ Section 61.242-2{d)}{4) addressas drips
from pump seals that contain VC, and
§ 61.242-2(d){6) addressas drips from
pump seals that do not contain VC.

The proposed revised provisions of
§ 61.242-2(d) are designed to accomplish
two purposes. One is to ensure that VC
leaks from pump seals are detected and
eliminated. This is accomplished by
paragraphs [d)(a) (i), (ii}, and (ii). The
other purpose is 1o identify and prevent
pump seal failures by causing abnarmal
dripping (even when VC is ot
contained in the dripping liquid) to be
detected and repairs to be made. This is
accomplished by paragraphs {d)(8) (i).
(ii). (iii). and (iv). These paragraphs
require the facility ownerf tor to
establish criteria associated with normal
operation.

The intent of the proposed revised
provigions i identical to the existing
provisions, The difference is that the
proposed § 61.242.2{d)(8)(i) allows an
ownerfoperator to lake into accomnt the
small number of liquid drips that may
occur when new seals are in er
are otherwise associated with normal
operation. :

Definition of *3-hour Period™

The SPI noted that, in the September -
1986 final rule, EPA added a definition
of “3-hour period” 40 CFR 61.61(z}. to
clarify that the emission limits in the
exhaust gas standard (10 ppm) is a 3-
hour average. The definition creates
“ralling” averages (24 3-hour averages
per day) rather than "block" averages (8

8-hour avsrages). The SPI objected that-
a single, 3-hour 10 ppm exceedanca
could result in three violations of the 10
ppm exhanst gas standard, under the
revised definition of “3-hour period.”
This eould lead to double or triple
penalties, “thereby exceeding the
maximum penalty permisstble under the
Clean AlrAct” . T
Upon reconsideration. EPA proposes
to further revise the definition of “‘3-hour
period” to ensurs that a single event of
I-hour or less at 10 ppm or greater could.
result in no more than a single violation
of the exhaust gas standard. A phrase
has been added to the definition in

. 61.81(z) to accomplish this, The

EPA did notintend 1o penalize a plant
three times whenever a 10 ppm event
occurs within 1 hour. Rather, EPA .
wanted to ensure that a combination of
two or more 10 ppm events which would
result in a 3-hour exceedance do not 3o
uanpenalized just because they occurred
over two separate 3-hour “blocks.” The
proposed revised definition of “3-hour
period” satisfies EPA’s intent withont
unintentionally subjecting ¢ plant - -
owner/operator to multipla viotations. -

. Definition of “Ethylene Dichloride . .

Purification™
According to SPL the 1988 final -

revisians changed the definition of EDC

purification, 40 CFR 81.61{o). The -
promulgated definition exciuded product
storage following the final VC finishing
column, and thus exempted such storage
from the exhaust gas standard. The SPI
believes that EPA intended to exclude
not only EDC final product storage but
also intermediate product storage
(before the final finishing column) based
on EPA's response to comments
contained in the BID (pp. 2-48 and 2-44)
and in the BID summary of chan

since proposal (pp. 1-2). Although it
supports the exemption of final EDC
product storage from the definition, SP
requested that EPA also axempt
intermediate EDC product storage. In
addition, ons SPI company, a major
producer of VC monomer and PVC
polym::‘frovided information on nine
crude and intermediate storage tanks at
one of its iacilities, The information
included tank sizes, design, emissions
estimates, and costs. This company
requested EPA to exclude intermediate
and crude, as well as final EDC storage
tanks, from the definition.

The EPA agrees that it intended to
exempt crude and intermediate storage
tanks from the exhaust gas standard,
The definition of “EDC purificstion” has
been revised to clarify that emissions
from crude, intermediate, and fina]
storage tanks following EDC formation
are not subject to the standards. In

addition, § 61.85(b)(6), Opening of
equipment, has aiso been revised to
clarify that the ments {n this
section do not apply to crude,
intermediate, or final EDC storage tanks.
As stated in the BID response (pp. 243
through 2-45), EPA evaluated the .
reasonshleness otng:lhﬁngmc :
storage tanks undar the VC standard:
Based on emissions dats submitted by
the commenters, uncontrolled VC -
emissions from intermediate and final
EDC storage tanks at a typical EDC/VC

