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1.0 SUMMARY

On January 9, 1985, the U. S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
proposed revisions to the naticonal emission s*tandard for viny? chloride (V0D
(50 FR 1182) under authority of Section 112 of the Clean Air Act. The
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dichloride {EDC) by the reacticn cf cxygen and hydrogen chicride with ethylene,
plants producing VC by any process, and plants producing one or more polymers
containing any fraction of VC (e.qg., polyvinyl chloride {PVC)). The January 9,

1985, Federal Register notice proposed administrative and clarifying revisions

to the VC standard based on a review of the standard.
Public comments were requested on the proposal in the Federal Register

notice. A total of 16 comment le*fers were received. Commenters included
industry representatives, representatives of industry trade organizations,
State and Federal Tegislators, one environmental group and one State regulatory
agency. The public comments are summarized in this document along with
responses to the comments. The comments and responses serve as the basis for
changes and clarifications to the revised standard made between proposal and
promulgation,

1.1 SUMMARY OF CHANGES SINCE PROPOSAL

In response %o the public comments, ore major change and a few minor
changes and clarifications have been made in the proposed revisions to the VC
standard. The major change involves the proposed reformatting of the relijef
valve discharge standard. Several comments were received that resulted in
withdrawal of the proposed requirements for relief valve discharges.

Other comments resulted in several minor clarifications to definitions
and other reqgulatory language.
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The revised definition of “EDC purification" in the proposed
standard has been further clari“ied by specifically exempting
intermediate and final product storage.

The definition of relief valve has been modified to exclude two
specific pressure contro? svstems: polymerizaticr shorister
systems and refrigeratec wazer systems. Also, emissions “rom
pressure relief devices that control exhaust gas flow to
incinerators are not censidered relief valve discharges.

The deTinition of leak has been clarified by adding the EPA test

method con which Teagk measurements are o be

o

zsed., The orovicicn

fqnl

specifying that leaks are emissions not regulated under exhaust gas
provisions has been dropped.

Three-hour averaging periods have been specified in the
oxychlorination vent standard and in three other provisions where
exhaust gas limits are prescribed. (Three-hour averages were
specified in all other exhaust gas provisions in the proposed
standard.)

Certain open-ended lines have been made exempt from Subpart V
requirements.

The provision allowing plants to demonstrate effectiveness of
existing leak detection and repair programs through a performance
test of a sample of valves has been revised to more clearlyv indicate
the number of valves regquired to be tested.

Method 601 of 40 CFR 136.3 was approved and incorporated by reference
for measurement of VC in inprocess wastewater,

The American Society of Testing and Materials (ASTM) method for
determining by process sample whether equipment is in VC service
has been incorporated by reference.

The definition of connector in Subpart V has been modified to allow
exemption from reporting and recordkeeping requirements for all
screwed and welded connectors and flanged connectors that are
covered by insulation or other materials.
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1.2 SUMMARY OF

No changes

standard have occurred since proposal.
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2.0 SUMMARY OF FUBLIC COMUENTS AND RESPONSES

This document includes responses to public comments on the proposed
revisions to the YC stancdard. A list of the commenters, their a®filiatiors,

and the EPA docket numbers assigned fto their correspondence is given in

Tetle T-2. The comiments cre crganized according to fopic in “he 707 0w o
sections.

2.1 General Policy ancd Legal Issues

2.2 PRevisions to Pelief Valve Discharge Standard

2.3 Revisions to Leak Detection and Repair Requirements

2.4 Definitions

2.5 Revisions to Other Parts of the Standard

2.6 Miscellaneous

2.1 GENERAL PCLICY AND LEGAL ISSUES

Comment Level of Standard

Six commenters (IV-D-1, I1V-D-2, TV-D-6, IV-D-11, IV-D-12, IV-D-13)
addressed the Tevel of control associated with the VC standard. Three
commenters (IV-D-1, IV-D-2, IV-D-6) agreed with the EPA's decision not to
regulate additicnal sources or change the quantitative emission 1imits of the
standard. They alleged no basis exists for making the standard more stringent
based on health effects, and that there is no new technology which would
justify a more stringent standard. One commenter (IV-D-6) further stated
that in light of the EPA's findings that other regulations have been effective
in reducing VC emissions, a more stringent standard under Section 112 cannot
be justified. In contrast, four other commenters {(IV-D-11, IV-D-12, IV-D-13,
IV-D-16) stated that the level of the standard would be weakened by the
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TABLE 2-1. LIST OF COMMENTERS ON PRCPOSED REVISIONS
TC THE VINYL CHLORIDE STANDARD

. a A
Docke* Ttem Number Commenter and AFfiliation
L. “. C. Holorock

The Yinyl Institute

355 Lexington Avenue

Mew York, New Yorl 10017
Pate: March 15, 1985

avid L, L

ccidental Chemical Corporation
P.C. Box 699

Pottstown, Pennsylvania 19464
Pate: March 19, 1985

(g

IV-D-3 J. C. Ledvina
Vista Chemical Company
P.0. Rox 19029
Houston, Texas 77224
Date: March 21, 1885

Iv-D-4 R. R. Kienle
Shell Qi1 Company
P.0. Box 4320
Houston, Texas 77210
Date: March 19, 1985

IV-D-5 Paul M. King
PPG Industries, Inc.
One PPG Place
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 15272
Date: March 22, 1985

IV-D-6 John T. Barr
Air Products and Chemicals, Inc.
P.0. Rox 538
Allentown, Pennsylvania 18105
Date: March 20, 1985

IvV-0-7 William T. Newman
Georgia Gulf Corporation
P.0. Box 629
Plaquemine, Louisiana 70765-0629
Date: March 206, 1985

%The docket number for this prciject is A-81-21. Dockets are on file at
EPA's Central Docket Section in Washington, D.C.
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TABLE 2-1 (Continued). LIST OF COMMEMTERS ON PROPOSED REVISICNS
TO THE VINYL CHLORIDE STANCARD

o - z H

Dow Chemical U.S.A.
2030 Willard H. Do
“idland, Micnica

Date: March 19

o=t Cevaiaine UL Ton
Chemical ManuTaciurers dsscciaz or
2501 M Street, N.w.
Washington, D.C. 20037
Pate: March 25, 1885

1Y-D-10 Charles A. Johnson
National Solid Wastes Management
Asscciation
1730 Rhode Island Avenue, N.Y.
Washington, D.C. 20G3€
Date: March 71, 1985

1y-p-11 Jeffrey G. Mack
Delaware House of Representatives
Dover, Delaware 19GC4
Date: March 21, 1985

—t
D

b-12 David D. Doniger
Naticnal Resources Defense Council
1350 New York Avenue, N.W.
wWashington, D.C. 20005
Date: March 25, 1985

v-D-13 Tom Carper
U.S. House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515
Date: March 25, 1985

Iv-p-14 James D. Fannin
The BF Goodrich Company
6100 Oak Tree Boulevard
Cleveland, Ohio 44131
Date: March 19, 1985

4The docket number for this project is A-81-21. Dockets are on file at
EPA's Central Docket Section in Yashington, [O.C.
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TABLE 2-1 (Concluded). LIST OF COMMENTERS ON PROPCSED REVISICNS
TO THE VINYL CHLORIDE STANDARD

Cockes Tmem Mims2n” loimiarter and AFT T i
TV-0-1Z W. o Zaitay Barton
Borden Inc.
165 N. Washingten Avenue
Columbus, Chio 43212
Date: March 25, 1985
2V-3-10 feiricia L. Yorzon

Louisiana Cepartment oF
Environmental Cuality

P.C. Box 44066

Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70804

Date: April 2, 1985

4The docket number for this project is A-81-21. Dockets are on file at
EPA's Central Docket Section in Washington, D.C.
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proposed changes and should be made more stringent. One commenter (IV-D-11)
stated that EPA should replace the standard with cne which provides additicnal
risk reduction. The other commenter (IV-D-13) argued that the level of the
standard should be based on the protection of public health and the envircn-
mert, rather than the ability o iucustry to corply with the s*tandard. Trs
commenter stated fthe level o7 the standarc should provice incernti.e “or tre

development of improved emission control systems.
p

Response

These comments retate o how ZPR seiects tre level oFf cor*rol for
standards under Section 112 of the Clean Air Act. As noted by these
commenters, standards set by EPA under Section 112 reflect the level of
control necessary to provide an ample margin of safety to protect public
health. However, in contrast to some of the commenters, EPA believes that
this level of control must also be achievable to be meanirgful and to avoid
being arbitrary and capricious. The VC standard, established in 1976 as an
appropriate level of control under Section 112, represented the most stringent
level of control that can be achieved by VC and PYC plants based on best
available technologies, while avoiding unreasonable cost. Because the
revisions to the standard proposed on January 9, 1985, did not substantively
change the level of control associated with the standard, EPA consicered
these comments in the context of the Tevel of control established in 1976.
As discussed in more detail in the following response, EPA concluced that the

level of contro? in the VC standard is appropriate.

Comment Zero Discharge Goal and Consideration of Costs

Two commenters (IV-D-1, IV-D-6) concurred with the EPA's conclusion that
Section 112 of the Clean Air Act does not require emissions of VC to be
eliminated. One of the commenters (IV-D-1) added that the 1977 proposed
amendments were based on the "erroneous premise" that a zero discharge level
should be achieved. In contrast, another commenter {IV-D-12) pointed out
that EPA previously recognized a zero emissions goal.
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Three commenters (IV-D-6, IV-D-8, IV-D-12) addressed the use of costs
and cost effectiveness in the development of the standard. Ore commenter
(IV-D-6) emphasized the importance of a sound, cost-effective regulation.
The second commenter (TV-D-8) stated that the proposed modifications *o the
standard are aimed at recducing erissions in *he mwost cosi-effective narnar,
even though some new requirements have been adaed. Conversely, “wo commerTers
{Iv-D-11, IV-D-12) objected to the EPA's consideration of costs in developing
the VC standard.

Resconse

In the EPA's ‘udgment, the VC standard protects the public health within
the meaning of Section 112, and EPA may consider cost and feasibility in
setting the standard. The EPA views are explained in the 1975-76 VC rule-
making, and in the Agency's brief in NRDC v. EPA, No. 85-1150 (D.C. Cir).

The NRDC/EDF provided no new information on this issue.

Comment Emission Standards vs. Equipment and Work
Practice Standards

The commenter (IV-D-16) stated that uncertainties in the existing
standard have required enforcement personnel to develop enforcement policies
outlining the level of effort expected of plants for compliance. The commenter
recommended that revisions to the standard specify required equipment and
operating practices for meeting the existirg Timits. Revising the standard
in this manner would ensure continued strict con*rol of VC emissions while
previding industry and enforcement personnel with specific guidance on
required level of effort. The result would be more effective enforcement of
the standard.

