PPN

L

———
—
——
——
—
——
s —

——
—_—
—
—
——
——
et —
e o St r—
==
—
1 —

o

iy
i

ii!fE

!
|
|

===
————
et Nt

r|[

|
i

|
'll

I

e e o ——1 - - 0
———r ——
—_—— ———
= ——
—r—1 —m—
——— el
—— P

(i
1l

i

I
il

&

|

—

JAM - Reference Page l&

o ~ PART 1I | -

FEDERAL ENERGY
- ADMINISTRATION

INDUSTRIAL ENERGY
CONSERVATION
PROGRAM

Final Industrial Energy Efficiency

Improvement Targets

sSCcC
2-1777



ADMINISTRATION
INDUSTRIAL ENERGY CONSERVATION
PROGRA

Final Industrial Energy Efficiency
Improvement Targets -

AGENCY: Federnl Energy Administra-
tion (FEA).

ACTION: Notice.

SUMMARY: The Federal Energy Ad-
ministration (FEA hereby establishes
final encrgy cfficiency bmprovement tar-
gels for the 10 most encrgy-consunpllve
manufacturing Industries in the United
States. The Energy Policy and Conserva-
tion Act requires FEA to publish these
targets In the Fepenal REGISTER, together
with & statement of the basis and jus-
tification for each target. Such state-
ments are included as appendices Lo this
notice.

EFFECTIVE DATE: Date of issuance.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CON-
TACT:

Ramon L. Cllimbeyg, 12th and Penn-
sylvanin Avenue NW. Room 307, Old

Post Office Bullding, W*x.\hlm,lon n.cC.
20461 {202-566-4G61).

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Part D, Title ITI of the Energy Fulicy and
Conscrvatlon Act, Pub. L. 84-163 (EPCA)
(42 U.S.C. 6341-6343), requires that FEA
establish a program to promote increased
cnergy efliclency by Amcrican Industry.
This programn inclides the {dentification
and ranking of the major encrgy-con-
sumptive manulacturing industries. the
establishment of energy eficlency im-
provement targets for at least the 10
most energy-consumptive industries, the
identification of major energy-consum-
ing corporations within those industries
for the purpose of determining those
which must report progress in improving
energy efliclency, and the establishment
of a reporiing system that provides for
either the reporting by the identtfied cor-
porations of energy eficiency informa-
tion directly to FEA or, unon exemption,

the reporting of such Information indi- -~

rectly through sponsors.

In accordance with section 373 of the
EPCA, FEA has identified the 10 most
energy-consumptive indusiries in the
United States (41 FR 12766, March 26,
1976). These industries, described ac-
cording to the two-digit Standard Indus-
trial Classification (SIC) Manual pubh-
lished by the Office of Mahagement and
Budget, are as follows:

Industry

Rankiug BIC Ne.

sum dn u\d xlass pmdtl:
Paper t.nd' alllnd Jrodueu
Food and kindred praducts.
¥Fabricated metat produets.
Transpartatioa sjuipment.
uwmu-n aace actrical

OMPDNRWL M=

RESEXERERER

FEDERAL

FEDERAL ENERGY T

Nonczs :

Wit.hln each of the 10 1dcntiﬁed in-~
dustrics, FEA has identified the corpo-
rations that (1) consume at least one
triliion British thermal units (Btu's) of
energy per year in the United States, and
(2) are among the 50 most energy-con-
sumptive corporatlons in the Industry
(41 PR 54977, December 16, 1978).

With the establishmeni of the final
energy efficlency improvement targets,
the chiel executive oflicer of each corpo-
ration ldentified by FEA is required by

. section 375 of the EPCA to report to FEA

on the progress made by the corporation
toward meeting the target set for the in-
dustry of which such corporatfon is a
part, unless the corporation s exempt
from mandatory yeporting under section
376¢g) of the EPCA. Participation by &
corporation fn an “adeguate voluntary
reporting program™ is the basis for ex-
emption, FEA has published criteria
which a voluntary reporting program
must mect for a corporantion reporting
pursuant to it to be exempt under sec-
tion 376(g) (41 FR 51886, November 24,
1976) and. after publishing for comment
a preliminary list (42 FR 15731. March
23, 1977), has published a final Nst of
exempt corporations on May 9, 1977 (42
IR 23638).

The form to be used by nonexempt
comorations was published in the Fro-
ERAL REGISTER for comment on May 4,
1977 (42 FR 22581), and a public hear-.
ing was held on May 17, 1977. After can-
sideration of the comments by FRA and
completion of the required review b§.t.he
Genernsd Accounting Office, the final ¥érm..
will be published by FEA in tlie I'EdZRAL
Rrcister and will be made available for

distributfon. The first subimission of re
ports by nonexempt corporations to FEA

will be required within four weeks of the
publication of the form.

INDUSTRIAL ENERGY EFFICIENCY
IMPHOVEMENT TARGETS

On October 27, 1976, FEA Issued for
public comment proposed energy efM-
cicney improvement targets (41 FR
48169, November 2, 1976). Public hear-
ings were held for ea¢h proposed target
in Washington, D.C., between November
22, 1976, and December 10, 1976. Written
comments on the targels weore also ve-
ceived by FEA.

A discussion of the coramentis received
with regard to a particular industry i=
contained {n each statement of basis and
justification that 'is appended to this
notice, as well as in the target support
documents that are availadle for public
inspection at the loeations and times
set forth below. The comments were re- -
viewed by FEA, the Department of Com-
merce (DOC), the Energy Rescarch and
Developinent Administration (ERD"*
and the contractor which prepared
support documents for FEA, Where
changes were required in data and analy-
sis which affected ihe final target value,
they are noted and expiained in the.
statement of basis and justification and
in the target support documents.

After comsideration of the comments
and all other information availabie to
FEA, FEA hereby establishes the volun-
_tary energy efliciency improvemnent tar-
gets Tor the 10 most encrgy-consumptive
industries in the United States as fol-
lows:

Propescd - Final (percent)
Itk 8O Ne. Inadnsiry net target —————
(percent) Net targer  Offxet
) 28 Chomieds vhid (llod produetn. . .oeeeen... ({1.] “ 3
N At Priinry welal lndustiried. ool (10) 9 5
a 29 {"stroleuin and eoul (12) 12 #
] 3 Euwuoe, clay and (17} 1 L]
E 8 Pumr aml llllm{ nmducb (& 20 3
6 20 {14) 12 1
H 34 Fnbrinud mu.l - (24) M
E 27 Trewspurtation oqulumml. I ——— . [Y1:)] 14 .
L] X Machl nu{ axcopt aloctrical (I8} 15 -4
1] »2 Testlle milt mpluew tant tessmermtemenve e e aana an n ]

The table sels {orth the net targets for
cach industry according to the order in
which each {ndustry ranks {n energy con-
sumntion, and also includes the proposed
target and the ofiset (from a gross tar-
get) that reflects the energy require-
ments of special circuwmstances. In four
industries—petroleum and coal prod-
ucts; fabricated metals; machinery ex-
cept electrical; and transportation
cquipment—the final net target 1s un-
changed {rom-the proposed target. In
five Industries—fod and kindred prod-
ucts; textile mill products; chemlicals
and allled producis; stone, clay, and
glass products; and primary metal in-
dustries—the final net target is Iower
than the proposcd target, In one indus-
try, paper and allied products, the final
target shows an increase over the pro-
pased target. and the final target has
been set on the basls of fossil fuel and

’
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purchased energy instead of on the basis
of total energy as originally proposed.