‘plant were estimated to be 0.1 10 2 Mg/

yr. An emission reduction as high as 14
Mg/yr from all plants would be
lciieved based on venting existing EDC
storage tanks to an existing primery
cortrol device (incinerators). Prior 1o the
September 1988 rule, EPA conciuded
that regulation of these tanks under the
VC standard was not warranted. ]
In response to SPT's petition for

reconsideration, EPA has evaluated the ~

data submitted by one SPI company
{Docket Entry No, VI-B-4) for nine
crude anid intermediate EDC storage
tanks before the final finishing column
at one of its facilities. These tanks sre
currently uncontrolled The data . .
included tank sizes. design. amissions
estimates, and costs. The company's
estimates of the total uncontrolle
emissions {0.002 to 0.323 Mg/yr VC) for
the nine crude and intermediate tanks
fall at the low end of the range of
individual VC tank emission estimates .
made by EPA for EDC final product
storage tanks, This information is
consistent with EPA’s position that the
regulation of crude and intermediate
storage tanks is unnecessary because
emissions ere extremely low.

Lsck Detection and Elimination

Under the 1976 VC standard, 40 CFR
61.65(b)(8), companies instalied area
monilors and devel plant-specific
leak detection and elimination programs
that included the routine use of portable
monitors. Subsequently, EPA devaloped
a generic leak detection and elimination
program (subpart V. 40 CFR 61.240— -
81.247) based on equipment and data for
the organic chemical and petroleum
industries. Tne 16888 revisions
incorporated the sub
into the VC stan The SPI opposes
the addition of the subpart V provisions
to the VC standard. The SPI argued that
existing programs are effective without
the subpart V provisions and that EPA’s
decision to retain area monitoring
requirements from the 1978 standard is
questionable since they have not been
required for other industries subject to

subpart V. In addition, according to SPL . * **

no justification has been given for

V provisions -

ot:
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industries is mot relevant. Also, ares .
marnitaring is often used as pastof a
program to reduce legaks to below 2
percent, and therefors; es discuased
below.. an owner/operator does not
haveto conduet the laak debeﬁeumd
repaiz psovisions of subpart V.

Any plant with an effective existivg
program uader § 61.85(b}{8} for detecting
and repairing leaks cam contrel

equipment leake without complying with

the subpart V provisions: Speci v i

an owner/operator can demomtntn -

thatless tham 2.0 percent of valves are

leaking iz any process unit, ther that

process unit is exempt fronx §§ 61.242-

1(d) (marking), 81.242-7(a} (momtoﬁng)
ar2ue and 61,

(reporting). Yo demonstrate Mtew
than 20 percent sf valves are leaking, -
the owner/operator must conduet s
periormence test initfally, srmma By, and
at awy other times requested by the
Administraios: If, during any .
performance test, the percentage of
l&lking vn;us exceeds 2.opemle;!. l{n;n
e owmnerfaperaios must comply wi :
.nbnzrt\'wi!hawdaw Thie
exempticn only applies to the standards
for valves(§ nm—w(a){bxe» benm
the other standa:

. lnterfacc-nlp‘dﬁcaqumml

the promufgﬂed
- 34903-34808,

Eroblems and reduce the administrative
urdens o EPA o.dimiaw.msn
aleo believes that the propesed:
numerical limits are stricter thutha
1978 emergency discharge pravision
because “each discharge cansing an
exceedancs of any numerical
limit * * ¥ would be considered a
viclation withont regard to whether axy
individuel discharge was preventable.
The EPA has reviewed the baais for
the decision not to promalgate
numetical limits for RVD's and has
decided that the 1936 standard is afilt
reasonable aud appropriate The 1978

- standard
RVD’s, those that could not have

avoided by measures ta preveat
the discburgm‘
A detailed discussion of the basis for

the numerical Iimits for

msi'tmtdnedh premble!or

amendments {51
Seplember 35, M uﬂ
SPI las no¥ provided any new
information that would affect EPA's

decizior. ¥ summmary, the decisfon to.

retain the original 1978 RVD stendard
was mude sfter considering the

revisions in light of public comments o .
- the nwmerical Fnfte, and after review of
the bmfartkedae&mecuﬁrmt the -
nandud.