Response
Under the requirements of the Clean Air Act, as amended, EPA is to set

emission (i.e., performance) 1imits wherever possible and to allow the owners
and operators of affected facilities to achieve that 1imit in any way
available. In the case of VC emissions, it is both possible and appropriate
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to establish an emission Timit for most sources. Thus, EPA can not require
the use of specific types of equipment for most of the sources covered by the
standard. However, where it is not practicable to set an emission standard,

EPA has required the use cof equipmert and other work practices.

Commen® Fvidence o7 Human fe2lih isk
One commenter (I1VY-D-1) questioned the need for a standard regulating VC
emissiors on the bHasis of health risks, citing *the absence’o‘ human deaths
related to VC exposure in the vicinity of requlated plants. Another commenter
TULTLTd craram enat ~hg
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Response
Generally, the absence of specific evidence linking human deaths related

to VC emissions to the environment is not indicative of the absence of risk
from these emissions. At the time the original VC standard was developed,
unit risk factors were developed based on studies of the health effects from
exposure to VC emissions. These health studies implicated instances of liver
angiosarcoma, other cancers, and noncarcinogenic disorders in animals from
inhalation of VC. While there have been no recent epidemiological studies
relating to exposure to VC emissions, instances of liver angiosarcoma in
individuals exposed to VC have been reported. As part of the review of the
VC standard, the EPA carcinocen assessment group reviewed the original health
studies and subsequent health information which confirmed the 1ink between VC
exposure and brain and liver cancer. The review concluded that the health
effects associated with VC and the risk estimates developed at the time of
the original standard remain valid.

To the extent that the original VC standard has been effective in
reducing or eliminating incidences of cancer due to exposure to VC, then the
efforts of EPA, industry and individuals in controlling VC emissions have
been successful. However, given the latency period for health effects and
the existence of confounding variables in exposure and development of cancer,
both the Agency and industry should continue to make reasonable efforts to
continue controlling VC emissions.
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Comment Technology Demonstration Requirements
One ccmmenter (IY-D-12) stated that there is no language in Section 112
which would require a control technology or emission level to be demonstrated

in ordaer to serve as the basis of a MESHAP. The commenter pointed to the

. . . - : . ‘ P
- h AT A ; . AmvAac S v x T oa =
2TeNnT TR The 2reamTs nhat TPV renyesents In ChEET lzve D

[2Y)

ct

b
p
I

[EIR

1y

PR [V g i R

«

cntrot whicn has been cersistantly achiaved” as indicative thas P4 was
applying such a requirement in evaluating alternative exhaust gas limits.
The commenter stated that the requirements of Séction 112 are intended to be
technology forcing, based on projections of the capabilities of technology

rather tnan or past acn”

D

yamanTg

Resgonse

The VC standard was established at a level which was determined to be
achievable using best available control technologies. The da*a on VC emissions
control indicate that a 5 ppm emission 1imit would not be consistently
achievable, and EPA selected a 10 ppm emission limit to reflect the level of
control required by the standard. In doing so, EPA considered both the
feasibility of this level of control and the health impacts resulting from
this control level including that the standard provides an ampie margin of
safety for public health.

Comment Withdrawal of 1977 Proposal
Three commenters (IV-D-4, IY-D-7, IV-D-14) stated their support for the
EPA's withdrawal of the 1977 proposed amendments to the standard.

Response
As discussed in the preamble (50 FR 1183), EPA did not believe it was

appropriate to leave the proposed amendments to the VC standard in effect or
to promulgate amendments based on the proposed amendments. This decision was
the outcome of a review procedure that considered the 1977 proposal, as well
as a recent reevaluation of existing and new control technologies, of VC
sources not regulated by the standard and of enforcement and compliance
experience since promulgation of the standard.

2-8



Comment Effectiveness of VC Standard
One commenter [IY-D-14) sta*ed that the industry has effectively
implemernted the YC standard as evidencecd by the fact that actual VC emission

reductions under the standard have exceeded the oricina’ standard estimates.
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expense to plants in Louisiana to install control equipment and implement

crerating procsdures to mee® the standard.

%0 response necessary.

Comment Clarification of Preamble and Peculation
Three commenters (IV-D-1, IV-D-6, IV-D-9) stated that the explanation ¢~

the standard contained in the preamble and the language of the standard

itself need to be clarified and made more consistent. One commenter {IV-D-1)

suggested that the interpretative language of the preamble be incorporated

into the standard, where appropriate, to help ensure consistent interpretation.

The commenter stressed the importance of resolving uncertainties associated

with the standard to prevent unnecessary cost to the industry and EPA. A

second commenter (IV-D-€) also emphasized the need to remove all ambiguity

from the standard to prevent the costs of negotiation and litication caused

by differing interpretations cf the standard.

Response

One purpose of the proposed revisions was to enhance the clarity of the
requirements of the VC standard. A1l specific instances of confusion over
provisions of the standard and the language of the preamble cited by the
commenters have been addressed in other responses directed toward the relief
valve definition, the leak detection requirements, the applicability cf the
standard to storage tanks, the three-hour averaging period, and other issues.
The EPA believes that with these clarifications the requirements of the
standard are clear and consistent with the intent of this action.



Comment Need to Update Standard

The commenter (IV-D-14) emphasized the need to update the stancard hased
on eight years of experience by EPA and industry since prcmulgation of the
standard. He noted that EPA has effectivelyv analyzed experience under <ihe

standard in ceveloping revisions.

Response
No response necessary,

Cemrent Authority for Work Practice Standards

The commenter {IV-D-1) restated industry's position during the original
rulemaking that EPA had no legal authority at that time to promulgate work
practice rules.

Response
What the Agency's authority was in 1976 is not a subject of this

rulemaking.
2.2 REVISIONS 7O RELIEF VALVE DISCHARGE STANDARD

2.2.1 Numerical Limit Format

Comment Numerical Limit Format

Seven ccmmenters (IV-D-2, IV-D-7, IV-D-G, IV-D-12, IV-D-13, IY-D-14,
IV-D-16) addressed the numerical 1limit format selected for the relief valve
discharge standard.

Four commenters (IV-D-11, IV-D-12, IV-D-13, I1V-D-16) objected to the
proposal to grant an allowable relief valve discharge rate. One of these
commenters (IV-D-16) stated that although the proposed revised relief valve
discharge requirements more clearly specify which relief valve discharges are
in violation of the standard, they do not penalize discharges which may be
caused by gross negligence. The second commenter (IV-D-12) urged EPA to
retain the existing standard that relief valve discharges are violations of
the standard unless unpreventable. The commenter stated that EPA has presented



no analysis of the "significant" burden on Agency resources which was cited

<3}
wr
—
(4

as one reascn for the propcsal. Further, the commenter stated that prevert
discharges should be avoided as a matter of principle, and pointed out that
relief va've discharges are the single largest remaining socurcs of VC emicsions
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provision as teing a significant weakening o7 th

enforcement policy has rcutinely concluded that the vast majority of releases

are preventable. The commenter exgressed concern “haf the nrumaricz? Timi<c

would legitimize the current discharce rates by industry, recardiess of the
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proposed numerical standards are not consistent with the Congressicnal intans
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for the regulation of hazardous substances. The commenter pointed out that
the proposed standards would be less stringent than the reauirements of &
consent agreement reached in a recent case against Formosa Plastics in
Delaware. The commenter stated that the recent relief valve discharge
performance of the Fermosa Plastics facility would not have been af7ected by
the proposed standard, even though it was the top VC emitter in the country.
Both commenters IV-D-11 and IV-D-12 urged EPA to drop the proposed revisions
and to develop more stringent requirements for relief valve discharges.

Four commenters (IV-D-2, I1V-D-7, 1V-D-9, IV-D-14) expressec general
support for the EPA's proposal of numerical 1imits. One of these commenters
(IV-D-14) stated his belief that the proposed numerical limits for relief
valve discharges are practical but sufficiently stringent to recguire further
progress by industry in preventing discharges. Another of these commenters
(IV-D-2) further urged EPA to adopt an enforcement policy of reviewing ali
relief valve discharge incidents in excess of the 1imits and suspending
enforcement if those incidents were deemed to be emergencies.

Response
At the time the original VC standard was developed, it was recognized

that relief valves and other safety relief devices are a potential source of
VC emissions which are controllable through a combination of equipment and
work practices. However, information was not available on the effectiveness
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of control measures on relief valve discharge performance.

standard reguiated relief valve discharge emissicns by prohibiting all

The original

nonemergency discharges. Emergency discharges are described as those which

could not have been avoided by taking measures to prevent the discharce.
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emissions except those rasuiting from emergency discharges.
During the review of the VC standard becun in 1980 and
1982, including enforcement and compliance experience under

EPA enforcement personnel reported significan®t manpower and

ments wevre heing nsed To agnitor comriiance wi-h tha rzlie”

standard. lhis was primarily cue to the effori required to
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evaluate each relief valve discharge for preventability. The review study

also found that many producers were uncertain ahout whether
with the relief valve discharge standard. The review study
the format of the standard should be reviewed, primarily to

they compliecd

concluded that

reduce the

enforcement burden on EPA and to improve industryv's understandinc of com-
pliance requirements. Based on the recommendations of the review study, EPA
set out to establish a standard for relief valve discharges based on numerical
discharge 1imits reflecting performance representative of compliance with the
original standard. The results of this effort to reformat the relief valve
discharge standard were proposed in January 1985 {see 50 FR 1182).

In response to comments objecting to the proposed revised relief valve
discharge requirements, EPA has reconsidered the proposed action to add new
numerical 1'imits for relief valve discharges. In particular, EPA has reviewed
the basis for the review study recommendations that the format of the standard
be changed (i.e., to reduce enforcement burden and to improve understanding
of compliance requirements). During the five years since the review study
was conducted, efficiency of activities relating to the enforcement of relief
valve discharge standard has improved. This is due in large part to experience
established over the Tast 5 years in enforcing the original standard. As a
result, EPA enforcement personnel consider this standard to be much less
resource and manpower intensive. Furthermore, enforcement actions taken by
EPA against a number cf plants since the time of the review study have served



two purposes. First, they have resulted in improved control of relief valve
discharges accompanied by a recuction in relief valve discharge emissions.
Second, some of these enforcement actions have resulted in consent decrees
which ocutline specific measures required to be taken by the individual o
for cemeirance curposes. Trese consent decrees not only serve to clari®y
compliiance reauirements for the subject plan® but serve as guideiines fow al
plants of the %types of measures deemed appropriate by EPA for controlling
relief valve discharges. In this way, undars*anding of compliance reauirements
has been appreciab’y improved. Because these recent findings tend *o invali-

date tne majior conclusions ¢¥ the review studv, EPA believes it ic ro lonzer

(D

appropriate to retormat the original standard. Consequently, the propcsed

numerical Timits for relief valve discharges are not being promulgated.