Basis AND JUSTIFICATION FOR THE TARGETS

As required by section 374¢(a) (1) and
(2} of the EPCA, each energy efficiency
Lmprovement target is based on the best
available information and is established
at the level which represents the minxi-
mum feasible improvement In energy
eficiency that each industry can achicve
by January 1, 1930, taking into account
consjdersations of the technological fea-
sibility and economic practicabllity of
utilizing alternative operating proce-
dures and more energy efficient teach-
nologies, as discussed below, Each target
represents the percentage reduction n
energy consumed per unit of output or
activity that can be amchieved between
calendar year 1972 and January 1, 198G,
The statement of the basis and justifica~
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and avallabic menpower could Mmit progress
{n energy conservation. While FEA recognizes
the relevance of such limiting factars, it be<
licves that a realistic asscssment of what
could be achileved by industrial establish-
ments has been made. In particular FEA
recognizes that the priority position of
energy-conservation investments relative to
other uses of capital may differ from com-
pany to company as well aa over time with
an individusal company.

Industrial commenters scem uniformly
concerned that the component goals which
were aggregated as an industiry-wide target
would be applicd indiscriminately to their
own industries or companies. The PEA is
only charged with setting a voluntary target
for an SIC code Industry. The component
goals are not direclly, applicable to either
component industries or individual com-
panies,

B. Final tarpets. After the proposed net
target was published for comment, FEA

NOTICES

inltiknied o further review of tlie undcerlying
data with particular regard to the impact of
special ctrcumstances, As a resuit of this
reyiew ihe initial aumam of energy usage
for the nine major four-digit classifieations
were medified and the estimatod energy con-
sumption required to mect special circum-
stonces was determined. 3pccial clrcurn-
stances applicadle to 8I1C 28 were found 0
include the following:

1. Energy consumption required by
measures to comply with mandated environ-
mental and occupational safety and health
regulationa.

2. Energy consumption related to nou-
discretlonary changes in the gquellty of uw
materials.

3. Energy consumption related to changes
in product mix caused by outaide sources.

‘The rollowing table Lllustrates the data on
1980 energy usage and the allocation of
energy for special circumstances for the
tour-digit classifications.

Final calimaica of cacrgy consumplion by indusiry compmu-nl

-

Funmyl ! irml

199 enerey wagn

Claw Nane With 192 With 1980 d:cumstn
Lecholoc ¥ Lkechnology frox (107 Bta’s)
[SUL [TRTRY ] (101 Biu's)
2812 Adkalies and chiarine 84,0 S0 7
M3 Insdestrisl guses L 0o <1
241 Inargrnic pigtae . 0 w.o X
219 In-dastrial inotennic ¢ 1s NGO 51,0 H
221 Plaatics, synihetle rosi M. ele. ..., e 210.0 4
2822 Eymthetic rubber. . .oooo... 5.5 8.5 3
222 Cellolosic manniade ibers. 580 RT 1
224 Rynilietic oroaitic Ghers, ex sellulusis 30 2140 5
w1 Pharmaccuticulsa.. ... H7.a ER ] 7
2841 Soap, delergen's, ete.. 49,7 49.2 a4
2542 Bpecialiy, cleanl . 4.3 FEN) <l
2843 Rurfare betive ape s, ele. . - 17.0 i4.5 <1
2544 Perfumes, cosineties, ete. .. - 11.9 10.6 <1
2258 Paints, carnishi, lacqnoers, e1z. " w6 HARY 1
261 Uurn end wood chanideals .. N 4.6 8.5 <1
2885 Cyelic (conl Lar) erudes, ete.. - .0 235.0 s
3589 Indusirinl organic chenticols, n.e.c. e 1. 674.9 1,383.0 b2
2273 Nicroeenemy fietilives. 2.0 xa.0 2
274 Phospliwtic fortilizers . 16,0 1.8.0 ']
2575 Fenilizers, mixing only 157 1.8 1
RN | «aT 4
17.¢ 14.% 1
ar [T 458 2
) X3 2.5 <i
&4 V.o 2
299  Choinleals and chemlealy preparoiion, e e 6.2 M. 2
Totals (rewnded) e eniiaiian iivsoarmonnan 4Lm0.0 1,99%.0 1%

SI1C-28, chemicils and allied producti—indiial and roviscd encrgy efiolency goals by
indusiry and sudclass

Iniuad §°‘l' Ravised pools (parcent) !
Class . 81C compencnt nams ”
g {percant} Gy Geo
.2812 Alxallos mnd chiordoe. .o ooeeenn P eveasaemeramavans £ "4 RERIN
7813 Industirial gascs. e . 1 H 4.1
214 Inccganie pigments. .. ve [ ] 4.1 83
2819 Industrial inorwanie dlemienh 20t alsowhere elnaified.. .. 41 13.2 8.4
2521 Dlasties. exyathstie r — 17. 8 "A - (21 A &4
222 Bynthstic MUbBD aa.. .ue 4.3 13128 1712
223 ﬁ\ﬂoﬂe man-mide Abers - 0.8 110.9 1120
200 Bynlhel.h ornnla fibers, &x » 27 1191 2.7
2831 (V]
233 M <y “ snd botanieais. . :3
fostl peepar 0.9 2;.: N.'{
2641 Boap, deterpents, ole,..... .. .3 16. 8.1,
2843 .,m:uuy. elraning, polishing, 17 14.0 164
2843 Burisce active agenis, ate.... s 1.0 u1i
- L m?' e e 108 e
2451 , YT LY Y X
2281 E‘BI:\“md plcatss ————a—a—a—-—a i:: . }% : . ;11 :
Re5 clie (coul lar) crudes, elc
o] g{d\m orgnalc cliemicals, not elsewhere oluumﬁd...... g:g . 5; ' ;r):
2873 Lroge: 5 )
2874 Phosphatie feriltzas. . .. —asessne L2 8.0 ns
0 Destichion, And | secuitan chmicais, ol ssewbare e = xi
Do w -
i 04 sericult 15.2 4.2 ‘.3
21 . 1.9 .4 1890
maz 0.2 20,3 n.
503 tewemmemmnccim s cananaa X 9.1 16.3
2205 Carbon blac —— 04 ;%5 44
289 Ct;::lczrli I.hd chunlul prcp-rlllon no_t_ ] -Afowheu @ _— _ n7
Total 28_ - c——— 184 1 183

} Gu=4a Dot goul which includes ¢
s grost gosl with o consdderation ‘Uf offsatting circums
Fatimates that wers modified by additionid estima

y tequlired foc environmental ryuteins snd changes ln production mie; Go—
tanse,

toa and
1 ¥atimates that had been modified by sdditional dstes snd nn...ly-.