Federal Register / Vol. 54, No, Iaz f Thursday, September 21, 1089 [ Proposed Rules saat1
regeising retention of area monftors bn ~ Fequiremen b/pufamancemmmﬁt In particular; several public comments
addition to subpart V. Although s the VC standard fe.g, leake fromrrekef  on ﬂrgtmympoud amendments
program mdctmh]m e valves; § 81. mm)lnd rofelingpumps,  expressed cumsern trat preventable
demomtrating less than 2 percant of § 61.85(b)(3)(i)). However, this ' RVPswould be alowed under the
valves leaking is considered effective, exemption includes sll of the. revised standard and that the

-+ such a program is exempt only from recordkeeping and reporting, performancs allowed under the revised
certain parts of subpa; V. For eheud requiremenis of §§ cr.zg;ne 247 nlfnd:!d u:n:ldtge inconsistent -ﬁ that
reasony, !'!p'.!" Esiatement ""”""’ - allow er the Oligilﬂlllkllkiﬂ
the leak detection and eBmination affect valves, The exemption £ Other comments expressed concern that

requirements contained in the STSVC © m re aod the revised standazc included no
standard. | applier to the entire precess unit. The mechantsm for very large
Upon recorsideration, E}Am exemptiony [provided frr the VC RVD'z. The busis for the statement that
to maeke no chunges i the apphication of to subpart Vwere dosigned, o large BDA resovce commitment is
subpeni V tz the VE. ot the based on coxmments made during the required for entorcing the 276 RVD
requirements for fixed srea manitarig . Public eommrent period, to evoid strndard wes sizo questionad.
(% em{b;(a)m}.mmhhm unnece 2 Yo existing leak The EPA’s review revesled that the
subpart V to the VC stazderd wae detection areeffectiveir  byrden o itx resources had diminished
exploined in detail inthepreawhinty  dstecting and repairing VC leeks. as expesience witly the Implementation
the proposed reviaions (50 FR £160-2192, Scapt oﬂldrej Yalve nm of the standard incrensed and z» the
January & $988), nn%:h&knﬂﬁaﬁnh Indu_u-y'lnm&xgoﬂhend
since that time. ’l‘l?eﬂ::g:lievu thet m SPt apposes B’ ‘A's withdrawsl of mm& Rt wasno?
the aren monitering and anbpact V - the 1085 ’“’"’“d numerical imitsfor 100y cory to revise the format of the
approeches bothr have benefits and are relief valve dischasges and has Rvn:'naua. Compared to the 1965
Dot redundent. bn particular, aren requested that EPA reconafder fis sal, the oxlafing standerd alsc has
monitors allew for quick detection of decisiom fo retain the emergency f!:?&m es cfeiectingall
certain largs VC leaks that iight discharge Provision of the 2078 "2b0e RVI's and viding betier
otherwise g undetected veril honews SLinJENL £0.CFR 82.65(e} The SPs regulotion o kerge YOhTme RVI's,
. ::u't';:z Wmn&hﬁmm “{zhpermissibly delegates rulemaking 'l’hmfo;:.é:rthc:;am rméd EPA's
equipme mdeum :ﬁifeun:tadmb!u leaks ﬁvm authority to enforcement personnel and “,d" iew A dl:i-d. supports the
(q toce). The subgrt 18 unconstitutionally vague and that, as  ©Xisting stan th
.T;ae: d&sihmm ‘::gb,monﬁonb;t hzve applied, the regalation fs unfafr, . Basedon the EPA’s oxperi‘:;%% wi
faciliios and the additional coet of unlavfi, arbitrary and enpricions.” The  {GH I poddd th the
monitor eperltbnu mhliveg; smali, SPI prefers the pm'e& 3 gt?%ﬂmﬁﬁiﬁm
Therefoce, & comparison to other’ Limits because they would semedy these of the 10:day reports chVD’a hasbeen

recognized This concerns that
information required to be reported by
the standard regerding, “the action that
was taken mmthed&ehux!."?or
tion, this portionr of
the standard requires infornmation on the
‘action taken to prevent or address the
cxese leading up to the RV release and
not only the action taken after ar event
or cause occirs that results in an RVD
release.
Emission Maoaitaring Glarification
In addftfon to the changes made in
respanse ta the petitfon for
reconsideration, a minor clarification
has been m_g;e % 61.6%, Emisaion
monitoring. ting regulation,
§ 61.68(h), states that the VC moniforing
system(s) that is used to nreet the
continuous monitoring requirements. in
%omampk (a} (o! ¢ n.ssx or emissions
emission limits
are pmcr(ho( isto Bc a device whick
obtains air samples orr a contitnious
sequential basiy and anelyzes them.
Since it Is obvious that pmgraph. {ajof

