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April 27, 1987

VISTA

Air Products and Chemicals, Inc.
Box 538

Allentown, PA 18105

Lane:

Enclosed is the text of the paper I plan on presenting at the 1987
SPE-RETEC.

Sincerely,

G A0

Thomas G. Grumbles, C.I.H.
Environmental Quality Manager
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TCLP AND IT'S IMPACT ON PVC

BY
THOMAS G. GRUMBLES

VISTA CHEMICAL COMPANY
HOUSTON, TEXAS
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Any of you that deal with the regulatory agencies know
that they live in a world of initialisms and acronyms. A
conversation in Washington might involve the latest activity
among the PRP’'s regarding the draft ROD and how SARA will
affect the COCO waste site. This can be confusing to the
uninitiated ear. Today I'd like to discuss one of the
latest initialisms to be added to our list of concerns.

TCLP. In short, it is the Toxicity Characteristic Leaching
Procedure.

Why is it with us? Under Section 3001 of the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), EPA was charged with
identifying those wastes which pose a hazard to human health
and the environment iIf improperly managed. It further
called upon EPA to list such wastes specifically by name or
by hazardous characteristics.

In carrying out this mandate, EPA identified a number
of characteristics, which if exhibited by a waste, would
cause it to be hazardous if mismanaged. One of these
characteristics, the Extraction Procedure (EP) toxicity
characteristic, was intended to identify wastes which pose a
hazard due to their potential to leach significant
concentrations of specific toxic chemicals. The EPA test
involves a water leaching procedure applied to the test
material. The liquid extract from this procedure was then
analyzed for eight metals, four insecticides, and two
herbicides. Regulatory thresholds were established for
these 14 components. If the leachate contained greater than
the threshold amount the waste was classed as hazardous.

EPA has recognized some shortcomings in the initial EP
characteristic test. Specifically, the methods and
references used to develop the criteria or threshold levels
was felt to be too limited, the EP test was optimized to
evaluate the leaching of elemental rather than organic
constituents, and a number of operational short comings were
inherent in the test method. EPA sought to rectify with the
new proposed TCLP.

What is the new test. On June 13, 1986, EPA proposed
to amend the hazardous waste regulations by: (L)
introducing a new extraction procedure to be used, and (2)
expanding the toxicity characteristic list to include 38
additional chemicals.

In EPA’'s words "this amendment will bring additional
wastes under regulatory control". They were correct in that
assessment. The expansion of the 1list included vinyl

chloride monomer. The threshold level set for VCM was 0.05
mg/1l or 50 ppb.
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What does all of this mean to the PVC industry? 1In
short, if PVC does not pass the TCLP test it will become
hazardous waste when discarded. What is the impact of PVC
being a hazardous waste? The regulatory burden and disposal
costs increase significantly, perhaps exponentially, when a
hazardous waste is involved. This impact will be felt by
PVC manufacturers and PVC users.

PVC users must determine whether their waste is

hazardous. Sources of PVC waste include spilled resin,
floor sweepings, equipment cleaning residue, obsolete scrap
or raw materials and obsolete product. PVC users have had

an obligation to make this determination since 1980.
However, until TCLP came along, the extraction test used, EP
toxicity, was not rigorous and the chemical list did not
include VCM as a threshold chemical. As a result, PVC users
could judge their waste non-hazardous based on "gut-feel"”,
rather than specific data. Most PVC users had little reason
to worry about hazardous waste rules. TCLP will change
that.

Certain handling and storage practices are required on-
site when dealing with a hazardous waste. Depending on how
much hazardous waste is generated and how long it is stored
before disposal, the user may need to obtain federal or
state permits and install facilities to meet regulatory
standards. There are very specific regulations dictating
the removal and transportation of hazardous waste to
authorized or permitted waste sites.

Costs for disposal will increase. WNon-hazardous waste
can be buried on-site or sent to a public landfill cheaply.
Typical cost is around $10/yd3. Landfilling hazardous waste
ranges from $100-200/yd3. The expense of landfilling is
high, but this situation could get worse. As more wastes
are classed as Thazardous, landfill availability is
decreasing and cost will increase further. At the same time
landfill bans for certain hazardous waste are being
proposed. If VCM containing wastes were banned from land
disposal, incineration would be the only option for
disposal. Incineration costs could be as much as $1,000 for
the same cubic yard of material,. Incinerator capacity is
already very sparse. -

The impact of TCLP on PVC producers includes all of the
items just discussed, and more. Current data would indicate
that no raw wastewater in PVC/VCM industry contains less
than 50 ppb of wvinyl chloride. Based on that data, it is
anticipated that every wastewater or stormwater impoundment
in the PVC production industry will become subject to EPA
regulations governing the design and construction of
facilities Thandling thazardous waste. This set of
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regulations puts strict specifications on the construction
and management of impoundments in hazardous water service.
A conservative estimate 1indicates it would cost
approximately one milliom dellars per impoundment to
retrofit existing facilities to meet the regulations. This
potential impact on the industry was not addressed by the
agency in the proposed rulemaking. The PVC/VCM industry and
the Vinyl Institute are working aggressively to cause the
agency to consider this issue.