4 hat ah-'ban claasifed.
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Annnaiized
rate of
energy

ulage by
SIC 28 on
Jan. 1, 1980
(i queds)
10 Blu
With 1972 energy usage and mansge-
ment

ceemman 1.80
With maximum {easible energy (gross)
conservation (but not couslderation
of epecial eirourmstances) —aaea.... 3.09

For encrgy conse¢rvation (offset), In-
cluding energy requirements for
environmental systems, changes in
product mix, et cuncecacacacnana .13

With maximum feasibls energy (uetl
conservation, including epergy re-
quirements for environmental sys- -
terms changes in product mix, ete..  4.12

The following is the energy efficiency Im-
proveniant target aet by FEA for SIC 28:

Percent
Gross target (based on maxlnum
encigy eficiency achievable without
consideration of special <clrcum-
stances or condltions of the indus-

try) .. m———— 17
Offset (required for specla& industry
clircumstances and conditions) .___ 3

Net target (based on maximum energy
efficlency achievable with considera-
tion of specind circumstances and
conditionsy ... ... R 14

APPENDIX E! STATEMENT OF BASIS AND JUSTI-
FICATION FQR TEE ENTRGY EfFrciency In-
PROVEMENT TARGET FOR SIC 29——~FETROLAV M
AND COAL PRODUCTS

1. INDUSTRY DISCRIFTION AND ENERCY BASE

The petroleum and coal products Industrs
i made up of companies engaged In refining
petroleum, manufacturing paving and roof-
ing materials, and compounding lubricating
oils and greases from purchased materials.
This industry iz identified a3 Standard In.
qustrial Classification (SIC) 29. The Industry
maoy be further divided into five four-digit
8IC product classifieations which are listed
below with the figures on energy consump-
tion by each claszification for the 1972 base
year:

1972
.1 (o] Industry snergy  Percent
consurasd of total
100 Hug's
2011 alzoleum refine R 2,034, ao . "o
2051 Pl?lﬁ nifx and bl ceemm O 9
=52 t lell.l. wnd mr.lnn - 10.29 o
=52 and greasen, k. 4G .2
o Pmduen of p-mlu.un and . .
[} PR 7.5 .3
‘ Totals ooe s eeomcee e 3,992, 82 100. 0
The following paragrapha Indicote the

elgnificant products that mre included in

each of the SIC cmtegories.

S8IC 2911, petroleum refining, comprises
eatablishments primarily engaged in produc.
ing gasoline, kerovseno, distillate fuel olls,
residual fuet oils, tubricants, and other prod-
ucts from cTude petrolaum and its fractiona- -
tion products by use of straight distiltation -
of crude oil, redistillation of intermediate
products so produced, plus further cracking
of heavy moleculos and by other processcs.

8IC 2951, paring mixtures and blocks, com«
prises estabilahments primerily engaged in
manufacturing ssphalt and tar paving mix-
tures, end paving bioccka mede of asphalt,
creosoted wood, and rarious compositiona of
asphalt or tar with other matertals.

BI0 2082, esphalt feltse and coatings, com-
prises {ndustries engaged in manufscturing

1977 ‘
sSCC
2-177%
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COMHENTS OF THE FHVIROHNMENTAL OUFEFLNSE FURD . ’ at
ON THE PROPOSED AMERDMENTS TO ;

’ o
TIE FIHAL EMISSIOH STAMDARD FOR ‘,(/‘" & .
VINYL CUHLOKRINE. K .
(42 Fedoral Reaister 28154, June 2, 1977) eV RS

.on October 21, 1976 (41 Fod. Acg. 46560}, pursuant to
§112 of the Clcan Afr Act as amended, the Administrator
promulgated Rational Lmission Standards for the hazardous
air pollutant vinyl chloride. ©On November 19, 1976 the
Environmental Defensce Fund (EDF) filed a petition in the
U.5. Court of Appecals for the D.C. Circeit for review of
these standards. As part of & scttlement which led EDF and
FPA to move to dismiss the review petiticr on March 24, 1077,
the amendments under consideration were proposcd.

The proposed amendments represent a true compromise »-- .
bgtwcen what EDF could.havc pressed for in court and the i
cxisting standard. Scction 112 of the Clean Air Act reqﬁfrp;
that cmission standards for hazardous air pollutants, suép ;s
vinyl chloride, be sct “at a level whieh in the jngmnnt ;f the
Administrator provides an ample margin of safcty.to protect
the public health from such hazardous "air pollutants,™ It
clcarly reguirea a hecalth-linked, not a tuchnaloyy-based
standard. Yct, inconsistent with the statutory xéquiremcnt,
the original standarxds wers bascd on what EpA believed industgy
could accomplish with Lest ovailable ‘teclhinology. 1In tho

fitandard Support and Environmental Impact Statement, EPA

«ev.... BFA - EDF claims that the proposed vinyl chloride regulations cons

tute a2 less stringent standard than it could have insisted yj
from the court in the litigation which it instituted. Actua
EDF could not have pressed the court to change the original

regulations to set an immediate zero emission limication.. T
court is only empowered .to decide whether EPA's. regulationst
arbitrary and capricious. At best from EDF's standpoint EPA
could have decided that the first ruelmaking was arbitrary ai
not in accordance with B112 of the Cléan Air Act. ‘ Suchia ru’
would have voided the regulation, and EPA could" :hen,xif it

chose, have begun another public rulemaking proceeding 1n,uh
it would presumably be an impartial arbiter of comments: from
concerned. As it stands, however, the proposed standard is -

result of coercion by one party with 'a particular: point of- vi
and acquiescence by the EPA (It seems significant. 'to note -ths
EPA has pever allowed such’an unseemly settlement where:indus
has in the first instance filed a dourt challenge to.a' reguls
promulgated by EPA. ). In effect the proposed regulatioﬁ in t
instance has U a dictated by a private party, and this:. 1s co

trary‘to the Clean Air Act which has delegated imparcial yrule
making authoritv exclusivelv tn EPA
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recognized that vinyl chloride is an “apparent nan-threshuld
pollutant”™ which creates a risk to public hcalth at all levels.
fiad the case gone to trial, EDF would havcitnken the position
that §112 required a zero emission standard, the only standard
adequate to provisde the required margin of satcly for a nun-
threshold pollutant. Instead, EDF settled f[or a compromicna
which establishes a goul of zero emissions and rcquires
industry to move one step closer to that goal.

The new standard would nolt require the installation of
completely new tochnology. Industry ls nat being asked to
scrap existing technology. The revised limiks can be achicved
through the lwmproved operation of cxisting technology permltting
£full amortization of the industry'u investment in donkrol tech-
nology. This should be viewed in contrast with the proposal
of the New Jerscy Commission on the Incidence of Cancer that

any industry emitting onc of some scvenkeen substances redwce

- '=A
emissions to zerp or stop producing. HNot only will therc be.z, b
no shut-downs required by these amendments, but the industrév ‘

-4

will be able t¢ continue fts growth under this compromisec. '
The Soclicty of the Plastics Industry, Inec. (SPI) has
ateempted to portray this scttlement as sonmc sorxt of private
agrecment between EPA and EDF ko promulgnte a revised cmission
standacd, largely because they were excluded from the settle-

ment negotiations. There is no legal requirement that an

intervenor in a case be permitted to participate in settlement




-

8LT~7
J3s

«“

negotiations.
but was unnblé to find one. Industry has now had ample oppor-
tunity to comment on the proposud ancndménts at a meeting from
which EDF was excluded, a public hearing, and through written
comments., It should be noted that EDF was also excluded {ron
the industry-EPA scssicas which led to promulgation of the
original standard. It should also.be not;d that despite
industry's exclusion from scittlement negotiations, EDF's
attorney kept industry well Informed of the outllné of the
proposed settlemcnt at all stages. . Finally, if SPI and its
members are unsuccessful in persuading EPA to revise Lhe pro-
posed standards before promulgation, they can always pétition
the Court of Appeals for reviow of the standards.