. 161.68 calls for the monitoring of the

emissiony from prescxibed sources for

vinyl glgnﬁth-md‘ ndof u;;i’?gérs@ 11
&% required an

for leak detect{cnfeltndnatfun. § ¢1.68(b}
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bas been clarified to require that -
representative {not air) samples from
one or more applicable emission points
be obtained and analyzad. This revision
E‘t“e :ccuntely reflects the original

on

M. Administrative Requiretments
A. Public Hearing . :

A public hiaring will be held, if
requested, to discuss the proposed . -
rulemaking in accordance with section
307{d)(5) of the Clean Air Act. Persons
wi to make oral presentations .
should contact EPA at the address given
in the ADDRESSES section of this :

reamble. Oral presentations will be

ted to 15 minutee sach, Any member
of the public may file a written
statement with EPA before, during or
within 30 days after the hearing. Written
statements should be addressed to the
Central Docket Section address given in
the ADDAESSES section of this preamble.

A verbatim transcript of the huﬂn%
;md wlt,-lﬁten statements :ﬂl be avzih e

or public inspection and co uring
normal working hours at EPA's
Docket Section in Washington, DC (ses
ADDRESSES section of this preamble).

B. Docket

- The docket is an organized and
complete file of all the information
submitted to or otherwise considered in
the development of this proposed
rulemaking. The principal purposes of
the docket are: (1) To allow interasted
parties to identify readily and locate
documents so that they can effectively
participate in the rulemaking process;
and (2) to serve as the record in case of
judicial review, except for interagency
review materials (section 307(d}(7){A)).

C. Office of Management and Budget
Reviews

1. Paperwork Reduction Act, There
are no information collection
requ\ren;o::ln umted with this
proposed rulem L - , .

2. Under Executive Order 12291, EPA
must judge whether a regulatory action
is “major” and, therefore, subject to the
requirement of a regulntc;ﬁ {mpact
analysis, This proposed rulemaking is
n{:t major be:{a}m it make:d minor
c revisions to an exis .
rem and, therefore, mﬂ?.‘ in none
of the significant adverse economic
effects described in the Order.

‘This rule was submitted to the
Office of Management and Budget
{OMB) for review as required by
Executive Order 122581, Any writien
comments from OMB to EPA and any
EPA response to those comments are
included in Docket No. A~81-21. The

-~

docket is available for public inspection
at EPA’s Central Docket Section that is
listed under the ADDRESSES section of .
this notice. . .
D. Regulatory Flexibility Act

‘The Regulatory Flexibility Act of 1980

- requires the identification of potentially

adverse impacts of Federal regnlations
upoa small business entitfes. The Act
specifically requires the completion of @
Regulatory ﬂeﬁb%ﬁ.ﬂlﬂh in those
instances where small business impacts
are possible. Because these proposed
minor revisions impose no adverss
sconomic impacts, a Regulatory
Flexibility Analysis has not been
conducted. . .
Pursuaat to the provisions of 5 U.S.C.
605(b), I hereby ceriify that the proposed
rule will not have a significant economic
imp:ict on a substantial number of small
entities. .

List of Subjects in 40 CFR Past 61

Alr pollution control, Asbestos,
Benzene, Beryllium, Hazardous
materials, Mercury. Vinyl chloride.

Dated: September 12, 1080.
William K. Rellly,
Administrator.

For the reasons set forth in the

preamble, it is proposed to amend 40
CFR part 61 as follows:*

PART 61--{AMENDED]

1. The authority citation for part 61
continues to read as foﬂowg_:

Authority: Sections 101, 112, 114, 118, 301,
Clean Air Act as amended: 42 U.5.C, 7401,
7412, 7414, 741¢, 7601. .