2.2.2 Level of Numerical Limits

Comment Cap on Mass Emissions, 100-Pound
De Minimus Exemption

The commenter (IV-D-13) stated that the revised relief valve discharge
limits should also include a cap on the size of discharges so that the
quantity of VC emitted is regulated in addition to the frequency of discharge
events.

Twe commenters (IV-D-2, IV-D-7) recommended that relief valve discharges
less than 100 pounds be exempted from the revised relief valve discharge
requirements. One of the commenters (IV-D-7) emphasized the small environ-
mental impact of brief relief valve "chatter” incidents. The second commen*er
(Iv-D-2) stated that the administrative burden and personnel requirements for
investigating, documenting, reporting, and negotiating minor discharges are
disproportionate to the corresponding hazard to human health.

Response
As discussed in Section 2.2.1, EPA has decided not to reformat the

original standard with numerical limits. The original relief valve discharge
standard provides for review of all discharges, including both large and
small discharges. Any relief valve discharge which is preventable is in
violation of the standard and subject to enforcement.

2-13



Comment Numerical Limit Applied to EDC/VC Production Units
Three commenters (IY-D-1, 1V-D-5, IV-D-14) provided recommendations an

applying the relief valve discharge limit for EDC/VC plants to multi-unit

cecmplexes and expanded plants. Commenter IV-D-1 recuested that the limit of

1 A3k vasy ko o=
4 CISChavCes o2y vedy pe anp

izd tc each individual procduction urit within =

TV

poant. Commenter 1V-0-£ suggested that the 1imit be appiied separately *o
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each discrete plant under separate management in a multi-plant complex.
Commenter IV-D-1 a7so recommended that the relief valve discharge Timit be
appiied to each new EDC/YC production unit added to an existing facility.

Alternatively, Comrenter 1Y-0-1 agreed with the suggestion of ancther commenzer
{IV-D-14) that the limit for expanded EDC/VC plants be increased in propertion
+

to the increase in production capacity.

Response
As discussed in Section 2.2.1, EPA has decided not to revise the reljef

valve discharge requirements by adding numerical limits. As done currently,
EPA will continue to evaluate the preventability of each discharge.

2.2.3 Control Measures

Comment Equipment Requirements in Relief Valve
Discharge Standard

The commenter (IV-D-16) requested that the revised standard delineate
the types of measures considered adequate to prevent unnecessary discharaes
from relief valves and failed equipment. In particular, the commenter
(IV-D-16) recommended that a provision be added to the standard requiring a
Tevel of redundancy for any equipment and control instrumentation which
influence operating pressures so that failure of a single equipment piece or
control instrument does not cause a relief valve discharge from
overpressurization.

Response
{he approach reccmmended by the commenter is inappropriate in this case.

The Clean Air Act, as amended, requires EPA to establish emission standards
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(i.e., performance standards) unless they
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of plant owners and operators appears to be an important factor in controlling

relief valve discharge occurrences.

During visits to five PYC
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plants with

good performance records, EPA learned that these plants had effectively

implemented different combinations of ecu
preventing relief valve discharges [Docke
findings, EPA continues to believe that i

ipment and work practices for
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Rased on these

t is more effective to allow plants

to develop their own combination of preventive measures that will enable them

to eliminate preventable discharges 1imits rather than to prescribe control

measures.

The EPA agrees that redundant instrumentation and certain other eaquipment

are an important factor in prevention of relief valve discharges at some

plants. However, the Tevel of reduncdancy

varies according tc plant and the

type of discharge tc be controlled and cannot be uniformly specified for all

plants. Generally, at least one level of

redundancy for key instrumenta*ior

and equipment affecting relief valve discharge incidence is considered by EPA

to be necessary for proper operation and maintenance.

Comment

Gasholder Containment System

Two commenters (IV-D-11, IV-D-12) urged EPA to strengthen the standard
by specifying the use of all available equipment and practices to minimize

emissions, particularly gasholders.

One of the commenters (IV-D-12) stated

that gasholder containment systems are feasible and should not be rejected on
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the basis of cost or the small quantity of emissions that would be controlled
through a gashclder system. The commenter asserted that cost is an inappro-
priate factor for consideration under Section 112 and that gasholder
containmert systems have been installed pursuanrt %o enfercement acticns.
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Response

Gasholders are one of many control measures that are available to plants
to control relief valve discharge emissions. In fact, some plants currently
have gasholders available as part of the VC recovery system or as a surge
vessel feeding the incinerator or other primary control device (Docket Item
II-A-19). At least one PVC plant vents relief valves on certain equipment
(i.e., equipment other than reactors and storage spheres) to a gasholder
(Docket Item II-B-31). The EPA is unaware of any plant that currently vents
relief valves on PYC reactors directly to a gasholder.

ATthouch gasholders may be appropriate technology for certain plants to
reduce relief valve discharge emissions, they are not essential centrol
technology for all plants, as evidenced by the fact that some plants with the
lTowest relief valve discharce rates do not have gasholders. Conseguently,
EPA believes it is inappropriate to require gasholders for all plants,
However, EPA does not discourage the use of gasholder containment systems as
a control technology for relief valve discharges when appropriate.

2.2.4 Applicability of Numerical Limits

Comment Multiple Discharges During Single
Overpressure Event
Three commenters (IV-D-1, IV-D-3, IV-D-6) requested that multiple relief
valve discharges that occur from the same piece of equipment because of a
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single overpressure event be considered a single discharge regardless of

whether they cccur simultaneousiv.

Response

This comment revers to the methad for counting discharges under the
propcsed revised requirements Tor relief vaive discharges which EPA has
decided not to promulgate (see Section 2.2.1). The number of relief valves
*hat discharce during an cverpressure event is nct critical to compliance

determinations under the curreni standard.

Comment Discharges VYented to a Control Device

wo commenters (IV-D-1, IV-D-14) requested additional clarification on
the appticability of the relief valve discharge limits to discharges that are
vented to a control device. One commenter (IV-D-1) sugcested the Timits
specify that only discharges direct to the atmosphere are to be considered
when determining compliance with the Timits. The second commenter {(IV-D-14)
questioned whether a relief valve discharge vented to a control device not
meeting the 10 ppm limit would be counted as a relief valve discharge for
compliance purposes. He expressed concern that both a 10 ppm violation and a
relief valve discharge violation could be cited if the standard does not
clearly indicate that relief valve discharges conveyed to a ccntrol device
are no longer considered to be relief valve discharges regardiess of whether

10 ppm is achieved.

Response
As with the previous comment, this comment refers to the method of

determining which relief valve discharges are subject to the numerical
discharge limits. Although EPA has decided not to revise the relief valve
discharge standard (see Section 2.2.1), the discussion on which discharges
are subject to the standard remains valid. Specifying that only relief valve
discharges direct to the atmosphere are to be considered relief valve dis-
charges for compliance purposes is inconsistent with the EPA’s intent.

Reiief valves that discharge to headers that ultimately discharge to the



atmosphere without control are clearly intended by EPA to be relief valve
discharges subiect to the standard.

As explained in the preamble to the proposed revisions (50 FR 118¢),
relief valve discharges that are vented tc a control device meeting 10 ppm
are exempt from *he relief valve discharge standarc. Analyses “ndicate that

Eay

a ©9.9 percent reducticn in VC conteni is achievabie when a relief valve
discharge is vented through a control device designed to reduce emissions to
10 ppm. Conseguently, although it is not feesible to vent all relief valve
discharges to a control device, benefits in emission reductions are attainable

~

in many cases. Therefore, the ZIFA supports and encourages the ventirg of
relief valve discharges to a control device as long as such venting does no*
interfere with the ability of the control device to reduce exhaust gas
emissions to 10 ppm. In the event that a relief valve discharge is vented to
a control device while it is not meeting 10 ppm, both the standards for

exhaust gas and relief valve discharges are applicable.

2.2.5 Compliance Method
Comment Batch Production Rate at Bulk Plants
Two commenters (IV-D-1, IV-D-2) requested that the relief valve discharge

compliance method for bulk PVC plants be changed to allow separate counting
of prepolymerization and postpolymerization batches.

Response

This comment is not relevant because it refers to counting of batches
for demonstrating compliance with proposed 1imits on the number of discharces
per 100 batches. As discussed in Section 2.2.1, EPA has decided not to
revise the relijef valve discharge standard,

Comment Effect of Batch Production Rates

One commenter (IV-D-1) stated that the method for determining compliance
with the relief valve discharge 1imits for PVC plants unduly penalizes plants
whose batch production rates are slightly less than the exact number of
batches needed to qualify for the next integer of permitted discharges. The
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commenter alleged that the method is unfair because business conditions alone
determine how many batches a plant makes. A second commenter [1V-D-15) alsc
pointed cut the penalty to plants operating at low capacity (less than 2,852
batches per vear) such that a single discharoe would violate the Tirit,

Resncrse

As with the previous ccmment, this comment is not relevart because Efa
is no lcncer plarnirg to measure compliarce with the relief valve dischargs

standard at PVC plants based cn a number of allowable discharges per batch

Commen* Rounding of Calculated Discharge Frecuency
One commenter (IV-D-2) obiected to the "preciseness" of the proposed
relief valve discharge limits and requested clarification on how rounding

would be used to compare calculated discharge frequencies to the limits.

Response

As with previous comments, this comment is no longer relevant.

Comment Low Batch Rate Provision
Three commenters (IV-D-1, IV-D-9, IV-D-14) recommended alternative
language for the proposed provision in 40 CFR 61.65(a)(1)(iii) pertaining to

allowahle discharges at low batch production PVC plants.

Response
As with previous comments, this comment is no longer relevant.

Comment 2-Year vs. 12-Month Compiiance Period
Three commenters (IV-D-1, 1V-D-2, IV-D-6), pointed out that the relief
valve discharge 1imits are based on two years of performance data but are
applied on an annual basis. Accordingly, two of the commenters (IV-D-2,
IV-D-6) stated that a 2-year compliance period would be more appropriate.



Respanse

As with previous comments, this comment is no longar relevant.

Comment Fixed 12-Month Ccmpliance Feriod
Twe commenters (IV-0-3, IV-D-2) recormended that thz copp “arce zarias
for re’ief valve discharges be chanced from a 12-menth period rotiing ever

6 months to a fixed 12-month period to ensure that the same discharge or

group cof discharges are nc* counted tcwards more than cne exceedence.