At SPI's request, a public hearing was held by EPA on
July 19, 1977 to receive public views and suggestions on the
proposcd nmchments. EDF would 1lkc.to address the major LA

points LIn opposition to the proposal raised by SPrI at that ;

hearing. The primary arcas of Interest scemcd to be: {11‘¥E¢
abisence of now data since the existing standard was promul—;
gated to justify a revision of that standard, (2) the offsct
policy, (3} the cost of compliance, and (4) the degree of
improvement resulting from the amendments. In addition some
inapposita commecnts were made concceraing the energy conscquences
of cecrtain cmissfon reducktions. - EDF belicves these amendments
are sound, repreoscnling.progress toward EPA's goal of zero

emisciona, and urges their promulgation.

Industzry scarched for such a legal precedent +..... BFA - While EDF's claim that industry will have the opportunity to

challenge in court any final rulemaking which may result from
the propesal in question is true, because of the way 51l2fis
drafted anyone opposing the proposed rule bears a heavy burden
of showing with particularity in the rulemaking proceedings . why
the proposed regulation is improper. In short it is anomalous
interest, has not only avoided this Eazaen in its litigation of
the original regulations through a settlement agreement with EPA
but also it has been able -to shift this burden to those parties
opposing the new regulations which it has dictated to EPA.;;-
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_I. Ahsence of New Data

The most prevalcent comment by iadustry has been, “llou
could EPA change the vinyl chlorlde standards when no now

information has been developed?® There are saveral responses

_to this. First, EDF belicves the oxiginal standards did mot ,..,... HLK - Basis?

comply with the law,® 5112 of the Clenn Adr Act, and so no

new information is required to amend the stundard to bring

it in closer campliance with the law. Sccond, some signi- ......... HLK - Which? Must be specific.

ficant test data waa elther not avallable at promulgation or,
as with Dr. Cosarc Maltoni's latest cxperiments, only became
available shortly before promulgation, not allowiag time for
full considexation. '

EDF wculd like to retrace and update the state of medlical

knovwledge concerning vinyl chloride which, under the Clean

'Air Act, is to serve as' the basis for EPA's régulnhory actions.

It should be noted that no data, developed either hefore or i

after promulgation of the existing standard, indicates that *

Lewa

any level of exposure to vinyl chloride but zero ppm is safe.
In 1970 Profossor Viola prescated the results of a pi1067
cxperiment which showed that rats exposaed to extremely high
concentyrations of vinyl chloride (30,000 ppm) developed tumorxa
and cnrcinomas.l Four yecars later the BD.F. Goodzieh Company
provided the first report, bascd on cmployee dcaths from

angiosarcoma {liver cancor), which confirmed that vinyl

chloride was a human carcinogen, Significantly, not all of .,..... HLK - Evidence? 1In fact, all did.

Not so.

'
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IILK - What?
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There is alco cvidnuuc which indicates angiosarcoma is ..... HLK

not the only health risk azsoclutnad with vinyl chleride.

oo "morher digoese,™ it rarity allow-

Anqginuatcona aarved aro

“ing a cauzal conncction with vinyd chlovide to be ecasily drawn.
point Lo vinyl chloride as the causal agert  in

Studiez als
u Q CDK

the lymphatues, and  the

4.7

the liver.”

‘the development of cuncey of the lung,

contenl nervous rvskem afn well asn In addition,

: Dr. Peler Infante, curreatly with HI0SIH, has clserved an exceusn,, HLK

rate of serious hirlh defects (teratogenesis) in resident: in
5/
hlso, CER

Ohio counties with nlania emitting viny) chloride,”

stulica Ly Dbr. F, deScrres of

1 mutagenicity was indicated in
l an the cffect of vinyl chloride on Saluwonella ~- liver

- NIEHNR,

microsome syslems, A higher—than-pormal ratc of r~eillbirkhs

and miscarriagyes among the wives af vinyl chloride vorkers and

a high incidence of atnormal chromosomes among the worlers

. G/
themsclves have been obscrved.” i
A

eeceesen. “Domg jiportant bogl data wan

promulgating tho original standard and may not have haen fulfy ;.

g
made pulidic just as LPA wnq‘-;. HLK
1 .

HLK
HLK

conaidered. Qther data not available at the tine the rcgu!ahihnﬁ

vere promulgated has come to light and serves as an adkditional

basis for EPA to amend the existing standard to reflect the

health risk posed by lower levals of vinyl chloride. Eacl group. ,HLK

of tests indicates viny} chloride induces concer at cxtremcly

low concentrations. Professor Viola first noted these cffects

Cosare tlalloni, in the

i/
at 10,000 ppm.”  hy Jdune of 1974, Dr.

What kind?

interprecation A
Dr. HcHahon Eor SPI

Reference 4 should be checked for accuracy and
review of the report by Infante was written by

and is attached. . .

L

His papers have been discredited by CDC.

While many of the VCM references at higher dose levels may be wvery
valid, some of the low-dose, short-time exposure data needs to be
seriously evsluated for accuracy in the conclusions. This should
especially be noted on the basis of the poorly designed Infante
study noted in the literature (P.F. Infante, Oncogenic and Hutag
Risks in Communities with Polyvinyl Chloride Production’ Facilities,
1975, ANN. N.Y. ACAD. SCIENCES, 49-57. . :

-Not so ~ This paper shown to have been speculative.

Let EPA s0 state

What?

Source? . I
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experiments which originally establiched the link between
vinyl chloride and cancer, reported that anqiozarcoma had heen
prodiced in rodeats by inhalation of as little as 50 ppm in

air.” Just as the oriqinal vinyl chloride regulations were

R R R R R R T

.

promulaated, M, Maltonl reported the induction of mammary ... ..
. a/ g

carcinomas in rodents at levels of 1 ppm.”  All of this data ....

wias at least avallahle to EPA prior to promulgation, thaugh
thare stas probahly not cnnough time for EPMA Lo fully consider

Dz. Haltoni's data. Completely new dota has since hecome

avallable from teste performed by Professor F. Yaloyanova at ,,.......
the Institute-of Hygiene and tutrition in Sofia, Nulgaria.
Professor Kzloyanova found thal vinyl chloridc exposure at 1 ppm

9/
induced carclnomaz in both rats and mice.”

Rather than pointing toward the existence of a threzlold ........ HLK - Just the opposite -

for harmful cffects, cach test with vinyl chloride indicates

that almost any level of exposure contributes to the developrient
. £

of cagcer. The addition of the new sclentific evidence furthog.

justifics the amendmeont of the exinting standard. It might },

even be said EPA has a duty under the law to amend the ex!'txng

CDK ~

. . . Hdeada 'q :a..’;.‘
of what one ca .onsider reliable daca when testing . is*perform
on a bacterial system versus a mammalian study.’i.In refergnce :
mammaliasn studies, certainly the unpublished vark of Dri.iMalre
who reported the induction of mammary carcinoma’ in ‘Fodentsac
levels of 1 ppm, is important. However, more data® must: be ‘obt:
utilizing mammalian species at other selected dose- time: ‘concen-
trations. Additional information must also be elicited onthe
species population from which experimental animals are seleCCe<

in order to rule out an unusually sensitive species.?