2. Section 61.61 is amended by
tevising paragraphs (o), {w), (x). {y), and
(z) to read as follows:

§61.81 Definitions.
- * * L -

(o) Ethylene dichloride purification
includes any part of the process of
ethylene oride purification
following ethylene dichloride formation,
but excludes crude, intermediate, and
final ethylene dichloride storage tanks.
- * * . »

(w) Leak means any of several events
that indicate interruption of confinement
of viny! chloride within process
equipment. Leaks include events
regufatod under subpart V of this part
such as:

(1) An instrument reading of 10.000
ppm or greater measured according to
Method 21 (see appendix A of 40 CFR

0 ;

part 60);

. {2) A sensor detaction of failure of a
seal system, failure of a barrier fluid’
system, or both;

. (3) Detectable emissions as indicated
by an instrument reading of greater than
500 ppm above background for
equipment designated for no detectable -
emissions measured acco to Test
Method 21 (see appendix A of 40 CFR
part 60); and .

{4) In the case of pump seals regulated
under § 61.242-2, indications of liquid
dripping constituting a leak under -

§ 81.242-2. :

Leaks also include events regulated

under § 61.85[b)(8)(i) for detection of *

ambient concentrations in excéss of
background concentrations. A relief ' .
valve discharge is not a leak. '

(x) Exhaust gac means any offgas [the
constituents of which may consist of any
fluids, either as a liquid and/or gas)
dischuged directly or ultimately to the
atmosphere that was initially contained
in or was in direct contact with the -
equipment for which exhaust gas limits
are prescribed in § 61.62 (a) and (b);

§ 61.63(a); § 61.64 (a)(1), (b), (c), and (d);
§ 61.88 (b)(1)(i), (b)(2), (b)(3). (b)(3).
{b)(8)(ii), (b)(7) and (b)(9)(ii); and

§ 61.65(d). A leak as defined in
paragraph (w) of this section is notan -
exhaust gas. EQuipment which contains
exhaust gas is subject to § 81.85(b)(8).
whether or not that equipment contains
10 percent by volume vinyl chloride. -

(v) Relief Valve Discharge means any

nonleak digcharge through a relief valve.

(z) §-hour period means any three
consecutive 1-hour g:riods (each
commencing on the hour), provided that
the number of 3-hour periods during
which the vinyl chloride concentration
exceeds 10 ppm does not exceed the
number of 1-hour periods during which
the vinyl chloride concentration exceeds
10 ppm. .

8. Section 81.65 is amended by
revising paragraphs {a) and (b)(6)
introductory text, and adding paragraph
(d) to read as follows:

§61.65 Emission standard ior ethylens
dichiorids, vinyl chiorids and polyvinyl
¢chioride plants.

- - L] L L 3

(a) Relfef valve discharge. Except for
an emergency relief discharge, and
except as provided in § 61.65(d), there is-
to be no discharge to the atmosphere
from any relief valve on any equipment
in vinyl chloride service. An emergency
relief discharge means a diachuge
which could not have been avoided by
taking measures to prevent the
discharge. Within 10 days of any relief
valve discharge, except for those lub;ecl
to § 61.65{d), the owner or operator o
the source from which the relief valve
discharge occurs shall submit to the .
Administrator a report in writing
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bo [ 3 violuﬁon of§ 01 65(&)(2). : e [d) Ba “lpun:r equ!pped with ] dud' -
K toring for the presence of a flake = © ., mchanl systeni thatincludes's
pilot fame shall be conducted in *. * * batrier fluld gystem is exempt from the -
accordance with § 80.18(f){2). i the -+ -~  requiramenls of para; g:;phc (a) and (b} -
results of this monitoring or any other - - of this section, provi Uowing

ormation shows that the pilot flame is e uiremenu are met: -
: sent 100 pertent of the time* - ?
i whickh a reliefvalve di.chgxgq is" i) If !hare m indicnﬁonl of liquld
& muleg to:the flare, the relicl valve . drlpplng from the pump seal at ths time

f : - of the weekly inspection, the
- be monitored as specified in ? 01.245t0"

n!ng of cqzdpmen; Vlnyl

i ‘.:.‘d.; . ;t lurlg Y th:hﬂm_ deiemi:u ut‘hebg;aeng:i :li. VOC and.
ssions from ope “shall be provided to the -~ -~ VHAP in the barrier .
S ! dﬁiﬁs-bamnoummuo%dm -7 ¢ (i) I the monitormdinsttahnslnto