D

Responss

As with previous comments, this comment is no Tonger relevant.

193}
1

Comment Alternative Regulation Format
The commenter (IV-D-2) suggested that the basis of prescribing the
relief valve discharge 1imits for PVC plants be revised by adopting "a svstem
of permitted discharges, expressed as whole integers, for increasing incre-
ments of ranges of number of batches polymerized: 2,858 to 5,716 5,716 to

8,754; etc."

Response

As with previous comments, this comment is no longer relevant.

2.2.6 Reporting Reauirements

Comment 10-Day vs. Quarteriy Report
Three commenters (IV-D-12, I1V-D-13, IV-D-1€) objected to the chance in

relief valve discharge reporting requirements from 10-day to gquarterly

reporting. Two of the commenters (IV-D-12, IV-D-13) stated that a shorter

reporting period would alert State, Federal and local officials as well as

the public of VC releases sooner. Commenter IV-D-12 urged adoption of a
24-hour reporting requirement as consistent with requirements of the
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA).
The third commenter (IV-D-16) explained that the current practice for enforce-
ment personnel to complete investigations of discharges within 45 days of the
incident has been mutually advantageous to industry and enforcement personnel.
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Response

The EPA has reviewed enforcement data and agrees with the commenters
that retention of the 10-day reporting requirement is desirable. Federal,
State anc Tocal officials promptly review these reports and use the irformation
contained therein in enforcewment activity to aid in the preventicr ¢° repeat
inciderts. Allowing a longer reporting period would nct only make it more
aifficult to investigate a release because of the passage of time, but would
unnecessarily delay appropriate action by *he enforcement agency and pcssibly
also the source. Further, 10 cays is a sutficient time for sources to gather
the neeced information to prepare a report,

A 24-hour reporting requirement was not selected. The EPA telieves that
the benefits of the 10-day reports would not be significantly increased by
24~-hour reporting. Also, at least one State already requires its scurce to
report discharges by telephone within three hours. The EPA feels that other
States may also include the requirement if the need and enforcement resources
exist. Owners and operators should review and consider the need to report
emissions of VC as they relate to the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA). In particular, emissions of VC not
allowed by the VC standard and greater than the CERCLA "reportable quantity"
may need to be reported to the National Response Center.

2.3 REVISIONS TO LEAK DETECTION AND REPAIR REQUIREMENTS

2.3.1 Need for Subpart V in VC Standard
Comment Reauest to Drop Subpart V

Several commenters urged dropping the addition of Subpart V in the VC
standard.

Five commenters (IV-D-4, IV-D-3, IV-D-5, IV-D-14, IV-D-15) stated that
existing leak detection and elimination programs are at least as effective as
Subpart V in controlling equipment leaks. According to these commenters,
applying Subpart V to the VC industry is not justified because emission
reduction would be insignificant and no health benefit would result. Further-
more, Subpart V would create additional administrative burden that would
necessitate an increase in resource and manpower requirements.
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Two commenters (IV-D-3, IV-D-12) stated that incorporation of Subpart V
in the VC standard could potentially result in less stringent control of
equipment leaks because some plants have existing leak detection and elimi-
ration programs with more siringent leak definitions than Subpart V. Commenter
[V-D-12 urged EPA to prepare and meke public a peoint-bv-point analtvsis
comparing existing leak detection anc eliminetion prearams o requirements ir
Subpart V.

Response

The original VC standard required implementation of a formalized Lrogran
for detection of leaks from equipment in VC service and elimination of these
leaks. This program was based on an area-wide monitoring system and routine
use of a portable monitor to detect leaks. Detailed requirements for these
Teak detection and repair programs were not specified; rather, plants were
required to develep their own plans subject to approval. During the review
of the original standard, EPA found that existing leak detection and repair
programs implemented by plants vary significantly from plant to plant (Docket
Item II-A-19). While some of the differences in these programs resulted from
site-specific differences in plants (e.g., layout of plant, background
concentration, etc.), others resulted from ineffective approaches to routine
Teak detection and repair. For example, differences in plant programs
include variations in leak definitions and monitoring practices. Leak
definitions used in conjunction with portable monitors are very stringent 110
to 25 ppm) at scme plants, while some plants have no specific leak level
defined for portable monitors. Some Teak definition concentration levels
were comparable to the 10,000 ppm used in the routine program of Subpart V
but were based on measuring the leak at a distance from the equipment rather
than at the surface (leak interface) of the equipment as required by Subpart V.
Similarly, some plants routinely monitor equipment components for leaks with
a portable monitor on a formal schecdule, while others monitor for leaks only
when indicated by an area monitor detection. These differences can signifi-
cantly affect the effectiveness of leak detection and repair programs. Pased
on these findings, EPA concluded that more specific leak detection and repair



requirements should be established for certain equipment in VC service. The
EPA did not propose to charge the Tevel of control (emission cr risk reductions
or cost implications) with this part of the VC standard as some commenters

indicated, but instead proposed to nreovide a2 bet*er way to eveluate compliance
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EPA selected equipment and work practice recuirements thaz reoresent an
effective leak detection and repair program and included them in 40 CFR Part
61 Subpart V. This subpart, promulgated on June 6, 1284, established leak
detection and repair requirements for equipment in volatile hazardous air
pollutant (VHAP) service. These requirements were specifically developed to
reqgulate emissions of hazardous pollutants such as benzene and are equally
applicable to VC. Accordingly, EPA proposed to designate VC as a VHAP in the
context of Subpart V. Addition of Subpart V to the VC standard would ensure
effective control of equipment leaks on a consistent basis throughout the VC
and PVC industries. (It should be noted that new, modified, or reconstructed
VC production and recovery plants are covered by the new source performance
stancard for the crganic chemical industry. This standard for VOC emissicn
is essentially identical “o Subpart V.) The basis Tor adding Subpart V tc
the VC standard was explained in detail in the preamble tc the proposed
revisions (50 FR 1190-92).

Prior to the January 9, 1985, proposal, EPA requested and then responded
to industry comments by adjusting how Subpart V is to be applied under the VC
standard. At that time, industry comments emphasized the effectiveness of
existing leak detection and repair programs resulting from compliance with
requirements of the VC standard and OSHA regulations. The industry commenters
suggested that Subpart V be required only for those plants with inferior
programs. While Subpart V already provides alternative standards for reducing
the burden on plants with effective Teak detection and repair programs {see



40 CFR 61.243), industry representatives pointed out that even the alterna-
tive Subpart YV requirements would require plants to inventory equipment
components in VC service, an unreasonable administrative burden according %o

the industry commerters. Even though EPA “inds it difficult to understand

[} ~

now an effective Drocram can exist yithcous an eauinman* faventor .. 2520
responced tou the industry concerns in *“he January 9, 1985, prcoosal ov
allowing plant owners and operators to determine compliance with the alterna-
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tive stancdards in Subpart V by testing a prescribed sample ¢of a77 vaive

wy

*hereby reducing significantly the administrative burden associatec with
‘rventorvineg ¥C service scuinmant,

The cPA disagrees with the comment that Subpart V could result in less
stringent control of equipment leaks than existing programs. In general,
Subpart V represents a better way to determine compliance with requirements
for leak detecticn and repair. In contrast to the provisions for leak
detection and repair programs in the original VC standerd, Subpart V contains
a detailed 1ist of requirements that, once implemented, will result ir
effective control of ecuipment leaks at reasonable cost. Any plants with
effective existing programs based on more stringent leak definitions or
monitoring practices than Subpart V will continue to effectively control
equipment leaks either by implementing Subpart V or continuing with their
existing program. Any increase in ecuipment leak emissions caused by plants
switching to Subpart V would be more than offset by additional reductions
achieved at plants with programs less effective than Subpar: V. In this way,
the overall Tevel of control of equipment Teak emissions would not be changed
by incorporation of Subpart V in the VC standard.

2.3.2 Applicability of Subpart V Under VC Standard
Comment Option to Implement Subpart V
Two commenters (IV-D-2, IV-D-14) recommenced that the regulation clearly

specify that plants may elect to implement Subpart V or continue their
existing leak detection and elimination program supplemented to demonstrate
that less than 2 percent of valves in VC service are leaking. Similarly,
another commenter (IV-D-6) requested that the regulation clearly indicate



that plants demonstrating that less than 2 percent of valves are leaking are
not subject to Subpart V. A third commenter {IV-D-14) also reccmmended thet
plants be given the option of continuing existing programs or complying with
Subpart V, explaining that such an option is appropriate in the absence of

Justification that Subpart V is more effective than existing prograns.

Response

The EPA will use Subpart V, as reeded, to supplement determinaticns cf
compliance with the requirements of §61.65(b). Because Subpart V does not
address some sources covered under SA1.65{bY, Subpart F will serve as the
main basis for determinations of compliance for these sources. For exampie,
Subpart V does not address loading or unloading lines {except to the extent
such lines are open-ended lines or valves) and, therefore, the requirements
of §61.65(b)(1) will be used to evaluate compliance. Other sources covered
by §61.65(b) (e.g., pumps) are also covered by Subpart V. For these sources,
Subpart V will be used to supplement Subpart F when EPA makes compliance
determinations. The EPA decided to propose and promulgate this approach
because, while the work practices and equipment requirements of Subpart F
specify the goal of the original standard, it did not always clearly specify
how to achieve acceptable compliance. For example, the requirements for
pumps [§61.65(a)(3)(7)] require double mechanical seals or equivalent.
Subpart V goes on to define compliance for all the known equivalent systems
for pumps: other dual seal systems and leakless pumps. The only aspect of
Subpart F where compliance determinations would be substantially changed
concerns the routine leak detection and repair requirements of
§61.65(a)(8)(i1). The basis for this decision is discussed in the previous
response and is needed to spell out clearly how compiiance is determined. In
making this change EPA considered options, as requested by industry commenters,
before the standard was proposed and selected an approach as discussed below.

The option recommended by the commenter of continuing the existing leak
detection and elimination program or complying with the Subpart V monitoring
and repair requirements for valves is already offered in the revised standard,
but only for plants who initially, annually, and at the request of EPA
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demonstrate that less than 2 percent of the prescribed sample of valves are
Teaking. Plants failing the performance test at any time may no longer elect
the opticn of only centinuing their existing program and performing an annual
test. Removal of this opticon is not unreasonabie because failure of the
performance test is indicative that improvement in Teak detection and reps’y
techniques is needed and warranted. Such improvement is provided hy the
requirements of Subpart V. However, plants required to comply with al]l
requirements of Subpart V may te able to perform annual leak checks instear
of more frequent monitoring. This is possible because Subpart V contains
alternative provisions exemptinc valves from routine monitoring requirvemen:s

if an annual test demonstrates that less than 2 percent of valves are leakirc.