The data generated by Dr. Maltoni and Dr. Kaloyanova are,
cited as memos, not published reports,  :As such theéé'datd;
represent prelimiary results from incomplete studies. s
Appropriate consideration and meaningful evaluation of chese :
observations await completion of the experimental. work and." '
publication of final reports. Preliminary results of ek-”ﬁ
periments do not constitute sciencific evidence. . f :

‘A dose effect relation is seenf

standard to reduce the level of vinyl chloride to which the ¢......... CER - There is no reason to believe from any of the atudies of either

public is exposed, bhased on cvidence which continues to indi-

cate vinyl chleride is a non—thrcshéld carcinogen,

IX. .Offsct Policy

Under the propoced amnndmnn(,, hefore an existing plast ....., ...

could cxpal or a new plant lacate near an existing site,

EWS ~ Awkward

recent or past origin that a dose~cime response does not exist.
As a scientist, one cannot generally consider it prudent hot .

to assume that there is '‘no threshold" for chemical carcinﬁgens.
In fact, it is most likely there is a threshold below/'whichthe
body is able to handle small amounts of vinyl chloride without
adverse effects. Obviously if this is the case, there is;no:!
reason to believe that carcinogens pose | 2’ threa
to human health at slightly higher exposute lev
over a relatively brief period of cime.<" :

s
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reductioena would have to be achieved so therc wauld be no o
net increase in total vinyl chloride cmissions, This offzct
poiicy is neccrnsmary becausce, as FEMA recognized in the back-
ground documentn,lg/ an emlssion standard by its very nature
cannol: pravent the total amount of vinyl chloride releatcd
from a particular facility from incrensing over time should
there he expansion or a new plant built: nbhout 4.6 million

11/
people live within five miles of existing plants and would

not bLie usdequately protected if no thought were given to overall

levels of exposure. A clustering of large plants on the same ....... EWS - By avoiding being specific, EDF manages to create an 1ﬁpfé§sion
that growth or expansion could or might create an unhaalthy
site could triple or ecven quadruple the ambient air concentra- situation.

tion produced by just onc plont. Another objuctive is’ to v f'.
provide an incentive for industry ta develop new technology,
which will be rewarded by permitting expanuion and new

construction.

i TR

The offset policy algo represents a compromise. An

; I AL
alternative approach could have becn a no grovth policy ulthig ‘v+e.ss EWS — This is inconsistent with EDF's zero-risk to health position.
Offset permits continutation of something less than zerolemtssic

a given radius. EDF, however, fclt this was on unrcnsonah.c; which EDG contend it necessary to protect health

poskition and did not pursue it, though we belicve it could have

Eeen lrgally supported.

It should be emphasized that thiso “trade-off* approach 1is - : LTIJL

not new. EPA has already developed a similar policy for ........... EWS - It 15 new having been in effect for less than a year.  Its.
results are not yet known. G

requlating new construction in arcas which have not yet
12

attainced the primnr} alr quality standards.”  In both cascs,

the abjoctlive L{s the same: no incréase in anblent levels of
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a pollutont which presents a healih threat at existing lovels.
SPI suggests that applying this policy to a single chemical
would be cubstantially dif{fercnt without saying in what wiys,

ENF feels the major diffcrence, that this policy involves a

single, confirmed human carcinogen, offers more support thapn ...,

even ncn-complying air quality reqgicns for pollutants which

are nat necessarily carcinogenic.

EWS - Implies a no threshold effect.

As a first clep in iwplementing this trade-off approuch, ........ EWS - (Comment on entire paragraph) If a new faciiity is che;same_

a facility which planned to cxpand would have tao calcwlate
the total cmissions from the existing operation. IFf the

existing plant were not alrcady in compliance with the prusent

- standard, the total emission figurc would have to be adjunted

to reflect permiscable cmiaslons from the existing-facility
once it is in compliance. If, bowcver, the emissions from the

plant are below the emiszion limit applicable to it, the pra-

posed rules would give tho source credit if it maintains jts &

emisgion levels at the time a pev plant is added or cxnnnsléhil
undertaken. It 1s through early compliance and contlnucd ?' ,
reductions thot additional capacity can be added in a given -
geographic arca. OF course, deqradation from levels for
which credit was glven will cexase the credit and prcvan
expansion or ncw constrncelon.

A major pourcc of emissions from cnntrol]cd‘vlnyl ¢chloride
und polyvinyl chloride plants arc fugltive enissions. The

orfiginal standards require either specific cmission limits or

size as the existing one and yet emissions from the! old plus
new cannot exceed the old, is this not ultlmately goingaco i
lead to zero emissions? :
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the use of certain technoloqgy toe control these sources.

heduetions in fugitive emismions will offer a means of

earning credit under the offset policy inm the same way «+++-+-.0.. EWS — Are fugitive emissions consistent from one time
doubt 1t.

reductions in ather arcis would.

o

BRI ¥
owo mothods of caloulating oredit would b availstle «+ess... ENS ~ (Comment on entire paragraph) Great reliance on tHé'"gféphitq"

. . approsach. .
to each plant. If a baseline level for fugitive cuissions .

¢ould he mcanured ar eatimated, asguming compliance with
oexisting standards, any demonstrated reduction could be used
as credit under the offisct policy. Deference should he divon
to industry't estimatas of fugitive emissions hecause of the
great incentive to be accurate. A low cstimate would ninder
fukure expantion and a high estimate of cmissions would b
harmful publicly. Altecaatively, the operator of a plant
should bie able to isolate a particulaxr source ox sources of
fugitive emissions, dcmo&stratc that they comply Uiﬁhlcxisting

standords, measurc or estimate emissions from them, and pro—;

ceed to roduce those cmissions. Any such rednction would
i

transformed {nto credit. ¢

Fugitive emissions have hecome the primaxy source 0f w...:.. EWS - Has this been established?

emissions from vinyl chlorxide plants. Yet EFA has been unable
to tackle tha technical preoblem of how these cap be furthur
reduced, One of the principle Lencfits of the offsct policy
will be to force industry to address the problem of how to
contxol quitlve emissions, Any technfcal innovatfon will be

rewarxded hy permitting Lfurther cxpansion, Jt is likely, in - . .
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I1I. Cost of Compliance

-

SPI attempts to make cost a central issuc, even though
the statute EPA operates under requires:regulations hased
on protection of hecalth and not cost and tcchnology concerns.
To say that Congress did not intend §112 to force plants to
cleosie, as SPI contcnds, does not necessarily imply no cconomic
hurdens shou)d be placed on industry. In (act, industyvy has
uffered no cost estimates, possibly because the proposad
amcndments were designed to make use of existing technology
and eguipmcnt for the most part, making additional costs
minimal. 1In their July 19, 1977 statcment, S0X estimated
that vinyl chloridc emissions will be reduced by 0.1 1B/hr
for typical suspension plants and 0.02 lb/hr foxr typical
dispersion resin plants, citing Table 4.3 of the Standarad
Support Document. SPliqoe: on in a footnote to mention that
the Table referred to does not actually use those flgures. A
The footnote indicates the Table actually lisis eminzions AS"
zero (in which case no new controls would be required ang QG s
the cost would be zero as welll. We do not see elther figuié
supported by the Table. 1In fact, the Table suggests a minimum
of 4.4 1b/hr nndAa maximum of 7 lb/hr subject to furthex
reductions. These figures would suggast that instead of
costing $12.20 per pound of vinyl chloride removed pex $10,000
expended, it would only be $.6) maximum.. fThese are both nice,

but meaningless figures. The only relevant figure is the
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increase in the cost per pound of polyvinyl chloride. An
additional axpanditurc of $10,000 in a typleal size poly-
vinyl chloride plant only ropresents seven one-thousandils
of a cent increasc in the cost per pound of producing vinyl
(:bkcrri«:!(!-l'Z I the past, the plasties indwiiry has domon-
strated its abidity, in complying with emission regulations,
to pase on costs witliout tny significant ceonamic harm to
the industry. %here is cvery reason to believe thisn will be
the case with lhese regulations.