What _1s the potentiagl for PVC to not pass the TCLP
procedure and be classed as hazardous_ waste? Due to the
scarcity of laboratory capability data on PVC waste is
sparse, but indications are that many PVC wastes will fail
the test. Conversations among PVC producers have indicated
that resin with a residual vinyl content above 2 ppm may
fail TCLP and that resin with a residual vinyl content above
5 ppm always fails. Keep in mind this information is based
on minimal data. Further data is being generated. The
point must be made that until the resin becomes waste, the
TCLP rulemaking has no effect.

The proposed TCLP test requires specific equipment to

be used for the extraction process. Based on Vista's
experience it costs approximately $5,000-6,000 to get the
equipment necessary. Qutside testing laboratories are

charging approximately $300 per sample to run the TCLP test.
The analytical wvariability of the test is being evaluated
but measuring the 50 ppb threshold for VCM may result in
variability that effectively drives the threshold downward.

As mentioned the industry has commented to the agency
regarding the impact of TCLP and the 50 ppb threshold. We
feel that much of the PVC waste that may fail TCLP is not
hazardous to the environment. EPA has not demonstrated a
benefit that justifies the impact on the PVC industry, nor
have they fully considered the impact on PVC producers. As
of this writing it is anticipated that the final TCLP
regulation will be promulgated in February of 1988.

In summary the revised TCLP proposal will have a
significant impact on the PVC industry. It could result in
many prime grade PVC resins being classed as hazardous when
they are to be disposed of. this will result in higher
disposal costs and regulatory burden costs on many FPVC
users. The impact on the PVC/VCM industry will be even
greater due to the impact on wastewater impoundments.
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interoffice
Communication

TO: J. A. DeBernardi

FROM: T. G. Grumbles
DATE: April 27, 1987

SUBRJ: 49) -EXTENSION EMERGENCY NUMBER RECORDERS

I have discussed the continued maintenance of the emergency number
recordexrs with Mary Ann Woodman, Conoco Telecommunications, in
Houston. Jack Brooks also spoke with her and Pat Bates at the LC
Refinery. It appears Conoco's main concern with maintaining the
recorders after the downsizing of the refinery system 1is the
liability involved, not system capacity. I've discussed their
concern with Bill MeClain, and it is not unrealistic. Also, the
downsizing probably won't happen until the third quarter.

Based on the above, although not without some risk, it is reasonable
to discontinue the use of the emergency number recorders. By the
third quarter of 1987 it will have been three years since the
exchange prefix changed and there is a slight chance at best, that
product data is still being used with the 491-prefix.

We should urge the refinery to notify us when the recorders are
turned off.

Neo——

T. G. Grumbles
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ce Sid Pitts
Jack Brooks
Bill McClain
Randy Gantz
Steve Ashby
Tom Huffman
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Yista Chemical Company 15990 North Barker’s Landing Road Houston, Texas 77224
Post Office Box 19029 Phone (713} 531-3200

April 27, 1987

Mr. Rick Hackman
Ivorydale Tech. Center
Proctor & Gamble
Cincinnati, OH 45217

Dear Rick:

Per your request, below is some general information regarding the
fixed point monitoring system used at our Westlake methyl chloride
manufacturing facility.

MANUFAQTURER - Bendix 7000 (now Combustion Engineering) . Qur

instrument contact is in Baton Rouge. His name and number:
Noel Carter, 504/292-5830, ’

DETECTOR - Flame Ionization Detector supported with Thydrogen.
Nitrogen 1is the carrier gas; Analyzer shed is air
conditioned.

COLUMN - 1/8" PuroPak "T", 50/80 mesh. We've used 3 and 6 foot
columns.

SAMPLING LINES - We have a 10 point system. Each sampling point is
drawn through a particulate/moisture filter. The lines are

black polyethyleme tubing. A vacuum pump is used to draw
sample air.

DETECTION RANGE - Can run from O to 200 or O to 400 ppm.

MISCELIANEQUS - The unit is approximately 9 years old. It has proven

to be reliable and low maintenance. The original cost was
roughly $10,000. )

I trust the above will help in the evaluation at your JETCO
subsidiary. Let me know if I can provide further information.

Sincerely,

TN RO

Thomas G. Grumbles, C.I.H.
Environmental Quality Manager
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ce J. A. Hall
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Interoffice
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TO: Michael Cox "‘ﬂéﬁ‘-.m_,
FROM: T. G. Grumbles
DATE: April 27, 1987

SUBJ: CAROCHEM INC. WETTING AGENT SPECIFICATION

We do not have most of the data that would be necessary to qualify
ALFONIC 1412-60 and C-550 LAS for this specification. Also, Section
4,1.3,4 requires that the summary of fire and chemical toxicity tests
be completed and submitted by the independent laboratory doing the
testing. This indicates we would have to do more testing and
couldn’t use data on file.

My opinion is that we could meet some portions of the specification,
However, the eye and skin irritancy potential of the products would
not pass the test for "whole" components and we would have to submit

recommended "gear/handling procedures" as indicated in 3.10 of the
spec.

It appears it would be expensive to produce all the data needed.

Y —

T. G. Grumbles
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