Comment Additional Equipment Requirements Under Subpart V
Three commenters (IV-D-1, IV-D-8, IV-D-9) noted that the EPA's conclusion
that all equipment except valves and flanges are already controlled to a
Tevel consistent with Subpart V is not adequately reflected in the proposed
requlation. The commenters recommended that the inconsistencies in require-
ments of Subpart V and the VC standard be clarified by listing which
requirements apply to specific equipment.
In particular, several commenters (IV-D-1, IV-D-2, IV-D-3, IV-D-4)
pointed out that Subpart V contains requirements for sensors on pump seals
not found in the VC standarcd and that under the revised standard, plants
would be required to retrofit pumps with seal sensor devices at significant
cost. One of the commenters (IV-D-2) also stated that compliance with the
open-ended valve requirements of Subpart V would require retrofit expenditure.
Another commenter (IV-D-2) expressed concern about the cost ¢f performing
annual leak checks on valves, many of which are reportedly difficult to
access. Three commenters (IV-D-1, IV-D-2, IV-D-4) stated that the area
monitors operated under the VC standard provide adequate leak detection for
seal failures.
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Response
ks stated in the preamble to the proposed revisions (50 FR 1101
addition of Subpart V to the VC standard substantively affects only va

ard flanges in VC service., VMore specifically, even thouch Subroart V will te
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Despite the concerns raised by the commenters, this conclusion is stil]
judged by EPA to be essentially correct with the following exception.

For those plants that have not already adopted the usual incustry
practice of capping open-ended 1ines, Subpart V will require these 1ines to
be capped. Capping of open-ended lines is required both in Subpart V for
controlling equipment leaks of volatile hazardous air pollutants and in the
SOCMI equipment leak standards (40 CFR Part 60 Subpart VV). In both cases,
capping open-ended lines was judged to be a cost-effective method for elimi-
nating Teaks from open-ended Tines. The cost effectiveness of capping
open-ended lines is about $400/Mg YOC. The EPA believes this finding also
applies to mos* cpen-ended lines in VC service. However, EPA inveétigated
the retrofit expenditure for capping open-ended lines at the plants cperated
by Commenter IY-D-3 and found that certain open-ended lines resulting when
multi-purpose lines used to charge materials tc polymerization reactors in
PVC plants are in VC service (i.e., charging VC) may be unreasonable tc cap,
because of the high cost associated with additional piping and other retrofit
requirements (Docket Items IV-C-9, IV-B-10). For this reason, EPA has
decided to exempt certain open-ended lines in batch cperations from the
requirements of Subpart V.

The basis for the comment that compliance with Subpart V would require
plants to retrofit their VC service pumps with seal sensors is unclear. The
VC standard requires plants to minimize emissions from seals on pumps in VC
service by installing sealless pumps, pumps with double mechanical seals, or



equivalent. Plants choosing to meet the requirement by installing pumps with
double mechanical seals are required to maintair the pressure between *the two
seals so that any leak that occurs is into the pump cr by ducting any YC
between the two seals to the primary contre?! device. In crcder to ascertain
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maintain the barrier fluid at a positive pressure to the pumped material.
The EPA considers these types of methods of monitoring the seal system to be
adequate for meeting the Subpart V requirements for seal sensors on pumps
with double mechanical seals.

Comment Approval of Existing Plans

Three commenters (IV-D-1, IV-D-3, IV-D-4) questioned the requirements
for obtaining approval for leak detection and elimination programs. One
commenter (IV-D-4) recommended that resubmission of plans be required only
if plants modify their plans. The second commenter (IV-D-1) recommended that
aiready approved plans be exempt from resubmittal requirements. The commenter
(IV-D-1) suggested that the standard specify that plans submitted fcr approval
that are not acted upon within 60 cays will be considered approved.

The third commenter (IV-D-3) questioned whether effective existing leak
detection and elimination programs would be deemed equivalent tc Subpart V if
they did not contain the extensive administrative requirements of Subpar: V.
The commenter added that past experience in submitting equivalency requests
has indicated that significant man-hours are required to prepare an acceptable
equivalency request.



Response

The commenters misinterpreted the meaning of the provision in preposed
40 CFR 61.65(b)(8) which introduces criteria for approval of leak detecticn
and elimination plans. The EPA does not intend for plants toc resubmit plans
already approved under the origina? standard. Oniy new or modified plans are
recuired to be submitted for approvail under the revised stancard. EPA will
use Subpart V, as an aid, when evaluating compliance with requirements for
numps, compressors and other equipment ccmponents. Heowever, compliance with
the VC standard requirements (in 40 CFR 61.65(b)}(8)(3)) for these ecuipment
compenents represents compliance wi<h Subpart V. TEcuivalency' of exis’ipo
leak detection and elimination programs with the Subpart Y requirements may
be demonstrated through a performance test of valves as prescribed in proposed
40 CFR 61.61(b)(8)(ii). This does not apply to equipment requirements for
pumps and other equipment or the performance standard for leaks from pressure

relief devices.

Comment Basis of Subpart V Requirements

The commenter (IV-D-3) stated that the emission reductions projected for
Subpart V are based on refinery fugitive data and are not accurate for the VC
industry which is a low-leak industry.

Response

Subpart V was deveioped based on leak studies for VOC, in general, and
benzene, specifically. As noted by the commenter, these studies were performed
at petroleum refineries. However, EPA investigated other leak studies per-
formed in the synthetic organic chemical manufacturing industry (SCCMI) in
developing equipment leak standards for SOCMI. (Vinyl chloride production is
part of SOCMI.) The SOCMI equipment leak standard (40 CFR Part 60 Subpart
VV) contains the same equipment and work practice requirements as Subpart V.
The differences between petroleum refinery and SOCMI leak data were found to
be unimportant in developing standards for these industries.

In addition, Subpart V contains a provision for low-leak plants such as
some of the plants in the VC industry (see 40 CFR €1.243). This provision



allows plants that have demonstrated their low-leak status to monitor for
leaks on a less frequent basis and therefore significantly reduce the cost ¢f
controlling equipment leaks to the required level.

Comment Subpart V & Method 21 - Notice for Reyiey

The commenter [ILV-D-3) stated that EPA shculd issve & notice allcwing
for public review and comment on Subpart V and EPA Test Method 21 as they
apply to VC.

Response

Comments on Subpart V and EPA Test Method 21 as they apply to the VC
standard have been considered in developing the promulcated standard for VC.
A separate notice is not needed. Responses to specific comments on Subpart V
and Method 21 as they apply to VC are included in Sections 2.3.7 and 2.3.8.

2.3.3 Alternative Compliance Demonstration Option
Comment VOC Service vs. VC Service Components
Four commenters (IV-D-1, IV-D-4, IV-D-8, IV-D-9) requested that the
provision allowing plants to demonstrate equivalency of leak detection and
elimination programs with Subpart V through a performance test specify a
sample of VC service valves to be tested instead of VOC service valves. Two
of the commenters (IV-D-8, IV-D-9) stated that testing of VOC service valves
is inappropriate under a standard regulating VC.

Response
The EPA agrees that specifying a performance test of valves in VC

service would be more appropriate for demonstrating the effectiveness of a
plant's leak detection and repair program for controlling VC leaks. Subpart V
already includes an option for plants to demonstrate their program's effec-
tiveness through an annual performance test of VC service valves (see

40 CFR 61.243). However, in response té concerns raised by industry represen-
tatives, EPA recognized if a performance test of VC service valves is



prescribed, some plants would have to identify, tag and keep a recerd of all
VC service valves for the first time. At the August 30, 1684, meeting of the

Mational Air Pollution Control Techniques Advisory Committee (NAPCTAC),

3SSOCIATEC wiin tecging equinrent ana mainzaining records. Tne Z7- e o2vis
this administrative burden can be reduced without affecting the Tevel of
centrol exnectec to be demonstrated during the performance test by aligwin-
plants tc test a sample of vaives in VOC service which are more readiiy
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service veives is Dasec on tne assurption that if 2 percent cr
tested VOC service vaives are leaking, it is reasonable to expect that
2 percent or less of the VC service subset of these valves are leaking.

Based on these ccnsiderations, tPA sees no reason to revise this provision.

Comment, Leak Criteria

Two commenters (IV-D-8, IV-D-9) recommended that the provision allowing
plants to demonstrate equivalency of existing leak detection and elimination
programs with Subpart V through a performance test specify that instrument
readings exceeding the plant's approved leak definiticn be used as the leak
criteria rather than instrument readings greater than 10,000 ppm as specified
in Subpart V. The commenter stated that use of the plant-specific leak
definition would be more consistent with the provision requiring plants to
develop leak definitions as part of their leak detection and elimination
programs.

Response

The commenter apparently believes that if a performance test is to
demonstrate the effectiveness of existing leak detection and repair programs
practiced by plants relative to the Subpart V requirements, it should be
based on the Teak definition implemented as part cf the existing program. In
contrast, EPA believes that demonstration of effectiveness of existing
programs [relative to Subpart V! can be achieved only with a performance test
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on valves using the leak criterion in Subpart V (i.e., instrument readings of
greater than 1C,000 ppm at the interface based on calibration with methane).
In fact, using the Subpart V leak criterion during the performance test is
more appropriate than using the plant-specific definitions because of dif:
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Plants may request *hat evistirc leak definitions es*tablished as nart of
their plant-specific programs be allowed for use curinc performance tests.
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demonstrated tc be more stringent than the leak crizerion found 'n Sudpars V.

Comment Number of Valves Required to be Tested
Three commenters (IV-D-4, IY-D-8, I1V-D-9) requested clarificaticn
regarding the number of valves required to be tested as part of the perform-
ance test to demonstrate equivalency of leak detection and elimination

programs with Subpart V.

Response
The provision in proposed 40 CFR 61.65(b)(8)(i1)(B) prescribing the

performance test states that "a minimum of ZCO or 90 percent of the total
valves in VOC service" within each process unit are to be tested. Specifi-
cally, process units with mere than 200 valves in VCC service are required to
test at least 200 valves while process units with less than 200 valves in VOC
service must test 90 percent or more of valves. Accordingly, the provisicn
has been clarified:

§61.65(b)(8)(ii)(B)

"For each performance test, a minimum of 20C or 90 percent, whichever is

less, of the total valves . . . . "

Comment 30 Day Retest & Annual Option
Four commenters (IV-D-1, IV-D-3, IV-D-4, IV-D-5) suggested that plants
failing to demonstrate equivalency of existing leak detection and elimination
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programs with Subpart V through a performance test be allowed to retest
within 30 days rather *than become automatically subject to ail Subpart V¥
requirements. Commenter IV-D-2 added that a retest would provide incentive
for plants to evaluate and correct problems prior to the retest to aveid

+oie

(92}

becoming subject *¢ Subpar: V. Commenter TV-D-4 explained that ¢ ret:
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appropriate considering the time required to implement Subpart V. Tw
commenters {(JV-D-1, IV-D-3) also recommended that plants be allowed the
option of reverting back to the existirg leak detection and elimination
programs after a vear under Subpart V.