vithout any support, tir. Nolbrook of SPI states that
the cost of building a new plunt, reguired by the affsct
policy il existiny emjusiona caanot be reduced, will he
$10 mitllon qreater thae expanding output at an cxisting plint.
This figure migit contailn winecessarily negative assumptioas,
such as locating plants in jisolated areas ar oppesed Lo
existing industr{al park: where non-plastic industries are X
lotated. This dlffur?uce could result in exaggerated uhlpnin;

costgs and omlssion of additional economics. In the absnnc§‘ f

¢

.

further documentation anrd comparlson of cosls, these figurgg
are without. value. For instance, an investmnt of cousideé?bly
less (han $10 million in contrel technolagy may be able to

reduce cxisting emlssions cnough to add the additional capacity

needed under the offset policy.
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1V. Encrgy Consumplion

EDF has taken an active role in the prohlems of encrgy «-««eo- .«

supply, supporting conservation and 1ncrcascd'cfricicncy as
methods af ausuring a continuous supply off cenergy in the Iuture/
We are somewhat confuscd by SPI's use of Lh2 FLA industrial f
cnergy cfficivacy knrgcrsli as an excuse for not adopting
conkrol technalogy for the oxychlorination process., FEA
officials we have cpolien to indicale it was nevar FEA's intent
to restrict EPA's ability to impose health protective eminsion
requiremcnts on Industry. The reporting furm used to detarmine
industry's progress touard the targets cven scparates changes
in energy consumption duc to govornment requirements so firms
will not buar any onus for cxcoss$ GALUrgy consumptiqn requircd

v
for compliance.li/ Even more important is the fact that FEA
guideclines apply to an eantire fadustry. SPI attempts to apply .....
these to a singlc process within only a scgment of that industir.
This misses the point of the targets, which is Lo give induéﬁ%y

the choice of how to achleve increascd cfficiencies. A mxnér :
increase in cnecgy use from ono process simply doec not 3u1L££y

diseu(dinq the stanpard. SPI's comments also present unsup-

{poxtcd flgures indicating the cncxgy required for control of

the oxychlorination process is grecater than EPA oviginaliy
estimated. Yet, in the preamble to the proposcd amendment:,
EPh states that the sdoption of a reeycling and oxyyen fecd

system climinates the supplemchial fced problem. This is because

(chemical) but also by subclass. 1In the SPI ceatimony”t eitarge
for the entire chemical industry was cited.
detail, we find that the target for SOC 2869 {(the elass unlehi

includes VCM) is 15.9% after allowing 1.5% for envitonmenfal*anc
other government regulatory actions. It is Obvious Chaththe ED}
could single out any specific process and claim :that its'{néreas
energy consumption can be counterbalanced by aomé. other process
with even greater Improvements. The improvements.- envisidned by
increased energy consumption must justify the incréases: in enen
requirements and it is the position of SPI that: they dq

The EDF also has not understood the comments relative t0»the 1n~
crease in energy requirements to meet a 5 ppm emission 1imit for
the oxychlorination reactor. The SPI testimony (also that of
Shell's) stated that the operation of an oxygen-recycle :technolc
system requires a 7% increase in energy over that"Gf the. EPA's
typical air feed oxychlorination plant. This matter was;discus:
with EPA at the June meeting in Durham (which 1a part of! the
public record). The EPA stated at that time that, they had ‘not
realized this and would investigate the matter further. *iIn fact
the EPA has discussed this further with Shell (and, perhaps ‘othe;
on at least two occassiona. These telephone discusaion ﬁfe'al<
part of the public record. The SPI testimony was’ aimply; ointi‘
out that, in the support document for the original‘btandat ;) the
EPA rejected the use.of iacineration .to control: the oxychicrinat
vent because it required an increase of 6X in’ energy consumptioz
Since oxygen-recycle technology requires an even: greacer Amount
energy, we fail to see the rational for the proposal. .
The EPA is simplv incorrect in its preamble statement .that che
oxygen-recycle t -inology does not require additional enefgy
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human health,

the effluent gas stream would he mure concentrated using the
technalogy to be instulled in new plonts, reguiring less

enerqy to reduce cmissjons.

V. neqgree of Puission ILicductions

o
P

[ f

EUF belicves the degree of emission reductions resulting ...... JAM - Again EDF has failed to review the dﬂta as presented by EPA!

from the proposcd amendments is significant enough Lo jusLify

their promulgation. BDut tlhi: actual extent of reduced emissions
which result from the proposed amendments ic less importaunt

than the fact Lhat they represent prooress Loward EPA's goal

of zcro cmissions -- the only level adequately protective of ,, ..., .
SPI maintains inconsistent positions én its preparce

statemcnt for the July 19 hearing on the quantity ol c¢missions

reduced. On onc hand, it s recognized that cven with the <. .. ...

existing standard, EDC purification and VCM formation plantﬁ
will have cmissions of 2.5% lb/hr excluding any emissions<pgék
the oxychlarination proccss or fugitive cmissiens. Dy 1é¥ééiuq
allowable emissions from 10 to 5 ppm, a 1.25 1b/nr reductioh
would roswlt. Yet SPI then goen on to say any reduction éndnr

the proposed amendments would come solely from improved con-

trols on the oxychlorination process. This fgnores the 1.25 lh/hr

reduction attributable to othcr parts of the process. §PT also ...

suqgests that there only be a 10 ppm limit on the oxychlarination

process. The 0.9 lb/hr reductf{on from 10 to 5 ppm limit, which .

this would preclude, is not insignificant., Also considering

has claimed, in its proposed regulation, tha:;there will be ‘a
emission reduction of VCM from new typiecal size oxychlorinat1
plants of 11.6 lb/hr. Using the data presented by EPA'‘in its
Support Document, it can be seen that this reduction,g#llzcom
solely from the proposed new standard from oxychlorination ve

Again EDF assumes no threshold.

On the other hand, EPA has also proposed that the allowable

emissions from other sources in a VCM plant be, reduced by 50%
Agaln, from the Supp Support Document, the data shows' that this is
meaningless proposal because the EPA 'has stated that” there art
(zero) emissions from these other sources. Uhat.SPI atCemptec
point out 1s that the EPA's table showing "zero' froia| these ot
sources is not precisely correct and that the’ emissions E_l be
about 2.5 1lbs/hr. With the proposed SO0X reduction, 4. miximum
1.25 1bs/hr might be realized aund that this figute ia Ansignit
icant, )

Nowhere in the SPI testimony was it suggesced that’ ailOE p
be adopted for oxychlorination vents. SPI simply: pain:ed out
that the EPA has published data in its’ original aupport docume
showing the impact of.a 10 ppm limit."-.The EDF's" statement tha
0.9 1b/hr reduction is "not insignificant" demonstrates thac t
have little und; tanding of how to measure impaﬁt.
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the subutantial reduction required to reach 10 ppm, it does
not scem unduly difficult, cspecially at thq design stage,
to adapt the technology to a lower limit.

Industry has expressed a great deal of concern over the

offsct policy usz a means of reducing communilty exposure te

vinyl ehloride. 1In its July 19 cowncnls, SP1 chose to fucusn

attention on the impact of the policy on annual ambient levels

from viny) chloride plants at distances of Five miles.