rage ‘nfter the ddoption of this provistonor™ ** -ccountmyb-d@wnd readings]
tanks, but lncludlns prepolymriuﬁon <% within 30 dg;. of the injt:lhﬁon ofa . - indicates the presence of VHAP, & leak "
~*. reactors used in the manufacture of bu.lk 3% flare gystem for control of relief vglv. e h detected. For the purpose of thin
resins and Joading or unloading lies ,_dudmgo whichever is later, The flare . Ph. the monitor may be"
that are not opened to the ntmmph re % design 1 ort shiall include- edculnﬁom onllbrat with VHAP, or may employ a
afiep each loadi 'd:? ~Th . gas chromatography column to limit the
minimiz ch e component concentrations~ - response of the monitor to VHAP, at the
eating values {for PVC this , opﬂon of the owner or operator. -
o ulculntion shall be based on values- * © - . (iif) If an tnstrument reading of 10,000 :
ro} o5 expected if a release occurred at the - ppm or greater (total VOC] iv measured,
3 tant the polymerization starts): and, -aleakis detected.. -
timated maximurm exit velocities -~ {5) Each sensor as ducﬁbad ln
sad upon the design throat capaclty of pansmdph (d)(3) of this section s -
the gas in‘the relief valve. - = . s daily or is equipped with an
"¢, Section 61.88 is amended by <+ " "audible alarm. .

(6)(i) The owner or opemtor‘ T
b} rev::ing 'g‘uﬁ;:tu?;:em lnparagraph ‘determines, bassd ondesign <
R considerations and operating -

ppm (averdge over & 3-hour period) as bl
determined by the continuous emission * - <.
" monitor system required under § 61,88, experience, criteria applicable to the
" Such a disch s subject o the , . ' . presence and fraquency of drips and to -
o requirementn of§6170. ..o il (b) The' vlnyl chlmdn monltorlng the sensor that “‘di“t” failure of the
""" (2) For & discharge routed to a ﬂare. . syltem(-) used to meet the requirement . el system, the barrier ﬂ}"d system, or
- thoﬂmahallwmp\ywﬂhthn-. 2% in paragraph (a ofthiuecﬂonistobem ‘,b‘“h- $1i :
" - requirements of § 60.18. is i devide which obtajns representative -~ ; -~ () 1 h‘d‘““‘"’:l“ cg;"dd&d““:h”
. (i) Flare opouﬂo:u shail be mon(tored samples from one or more app!iclble ... from the pump seal ex e criteria
0 accordance with the requirementy of ;- emission dsoinu ona continuous & £., :, established in pardgraph (d)(6)(i) of this .
" -§§ 80.16(d) and 60.18{D(2). For the: .. -._«,,,}p sequential basis and analyzes the ™ T 7 o ‘“"H‘m‘;" if, based on %" “““? ¢ th! ’
*:, purposes of §.80.15(d), the volume and.r.» - samples with gag chromotagraphy or, if established in paragraph (d)(8)(i) of this
. component concentration of each relief % the owneF or operator assumes that all-* .. 8ection, the sensor 1‘:’“""" failure of ..
*, 'vilve discherge shall be.estimated and. ;- ‘hydrocarbons measured are vinyl i " the seal system, the barrier fluid system,
- calculations shall be made t6 verify .- - .chloride, with infrared .’ ¢ - orboth, a leak s detected. -~ - -
. ongoing camplhnu with the design and . spectrophotometry, flame lon detectlon. [ﬁi) When a leak is detected, {:‘ sh:ﬂ .
" gperating requirements of §§ 60.18 (c)(3) - or an alternativa method. A e be repaired as saon as practicsble, but |
* through {c}{@). If more than one relief ,,,; e et e ETE TR “not later thén 15 calendar days after it is
valve is discharged simultanecusly to 3, Becﬂon 81 242°2 0f mbpart v is X detcctcd. oxcopt as pmvided in § 61.242~

« ———

¢ flare, these calculations shall . 1
nl:gmt for the cumulative effect of .n Amends by peragraph (d) i “"1 Afirst attampt at fepait shil be
such relief valve dis ~> toade no later than five dar days
BE ' . calculations shall be ma . ARtergach leakis detected-
" quarterly for ali dis TE eT e e
: uarter. Failurs to éomp ywlthunyof mmn—mcrrupds-n-es:ms amj .
3;.; lequimmanu of this paragraph will .

-~
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