On2 commenter (I1v-0-3) recommendad dropping inclusion of Subnars v
requirements in the VC standard, but maintaining the proposed provision
requiring plants to demonstrate the effectiveness of their existing Teak

detection and elimination program through an annual performance test.

Response
The changes recommended by the commenters are not consistent with the

purpose for adding Subpart V to the VC standard. The VC standard, as revised,
requires plants to implement an effective leak detection and elimination
program for valves either by complying with Subpart V or by following their
existing program if it results in fewer than 2 percent leaking valves. As
discussed above, other requirements of Subpart V will be used to supplement
compliance determinations with §61.65(b)(8). In the EPA's judgement, &
performance test measuring greater than 2 percent leaking valves is indicative
of an inadequate existing program. Consistent with the purpcse of adding
Subpart V, it is appropriate to reouire these programs to be upgraded to
comply with Subpart V recuirements because they represent an effective

program for detecticn and repair of leaks from valves.

The performance test on valves is a convenient and efficient way for
plants to demonstrate the effectiveness of their existing leak detection and
elimination programs without the additional burden of inventorying ecuipment
components and maintaining records. However, once failure of a performance
test triggers Subpart V and the associated inventory and recordkeeping
requirements, the benefit of the convenient and efficient performance test

(A
t

(8}

w



option no longer exists. However, under Subpart V, monitoring of valves may

also be 1imited to an annual performance test as leong as Z percent or fewer
valves are found to leak.

Comment Impact of Performance Test Failursz
Two commenters /[1V-D-3, IV-D-4) recomnended that Tailure by rlants to

demonstrate through a performance test that fewer than 2 percent of valves

Teak should trigger Subpart V recuirements for valves only and no* other

equipment components.

Response
The commenters' concern is not relevant because plants complying with

the equipment leak provisions of the VC standard already meet the Subpart V
requirements for equipment components other than valves and flanges, with the
possible exception of open-ended lines. (As discussed in Section 2.3.2,
plants not currently complying with the open-ended line requirements in
Subpart V will have to cap these lines. Capping of open ended lines is
considered by EPA to be a cost-effective method for controlling Teaks from
open-ended lines.) In addition, the requirements of Subpart V will only be
used to supplement determinations of compliance with §61.65(b). If compliance
with Subpart V is not demonstrated by a plant, the plant does not comply with
Subpart F.

2.3.4 Leak Definition
Comment Clarification of Leak Definition

Three commenters (IV-D-4, IV-D-8, IV-D-9) requested clarification
regarding the requirement that plants establish a Teak definition as part of
their leak detection and elimination program. Two of the commenters {IV-D-8,
IV-D-9) recommended that the provision requiring plants to establish a leak
definition as part of their leak detection and elimination program indicate
whether the Teak definition applies to toth area monitors and to portable
" monitors, or just to area monitors. The third commenter (IV-D-4) recommended
modifying the provision requiring establishment of a leak definition to



require plants instead to define a leak Tevel in conjunction with area
monitors such that area monitor readings in excess of the defined level are
not considered Teaks in themselves but rather an indication to search for a

"leak" as now defined by the criteria of Subpart V.
Fespense
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background concentrations. 7nen, when pertable monitors weve ysed ¢ 2in-
point leak sources, 2 different lTeak definition was to be applied. Because
of differences among plants in the number and location of area monitors anc
background concentrations, leak definitions pertaining to area monitor
detections necessarily vary and should remain a plant-specific measurement.
However, both the industry and EPA may want to review and alter the area
monitor leak definitions to improve their usefulness.

Unlike the leak definition for area monitors, the definition used to
measure leaks from specific equipment components can and should be standarc-
ized. Addition of Subpart V to the VC standard provides this standardiza-
tion. As a result, plants no longer are required to develop their own leak
definition for detecting leaks with a portable monitor.

In response to the comment that leecks defined in conjunction with arez
monitor detecticn of leaks should be considered an action Tevel irdicating
the need to search for a leak, it should be pointed out that a reading in
excess of the area monitor leak cdefinition is an indication of a leak. Even
if the actual source of the Teak is not found, the event is recorded as a
leak for compliance purposes.

2.3.5 Relief Valve Monitoring Requirements

Comment Rupture Disc Exemption
Three commenters (I1V-D-3, IV-D-8, 1V-D-9) requested that relief valves
equipped with rupture discs be exempt from the proposed monitoring requirements



for relief valves. Commenter IV-D-9 further recommended that relief valves
connected to a process line, recovery system or ecguivalent be evempt from
relief valve monitoring requirements. The commenters reccrmended that
Subpar< V be revised accordirgly.

Resoonse

Section 112 of the Clean Air Act requires EPA to set p rformance
standards, whenever feasible. In the case of relief valve Teaks, it ic

pcssible and arcpropriate for a performance stancdard to be applied. Further-

nore, Tne

2 : '

PA does ro% agrese that only equinniy
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ng retie” velues wWATR rupTyte
discs is adequate basis Tor exempting relief valves from monizcring regquire-
ments for leaks. As part of good operation and maintenance practices,
rupture discs should be checked at least annually and after each discharge to
maintain their integrity. The best way to ensure that integrity of the
rupture disc is constantly maintained is through the performance test in
Subpart V.

The EPA agrees that venting a relief valve through a closed vent system
to a control device warrants exemption from monitoring requirements. The
Subpart V requirements referenced in the VC standard for controlling equip-
ment leaks from relief valves already exempt relief valves connected through
a closed vent system to a control device from monitoring requirements. In
this situation, process lines or recovery systems may qualifyv as control
devices for the purpose of complying with Subpart V.

2.3.6 Calibration Reguirements

Comment Calibration Gas for Monitors
Two commenters (IV-D-8, IV-D-9) recuested clarification on calibration

gas requirements for monitors under the revised standard. Commenter IV-D-9

recommended that the standard specify continued use of VC as calibration gas

instead of methane or hexane as prescribed in Subpart V.




Respornise
There are twe different definitions of a leak, and thus two different

calibration gas requirements. Leaks are detected in two different ways: by

an area monitor specific to VC measuring the gerneral conditicn or possible

N

presence of YC leaks “n an area; and by routire leak cetecticn menitcoring To

particular valve or pump seels, etc.) to determine 17 specivic pieces of

[

equipment are leaking.

The area monitcr must be specific to and calibrated with VO because
other organics may be present in the air to such an extent that the VC
concentraticn would he masked., Uhether the routine Teak defection monitor is
calibrated with VC or some other organic is not as critical tc EPA as long as
that monitor is less responsive to VC than the alternative calibration ges.
If such a monitor is calibrated with VC, then the definition of a leak is in
effect Towered, and EPA would consider that acceptable in an alternative

method request.

Comment Monitor Span Checks
Two commenters (IV-D-8, IV-D-9) suggested that because the same
instruments are often used for both area monitoring and exhaust gas moni-
toring, a single span check using a 10 ppm VC standard should be allowed

instead of two separate span checks.

Response

Area monitoring and exhaust gas monitoring serve two different reculatory
purposes within the standard. While a 1C ppm span is appropriate for emission
monitoring for the exhaust gas standard, it may or may not be appropriate for
area monitoring, depending on the background concentration of VC in the areas
of the plant to be monitored. Therefore, while the same instrument may be
used to serve both monitoring requirements, there is no regulatory justifica-
tion for requiring that the required span gases be the same concentration.



2.3.7 Subpart V

Comment Exemption from Administrative Requirements
Two commenters {IV-D-8, IV-D-9) requested that & provision be added to
Subpart V allowing exemption from certain inventory and recordkeeping recuire-
ments for valves if a performance test incicates tha* 2 percer® or “ever
valves in YHAP service are leaking. Commenter IV-0-8 also recommendec tnas &

similar provision be added to Subpart VV.

Response
Subpart ¥V of Part 61 and Subpart VY of Part 60 already contain & nrevision
which allows plants that establish a low valve leak rate (i.e., less than
2 percent) to skip monthly monitoring and to perform monitoring on an annual
basis. This differs from the provision in the VC standard that exempts
plants that initially, annually, and at the request of EPA, demonstrate a
2 percent or better leak rate from certain inventory and recordkeeping
requirements. Exempting YC plants that consistently demonstrate a low leak
rate from these inventory and recordkeeping requirements is reasonable
because these plants have over eight years of operating experience under
formal leak detection and repair plans required by the original VC standard.
Special consideration should be given to those plants for their successful
efforts in response to the original VC standard requirements. Because other
piants subject to 40 CFR Part €1 Subpart V and 40 CFR Part 60 Subpart VV do
not have this level of experience nor have they been subject to a pricr NSPS
or NESHAP for equipment leaks, it is reasonable to require these plants *o
comply with all the requirements under Subpart V.

Comment Equipment Identification

The commenter (IV-D-8) recommended that Subpart V be revised to also
allow identification of equipment by Tabeling on engineering drawings rather
than only tagging in the field.



Response

Methods other than tacging in the field are curvently allowed for
icentification of equipment compcnents for tesiing purposes. However, more

detail thar is typically avaiieble cor engineering drawings is ofter requirec.
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find the locaticn of all ecuipment components subiect to Subpart V
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The commenter (IV-D-8) stated that Subpart V shouid clearly specity tras
only flanges which have been found to be leaking are required to be identified.
He noted the difficulty and expense in identifying every flange because many

are covered with insulation.

Response
Flanges need to be identified to ensure effectiveness of the leak

detection and repair requirements of Subpart V. However, EPA recognizes that
identification of covered flanges and other connectors according to the
inventory requirements in Subpart V could be too costly. Thus, in response
to this comment, EPA has decided to add a provision to Subpart V allowing
plants to forego identification of covered flanges. In addition, Subpart V
is being revised to exempt ail cther connectors from icdentification and
*tagging reguirements. FHowever, these connectors.are still subject to leak
cdetection and repair requirements.