(Despite repcated requexts, EDF has not reccived a copy of

the dispersion study conducted by pames and Hoore. That Study
conspicuously does not consider the cffect of a single plank

cxpansion which probably causes a greater incrcase in ambicnt

levels thaa ccriain c0mhinQLicns of plants,) Scieatific

analysin of the nroccsso( cancer indicates that even carcinogeons »c««- HLK
at low doses, with levels in ;nrts per billiou,JEuLposc a mmereee-.s HLK

16/
health risk~  and thus constitute a lecgitimate concern of

EPA. It should bc recognized that by cxamining annual levels,?

1

instecad af shorter time periocds, and distances of five miles,
instead of closer to the plant, a "hest case,” from industry's
point of view, {1 deucriﬁcd. Flgurcs in the ftandard Support
Statcment demonstrate for those same ftve mile lcvuels, sub-
stantially highor levels will be found at shorter distances with
a tramcndous differcnce hetween short-term and annual ambient

levels even for plants complying with the existing standard.

The:uc flgures demonsirate the value of reducing cxisting emisaions,
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as done by the proposed amendments, and the necd for an offsct
policy to prcvent the increasec, cspecially of shart-term levels,
caused by cxpansion of an uvxisting plant or construction of

a new plant. EPA's amhient level estimates, based on disper-

sion madeling for a large polyvinyl chloride suspension/ .........
12/
dispersion plant are:
Time Cancealration
S-minuto average maxima 12 ppm
24-hour aveérage maxima 0.68 ppm
annual averago maxima 90 ppb

Other modeling doae by EPA at greatcr distances to delovmine .. saee
the maximum ambicnt levels produced by a cluster of four cthylene
dichleride ~ vinyl chloride and polyviny) chloride plants

complying with the e¢xisting standard produced the followiny

18/
fiqures:
Time - Concuniration
S-minute average maxima 3.1 ppm s
. 24~hour average maxima 0.59 ppm -

annual average maxima 99 ppb T
These tigures strikingly demonstrate that for the annfal

ambicnt levels in the parts per billion range cited by SPIY

short-term levels in the parts per million range could occur.

In fact, for plants complying with the exisLing standard it

Is possible that ambient alr concentrations will excced the
maximum allowable wccupational exposure established by the
Occupational Safety and Meonlth Administration (OSHA} of a § ppm

- 19/
cciling averaged over a fiftcen midute period.” -

that the proposed standard would have less than a 0.1

EWS - Models are notoriously inaccurate.

checked against actual measurements. ' .

The data given in Table 6-3, 6-4, 6- 5. and 6-6 of; the Supporf

Document" (which .is that used by EDF) shows the maximum at-one
glven point VCM concentration for the varicus® tyﬁ““&f VCH or; P
O

plants and has nothing to do with the average exposur

living within five miles of a plant. - i
1f_one wishes to use EPA - data!A

_qh}gb EDF should have looked at is th

“Quantitative Risk Assessment” document . (December
1975). This report shows for uncontrolled plants that persons
living ss clase as 1300 feet Ef5ﬁ‘i‘f?§iﬁ31 PVC plant,,the annu:
average exposure level is about 300 parts per billion (ppb)i‘ Ti
living five miles from this plant have an avetEEE‘Eﬁﬁnal ‘exposaut
of 4 ppb, with an overall average for all persons; living within
five miles of 17 ppb. For plants controlled to the existing
standard, the average annual exposure of all persons living witl
five miles of a plant 1s about Z ppb. These exposure: 1evels are
far from the OSHA allowables that the EDF testimony ahould e di
missed for its lack of candor. ‘. ;

Furthermore, the EDF has missed the point of :he'SPI'cés;;ﬁony.

which was to challenge the validity of the results of the.EPA's

calculations in the "Risk Assessment” document. ‘The ‘Dames:and ¥
study shows that the annual average VCM concentration within fiv
wmiles of a controlled typical PVC suspension or dispersion plant
was less than 0.25 ppb rather. than the 2 ppb cited by EPA.‘ Also
the SPI testimon ! iffered data (again in Dames and Moore’ report)

‘b effect on the average annual ‘Loncentration within the five mile radius.' The

EPA has failed to evaluate this impact. (See additional comments at top of ‘page 18.)
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. sistent with current theories of ehemical ciarcinogenesis.
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There Js rcason Lo believe carcinogans pouse a threat Lo
human health at slightly higher exposure levels over a rela- .
tively bricf period of time. This is significant because ...
centrol of paint sources, whone emissions ave to be reduced
by wnc-half eader the proposed ueendments, has, according to

20/

EPA,T  a disproportionately large impact oi rcducing short-
corm awbicnt lavels. The Lablez above desonstrate the dileli-
hoad of high zhort-term mabicnt levels even when annnal
ambient levels arc mucﬂ lowar. lenee, if sharc-Levm exponurc
to o carcinogen puses a risk, the significance in Lerms of
protecting health of any reductions under the proposcd amend-
ments is groaler than neme nunbers might dadicate.

That a greatey threcalb may ae:zist frow shorl-torm exposure

to somewhat higher ambicnt levels of vinyl chloride is con-

One theary propozes that cancev i# induced in a single cell.’

Thiz so-called “onc-hit* wodel faplics that the total dusage

and not the length of expusure determinos whethor cancer uilf{
be dinduced. Thus a single axpasiure to vinyl chloride could
conceivably cause cancev in the population swrrounding vinyl
chlaride plaats, Another theory, kaown aa Lhe multi-hit oy
multistagd model, suggasts Lhat i gingle cell wust undcrqﬁ a
serious o changes Lefore it can gencrate a L-umor.'l:1 Thin
theory alno suggests that vxposure to clightly higher concen~

trations, aven of short duration, muy pose » threat, The wurk

21/

pUsu(E UL Lue 4.0:RN1101 people Livang within mile | xal
VCH and PVC plants ould be decreased moré ithan efght. f.o.ldL
June of 1975, EPA had completed extensive surveys of vinyl hlorid
concentrations in air surrounding three different: plan:.complgxea.
Findings were that concentration levels were below those contem-

plated by the EPA standard before implemen:ation of theicontrols-

required by the existing standard. Considering :his,,it would sec

unreasonable to propose tighter standards especiall{ ‘withouta’
A showing of need before the existing standard was fu 1y imple ented

- and its effectiveness measured. bialp)
...... JAM ~ The EDF raises the question regarding the effect of short term-
: exposure to higher levels of VCM, I will leave comment” on this
: to the medical group. What the EDF has .done, however,’ is’ mix
. "apples and oranges" by citing data from ‘the "Support DocumenI
: in an attempt to rebut the SPI testimony concerning the average
exposure of persons living within five miles of VCM PVC plangs. )

.EWS - What is the source of this allegation?

.. HLK - Only a theory, and not a good one at that.. Some carcinogens

at one concentration are essential for life, ac a second -

ex: [
o T 1

... CDK — References 21-25 should be checked for accuracy and interpretation.
The first sentence of the first paragraph on this page:{18) should
be referenced. The discussion of thecries of chemical carcino—
genesis 1s selective, incomplete and cursory. Again, references
21-23 should be checked in order to determine sccuracy: and
appropriate interpretation.
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23/

et al.” ties this all together by showing that

of Crumnp,

most models of carcinogencsis will have a lincar dose-response

o

relation at lowv doses, assuming there .arc already carcinogans
preseat whiclhh act in conjunction with the specific carcinogen

under study. Hy combining thesc theories, an intcresting

conclusion is reached: shorl-Lers exposure to a chomical

carcinogen al_slightly higher levels than are nornally present ....oqs HLK - Not

presents a potentially signlf{icant _risk of cancer. As the

Standaxrd Support Dacumcnt points out, this is just the type

of cxposure which will be jeost aflfected by the proposcd

amendients,

Scientific evidence for other carcinogens demonsStratcs +ev....... CDK - The

N s e asw

that the risk of actually developing cancer following only

briel e¢xposurec is very real. In the case of asbestos, worlers ......