Comment Valve Repair

The commenter (IV-D-8) stated that valves which have undergone repair
during a shutdown and which are found to still be leaking after startup
should be considered a new leak and not an extension of the first leak,
providing proper repair techniques were applied. The commenter explained
that the success of the repair often can be tested only under operating
conditions.

™
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Response
The commenter's recommended approach is already allowed. In these
cases, a review of the repair efforts is made by EPA. If they are Zudged to

be proper, then the subsequan® Teak would be a new leak.

Comment Process ACCumuiaiors
The commenter (IV-D-3) reouested that the Subpart V provision regulating

process accumulaters te modified t¢ specify tha* sents ard rct 21l fugisive

scurces on process accumulators in YHAP service are required to be conirolled.

Response
The process accumulator vent standard in Subpart V is not applicable to

PVC and ECC/VC plants because these vents are already requlated under the VC
standard by the more restrictive requirements of the exhaust gas limits.
However, vaives and other equipment components associated with process
accumulators in VHAP service are intended to be controlled like other VHAP
service equipment components under Subpart V, and consequently, under the VC
standard.

Comment Connector Definition

Two commenters (I1V-D-8, IV-D-9) stated that the definition of connector
in Subpart V as it applies to VC should clearly exempt welded joints which
are permanent.

Response
Subpart V already contains the recommended exemption.

2.3.8 Method 21

Comment Sample Flowrate
Two commenters (IV-D-8, IV-D-9) pointed out that the nominal sample

flowrate requirement of one-half to 3 Titers per minute in EPA Test Method 21

should be deleted because a response time equal to or less than 30 seconds is

specified in a separate provision. The commenters explained that certain

reliable instruments are precluded by the flowrate requirements.

2-40



Response
Method 21 includes a flowrate specification specifically to exclude from

the method those types of monitors that have a large or unconfined sample
inlet area, because EPA found that those instruments were nct sufficiently
respensive to leaks of a magnifude that EPA expects tc be identified and

corrected.

Comment Probe Placement

Two commenters {IV-D-8, IV-D-9) requested that EPA Test Method 21 be
revised to specify that ecuipment components are tc be monitared by piacing
the probe inlet within 1 cm of the component interface rather than directiy

on the surface of the interface.

Fesponse
Method 21 for measuring VOC leaks from fugitive emission scurces specifies

that the portable monitor is to be placed on the surface of the interface to

be tested. In the case of rotating equipment such as pumps, a distance of

1 cm between the probe inlet and equipment interface is specified. The leak
definition specified in conjunction with Method 21 is based on data collected
by placing the sample probe directly on the surface of the interface (except
for rotating shafts on pumps and compressors). In the EPA's judgment, changing
the sampling distance to 1 cm for all equipment components is inappropriate.

2.4  DEFINITIONS

2.4.1 In VC Service
Comment Reason for Revising "In VC Service" Definition

Three commenters (IV-D-1, IV-D-4, IV-D-14) recommended modification to
the revised definition of "in VC service" and to the related provision in
proposed 40 CFR 61.67(h) which describes how to determine whether equipment
is in VC service. One of the commenters (IV-D-14) stated that the rationale
for changing the definition of "in VC service" and adding requirements for
determining whether equipment is in VC service has not been adequately



explained and that the existing definition should be retained because it is
clear and workable. The commenter (IV-D-14) also pointed out that certair

pieces of equipment alternate in and out of VC service, depending on the
operation being corducted.

Recponse

During the review of enforcement and compliance experience under the VC
standard, EPA found *hat the classificaticn ¢f "in VC service" is & rcint of
contention between regional compliance and industry personnel (Docket Ttem
TI-A-18" . The ZFE concluded that the defirition of "in VC service" reeded
clarification tc ensure that all equipment capable of emitting VC is identi-
fied and that the burden of identification falls on plant personnel and not
Regional compliance personnel. To achieve the desired clarification, EPA
adopted the apprcach for identifying equipment in YHAP service developed for
the Subpart V regulation for equipment leaks. 1In Subpart V, a definition for
"in VHAP service" is given along with a method for determining whether
equipment is in VHAP service. The VHAP provisions effectively place the
burden on plant personnel to identify all equipment capable of emitting VHAP.
The EPA believes that adoption of the "in VHAP service" provisions of Subpart V
in the VC standard is reasonable and appropriate and that changes to these
provisions in context of the VC standard are not warranted.

The concern raised by the commenter recarding equipment that alternates
in and cut of VC service is apparently directed toward pclymerization reactors
and other vessels and equipment that normaily contain VC but are occasionally
purged prior tc opening for routine or emergency maintenance. The VC standard
contains specific requirements for minimizing emissions during reactor and
equipment opening. Discharges from equipment nct in VC service do not
contain VC and therefore are not intended to be regulated by the standard.

The provision regulating relief valve discharges has been clarified to apply
to discharges containing VC to the atmosphere from relief valves on equipment

in VC service. The provision has also been clarified to more adequately
address equipment used in batch processes by referring to contained volumes
in addition to process fluid streams.
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2.4.2 EDC and VC Purification

Comment Clarification of Covered Equipmen*
ste

clerificaticn ¢f equipmert covered by the revisad definition of EDC ourifica-

Ticn. particulariy SsTorage canks.  Corpenter IV-D-oLl recuestec oot aTior
that ecuipmeni Tistec in a 2r2vious cdrats o7 ftre definiciop but as 270 10
the proposed definition are not intended to be covered. These equipment

inciuvded storage tanks “or crude EDCy; 1°cht ends separation, condensation 7-7

¢

storage; heavy ends separation, condensa*tion and storage; inprocess EDC
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that all equipment Tollowing cDC forma*tion was intended to be cover
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a by ine
standard, noting that this intent is not expressed in the preamble {0 thne
original standard. Two of the commenters (IV-D-1, IV-D-14) requested that
EPA provide justificaticn for any additional equipment included in the ,
revised cdefinition. Commenter IV-D-4 also requested clarification of whether
storage vessels are included under the revised definition of "VC purification."
Three commenters (I1VY-D-1, IV-D-5, 1V-D-14} stated that requlation of
storage tanks is not justified because of high cost and Tow emission reduction.
Commenters IV-D-1 and IV-D-5 referred to information submitted previously to
EPA providing cost and emission reduction estimates for regulating storage
tanks (Docket Item I1-E-73). Commenter IV-D-5 stated that EDC storage tanks
are already well contrclled, have Tow VC emissions and thus have low health
risks in compariscn with other sources covered by the standard. He pecinted
out that the same basis was used to conclucde that regulation of other VC
sources not previously covered by the standard is not warranted.
Cne additional commenter (IV-D-7) recommended alternative language for
the definitions of EDC purification and VC purification to better clarify
specific equipment components subject to the standard.

Response
The original VC standard did not clearly delineate which purification

process equipment were subject to regulation as EDC and VC purification
equipment. However, it is clear from the background information developed



for the original standard that purification equipment containing VC were
interded to be covered by the standard. Curing the review of the standard,
EPA learned that different interpretations of the definitions of EDC and VC
purification had been applied b industry personnel with the resul® tha® scme
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rocesses, incluaing storage tanks wiile others were contrelling onty ‘e
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major emission sources (i.e., finishing columns). Interpretation cf these
definiticons alsc varied ameng compliance personnel. In particular, ceompiiance
c

personnel were concerned tha* some plants interpreted the deinition of VC

Foy
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curification such that conirdl of emissions from VC storage o7 “awirg /0
purification was not reauired. As & result of these finaings, SFA nelieved
it was appropriate to clarify the definitions of EDC and VC purification in
the proposed revisions to the standard, primarily to ensure e'imination cf
overly restrictive interpretations of the definitions resulting in failure to
control potentially significant sources of VC emissions such as VC storace
tanks.

Comments received on the proposed definitions addressed the
appropriateness of including EDC storage tanks under the revised definition
of EDC purification equipment. Because these tanks represent a much smaller
potential source of VC emissions than VC storage tanks and because the intent
of the original standard is unclear, EPA decided to evaluate the reasonableness

r

0f regulating EDC storage tanks under the VC standard. For this evaluation,
EPA estimated the costs and VC emissicns reductions that would result from
regulation of EDC intermediate and final storage tanks which follow the final
finishing column. Based on emissions data submitted by the commenters,
uncentrolled VC emissions from intermediate and final EDC storage tanks at &
typical EDC/VC plant were estimated to be 0.1 to 2 Mg/yr VC. Control costs
were based on venting existing EDC storage tanks to an existing primary
control device (i.e., incinerator) as required by the standard for purification
equipment. The EPA estimated the cost to control these tanks would exceed
$8,500/Mg VC (1984 dollars) and achieve an emission reduction of 0.67 to

14 Mg/yr (Docket Item IV-B-8). The EPA concluded from their evaluation that
control of VC emissions from EDC storage tanks which store EDC after the



final finishing column is not cost effective and that regulation of these
tanks unger the VC standard is not warrantec.

Although the standard under review regulates VC emissions, EPA considered
the benefit of controlling other VOC, primarily EDC, in its decisicn regardinc
whether to reguiate these farks under ithe VC stancard. Many oF these zunis
are already contreiled for VOC ‘and thus VC) according tu state SiF provisicrs.
The remainder of these tanks are located primarily in attainment areas where
less strincent YOC reculations apply. Moreover, EPA is currently investinating
EDC emissions for possible requlatory development as a hazardous air pcllutart
uricer Saction 1172, The potertial emissicn reduction associated witi conten’
of EDC s*crage tanks would amount to about 6CC Mg/yr and the resulting cost
effectiveness would be about $330/Mg EDC (Docket Item IV-B-8). Intermediate
and final EDC storage tanks which follow the final finishing column would
likely be regulated under an EDC regulation. The EPA concluced that regulation
of these storage tanks would be more appropriately carrigd cut by these other
reqgulatory mechanisms.

2.4.3 Relief Valve
Comment Exemption of Nonventing Pressure Control

Systems
Four commenters (IV-D-1, IV-D-4, IV-D-9, 1V-D-14) requested additional
clarification to the definition of relief valve. Two of the commenters
(IV-D-1, IV-D-9) requested that relief valve be defined as any pressure
relief system used to protect process ccmponents from overpressure conditicns
by venting directly to the atmosphere. The commenters further recommended

that the definition of relief valve explicitly exempt pressure control

systems such as reaction shortstop systems, refrigerated water systems and
other systems which act to reduce pressure by means other than venting to the
atmosphere. The third commenter (IV-D-4) stated his understanding from past
discussions with EPA that the nonventing pressure control systems are not
intended to be covered by the definition. The commenter (IV-D-4) also
recommended that the cefinition be modified to exclude all devices controlling
flow around an incinerator, not just control valves. The fourth commenter

™~
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(IV-D-14) stated that although the revised relief valve discharge standard
eliminates the most significant problem in the original regulation, additicnal
clarification to the cefinition of relief valve in proposed 40 CFR 61.61(v)

is reeded to adequately reflect the expressed intent in the preamble

{50 FR 1162). The commenter recommended that “he definition specifically
igentify all types of relief devices that are subject to reculatlion as relicy
valves. This clarification would eliminate vagueness and achieve consistency
with the preamble.