R PIY

who werc exposed for only ane month showed suhstantially
24/
incrcased rates of lung cancer.  Porsons living outside £
dsbestos plants, with low level exposures [or only scven ynn}u
an extremely rare cancer’
25/
associated with asbestas exposure.

or less, devaloped mesotheliona,

The risks of shortJ?
toxin and low dose exposura to a carcinogen are not just

- theoretical, and constitute a ;uh5tan£ia1 bLasis for regulation,

especially since §112 raquires protection be given with an

ample margin of safety from just these types of thrcats to

CER - health.
*Wynder, Ernst L,
Cancer Incidence:

M.D. and Gori, Gio B., M.D., "Contribution of the Environment to
An Epidemiologic Exercise,”" Journal of the National Cancer
1977,

**Fraumeni, Joseph F., Jr., Persons at Hi h Risk of Cancer: An Aggroach to Cancer
Etiology and Control, Academic Press, Inc., New Yor .

HLK -

CER -

S0.

first sentence of this paragréph should

Not VCM.

Statements such as, "the risk of actually developing cancer
following only s brief (environmental) exposure (to a’carcinc
is very real,'" cannot be proven and reveal a lack of.under-
standing concerning delineation of persons in:high—risk cance
groups. From a review of multiple literature sourtes,pthe sC
called "environment” is 1mp11cated in a large percentage of
cancers. This “environment" appears ta include all elements
influencing cancer incidence originating wholely or largely
outside the body. Thua, many authors have concluded. - ‘that
"environment cancers” are induced or. related to:our personal
habits and lifestyle as well as things beyond our personal
control. The leading known causes of cancer in the United St
are clearly extrinsic. Tobacco and alcohol use and nutrition
factors appear to be important contributors to "enviromment
cancers,"” accounting for well over half of all -cancer .deaths*
One must also consider the ten percent plus of»allvcaﬁcér cas:
which apparent1v have heraditary factors**. Only if these
things are cotr'-dered can a sensative approach to cancer
eticlogy and control be reached.

4.|.L.'
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Exposure to even small doscs of wvinyl chloride must be <.o....... COK -

vary and there may bu puaple whe will be susceptible to

from the first sentence.
carcinogens at low levels. dlence, even a slight reduction in
vinyl chlouride levels could roduce the incidence of cancey.
Alsn, EPA cannot ignore the fact that people ave subjected to

many other ghemfcal exposures, such as to potychlorinated ........... HLK - Also tobacco.

Liphcnyls (PCDs}. MHaldf ol the U.S. population §s believed

to have accumulated 1-3 ppm of BCBs in their fatly tissuas. ., __,,... HLK - Not VCM.

fhece compounds arce similar to DDT and other chlorinated

pesticldes. 7Thelr metaholism activatles specific liver enzyme

- systens, enabling the liver to more readily metaholize such

chemicals as vinyl chloride. The presence of PCI's and certain
pesticido residues in our bodies may render us morc susceplible

to cancer {rom a given dosc of vinyl chloride than otherwisne

would be predicted. There may be other additive cffects of .i

e

..HLK -~ Very Speculative.

cdircinogens which again would make Jow dosc cxposure, oOr D

- -

SOt a e ae ey s .

higher dosc exposures over a short-term, more dangerous thSﬁ
26/ ’
they would initially scem.”

VII. Avallability of Intorim Rmissjon Limits

EDF rccognizes that some plants may cxperience particular
difficulties in mecting the standards under the proposed amend-
ments. EPA has also recognized thiz and has included a relief
valve. A particulsr plant which, despite a full effort, ia .

unalile to comply may xeoquest an interim emission limit lower

The discussion on this page argues for an inv 1or
R e . chemical interaction, potentiation:and enzyme' inducticn
viewed in context. First, individual responses Lo carcinojens (all needed) but does not argue for'long—tefm'inhalaf

tests of low levels of vinyl chloride as might b;ﬁﬁxb
- i

estigari
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- on the surroundlng community. It is thcrefore cxtremely

than that requirced Ly the proposced amcendments. Planks are i o
given one and onc-hslf years to determine hov they will comply. ;
This is a rcasonublc amount of time to devclop projections .
as to whother compliance will be possible, befoxe installation )
of equipment bogins. EDY Lelieves specific eriteria would not

be appropriate for granting interim limits because the Adminis-

trator will be conuidering problems applicalile te a specilic

We assume plont operatars will bave no difficulty ......,... EWS - Is it safe to make such an assumption. Can EDF speak

9 L
obtaining such intecim linics if, even with their Lest efforex, authoritatively for EPA and other activist groups? i

plant.

compliance will be impossible.

Issuing an interim limit will hawve an important impacc

fmportunt that at least a public-meeting be lwld ta enoble .., .., EWS - This seems inconsistent with the above assuinpt:io!n.': X
interg:tud citlzens and graups to present their position aad s
challenge, where appropriate, industry's basis for an intcrim
limit. Of coursc, confidential and preprietary 1n£ormat1qn3

g
%ccd not be revealed. EPA has an ample record of protec;{hb
such information. There is no reason not to have the no;i.
confidential {nformation subject to public discussion. :
to SPI’'s bLelief, there are many responsible cltiz;ns. environ- nothing about technology and economics. o
mental and civic grouwps, which could contribute to such a )
process and possibly even ald industry by suggestind alternative

processes and proccedures, jugt ps EDF has donc with respecl to .... EWS ~ Had EDF adequately demonstrated this technology? Or 19 1t
Just a gleam in Houston Research's eye. :

Augyesting the ozone-UV procens as an alternativi comtrol

technology. - g
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EDF bas been extremely disnppointcﬁ with thco stance
industry has taken in Lrying Lo reduce the levels of vinyl
chloride, a human cnrcin0g¢n, rclcased into the environment.
The flexibility of the interim emission standard in thesc
proposcd amendments points out the real purposuc of the

amendments -~ to have industry, vwith tremendous technological

expertise at its disposal, try harder. Only with thedir . S

cxpertize and cooperation can EPA's goal of zero emissions .. ..., EWS — Zero emissions 1s unattainable in practice barrinﬁt H
ever he achieved. shut-down. : 3
VIII. Conclusionu

EDF supports Lhe proposed amendments to the National
tmission Standard for winyl chloride. As we have pouinted aut,
the initially mandated reductions simply do not go far enocugh
toward compliance with the law. These proposed amendments
represent an important fits:.step towards achieving EPA's i
goal of zero emlssléns and may have a significant effect iﬁf&'

v

protecting public health by reducing short-ters exposurc toa
lLigher doses which the current standard allows. The propoﬂéd'
amendmcnts will also rosult. in a substantial reduction in.
cplssions from neow sources which must comply with the reduced
emlasion levels before operation is permitted. Finally, anad
perhaps moat important, the offset policy should encourage
the development of technology which will ultimately permit a ’ . - v o j
substantfal reduction in Iugltiv; cglssléns from existing - ‘ o S

sources, as well as preventing realdents of arcas surroundin- N ’ :
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