Respcrise

Cne purpose of defining relief valve is to aid in identification of
emissions of VC to the atmosphere which are subject to the relief valve
discharge standard. The commenters' concern that the definiticn of relief
valve could be interpreted to include shortstop systems and refrigerated
water systems is irrelevant because it is difficult to conceive that VC could
be emitted from these pressure control systems“to the atmosphere. Nonetheless,
EPA has revised the definition of relief valve to explicitly exclude shortstop
systems and refrigerated water systems. However, the promulgated definition
has not been revised to exempt all pressure control systems that protect
process components from overpressure conditions by methods other than venting
directly to the atmosphere. The EPA believes that exemption of all norventing
pressure control systems would be inconsistent with the intent that discharges
from gasholders or other containment systems to which relief valve discharges

may be vented are subject to the relief valve discharge standard.

The definition of relief valve has also been revised as recommended to
exclude all devices controlling fiow around an incinerator, and not just
control valves. These pressure control devices act to bypass exhaust gas
around the incinerator in the event of overpressure conditions or incinerator
malfunction. Bypassed exhaust gas is subject to the 10 ppm exhaust gas
standard and not to the 1imits for relief valve discharges unless the bypass
is caused by a relief valve discharge.

Finally, the definition identifies several types of pressure relief
devices which are to be considered "relief valves" when evaluating compliance
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with the relief valve discharge standard. As explained in the preamble to
the proposed revisions {50 FR 1187), this definition is necessary to clarify
that the relief valve discharge standard applies not only to emissions from

pressure re’ie’? valves bu*t to other *vpes of pressure relief devices as we’
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valves. In this way, the in*ent that all pressure relief devices, and nc*

Just certain types, are subject to the relief valve discharge starcerd is

amphasizad,

Comment "Relief Valve" vs. "Relief Device"
Two commenters (IV-D-8, IV-D-9) suggested that the term "relief valve"

be changed to "relief device" %o be consistent with the American Scciety of

Mechanical Engineers (ASME) designation and common usage and to avoid the

confusion of referring to a rupture disc as a valve.

Response
The commenter is correct in noting that

'relief valve" is a more narrow
term than "relief device" and that "relief device" betifer connotes the
variety of pressure relief equipment subiect to the VC standard. However,
most pressure relief discharges from equipment in PVC and EDC/VYC plants occur
through relief valves. As a result, the original standard was written in
terms of "relief valve" for convenience even though other relief devices were
intended to be included. In order to clarify that all pressure relief
devices are subject to the relief valve discharge standard, a definition of
relief valve has been added. The EPA believes that the added definition
provides a less cumbersome solution for clarifying equipment subject to the
standard than the commenter's suggestion. Nonetheless, EPA appreciates the
confirmation by the industry commenter indicating understanding of the broad
use of the term "relief valve".



2.4.4 Leak

Comment "Leak" Definition
One commenter (IV-D-14) recommended that the definition of leak be

revised to distinguish what a leak is from events that suggest the presence

-

¢t a teak.
Response

As discussed in the rpreamble %o the rrovosed revisions /50 FR 11¢2) . gne
purpose ot adding a cdefinition of leak to the VC standard is to help dis-
tinguish VO emissions resulfing “rar “leaks  “rom V0 emissions cocurviar 23

]

relief valve discharges and exhaust gas. To achieve this purgcse, the
definition of leak 1ists events regulated by the VC standard and Subpart V
(incorporated in the YC standard by reference) which indicate a need for
repair or further action on the part of plart cwners or operators. As
explained in responses to other comments, EPA believes that each of the
regulated events listed in the definition represent adequate criteria for
requiring repair or further action and are appropriately included in the
definition.

Comment Indications of Liquid Dripping

Six commenters (IV-D-1, IV-D-2, IV-D-3, 1V-D-4, IV-D-8, IV-D-9)
recommended modifications to the portion of the leak definition pertaininc tc
indications of liquid dripping. Four of the commenters (IVY-D-1, IV-D-3,
IV-D-2, IV-D-9) stated that indications of liquicd cripping should be consicered
leaks only if confirmed by an objective measurement. Commenter TVY-D-3
suggested that an instrument reading greater than 10,0C0 ppm be the criterion
for establishing that dripping tiquids are VC leaks. Commenters IV-D-8 and
[V-D-9 recommended that barrier fluid levels and/or pressures be relied upon
instead as indicators of VC leaks from double mechanical seal pumps. Commenter
IV-D-4 suggested that leaks defined as indications of liquid dripping should
be limited to liquid dripping from pump seals in VC service. Commenter
IV-D-2 recommended deletion of indications of 1iquid dripping from the leak

definition on the basis that drips from pumps are likely not VC.



Response
The EPA believes that incications of ligquid dripping is appropriate

criterion for requiring repair actions on double mechanical seal pumps ir VC

service and should therefore be included in the definition of leak. Visible
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required by the VC standarc, is generally indicative of seai we
VC is present in the Teaking fluid. To prevent further seal wear resulting
in catastrophic seal failure accompanied by VC emissicrs to *the atmosphere,
the seals should be repaired scon after lTeakage is initially detected. The
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same leak criterion for cdoudles mechanical seal pumps s prescribed in
leak standards for SGCMI and benzene. In the VC standard, the portion of the
leak definition referring to indications of liquid dripping applies only to
pumps in VC service,

Barrier fluid level and pressure sensors also provide indication of
certain types of seal wear and are thus included in the Subpart V require-
ments for detecting leaks from double mechanical seal pumps. In the EPA's
Jjudgment, monitoring of barrier fluid as well as dripping liquids is necessary
to ensure control of eguipment leaks from pumps with double mechanical seals.

Comment Sensor Detection of Seal Failure

Three commenters (IV-D-1, IV-D-2, IV-D-4) disagreed with inclusion of
"sensor detection of faiiure of a seal system" in the definition of leak.
Two of the commenters [IV-D-1, IV-D-2) explained that seal system failures
are not necessarily indicative of VC leaks to the atmosphere. The third
commenter {IV-D-4) stated that sensor detection of seal failures should be
deleted from the definition of leak in conjunction with the recommended
removal of proposed seal monitor requirements for pump seals.

Response
As in the case of indications of liquid dripping, EPA believes that

serscr detections of seal failure (i.e., detection of a rapid change in
Barrier fiuid leve? or pressure) is appropriate criterion for requiring
repair actions for doutble mechanical seal pumps in VC service and should be
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included in the definition of leak. Although fajlure of an inner seal on a
double mechanica! seal pump in VC service may not result in direct emission
of VC to the atmosphere, continued operation would result in total seal
failure accempanied by direct emission of VC to the atmosphere. The eauitment
Teak stancards for SCCFI and benzene also Tis* sensor detection of sea’
Tailure as a critericn requiring repair actions feor doubie mechanical seal
pumps .

The EPA is nct exempting double mechanical seal pumps in VC service from
seal monitoring requirements in Subpart V. The basis for this cecision is
cescribed in Sec*ticn 2.3.2.

Comment Leak Definitions Under Existing Standard

Five commenters (IV-D-1, IV-D-3, IV-D-4, IV-D-8, IV-D-9) requested
clarification of the status of leak definitions established under existing
leak detection and elimination programs. Commenter IV-D-1 recommended that
Ieaks“defined under existing approved leak detection and elimination programs
be included in the definition of leak. Commenter IV-D-3 disagreed that
existing leak definitions should be retained under the revised leak definition
on the basis that some plant's existing leak definitions are much lower than
the proposed leak definition and that imposition of Subpart V repair and
recordkeeping requirements for Teaks found under these existing, more stringent
definitions would not be justified. Another commenter (IV-D-4) stated that
the definition of leak should not include events regulated in the original VC
standard of detection of ambient concentrations in excess of background
concentration. Instead, these events should be considered an action Tevel
triggering a search to detect leaks on the basis of other defined leak
criteria. Two additional commenters (IV-D-8, IV-D-9) recommended that the
portion of the definition of leak referring to events regulated under existing
plant programs should specifically reference the provision in the existing
standard where these leak events are defined.
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Respaonse
Under 40 CFR 61.65(b)(8)}{vi) of the VC standard, plants are required %o

establish a leak definition at an acceptable level when compared to the

background concentration. The provision allows for different leak de“initions
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bac«ground concentraiions. The prevision alsc al
cefinitions over time as background concentrations are recuced. During tne
review 0¥ the standard, EPA found *hat leak defini*iors established cnadar

this provision varied widely from plant to plant (Docket Item II-£-19).
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area monitors and differences in background concentrations. Because of these
factors, it is impossible to establish a standard leak definition applicable
to area monitors.

In the case of detection of leaks using portable monitors, however, it
is possible and appropriate to establish a standard leak definition and
method for detection of leaks. Consequently, the definition of leak in the
VC standard includes specific criteria to be used by plants in place of
existing definitions for identifying leaks with portable monitors. The
prescribed leak criteria is consistent with the criteria developed for
detection of leaks with a portable monitor under equipment leak standards <or
benzene and SOCMI and may be more or less stringent than the definitions
established under the original VC standard. The EPA believes that the leak
criteria developed for these other standards represent an effective pregram
for detection of leaks with portable monitors and that more stringent
definitions are not needed.

Because of the difficulty in establishing standard criteria for
identifying leaks with area monitors, the definition of leak incorporates the
plant's existing definition developed for use with the plant's area monitors.
In reviewing the standard EPA did not identify specific problems with the
definitions of leak pertaining to area-wide monitoring systems in use by the
plants. The EPA concluded that the area-wide Teak definitions can appro-
priately serve their purpose. Further, EPA does not intend for changes in
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the standard to interfere with this method of controlling leaks. However, as
discussed in the preamble to the proposed revisions (50 FR 1190), plants have
the option of altering the number of points that are monitored and the
distributicn of monitorina locations associated with existing fixed-coint

I
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monitoring plans <o Setier complement the nswly prescii.

eC
requirements. The revised portabie monitoring Leak det=C7icon reci 1r<isgnls 10
conjunction with the fixed-point monitoring requirements will ensure control
of VC emissions from equipment Teeks to the level intended by the oricira’

requlation.

Comment Reterence 0 Zvents anc Zmissiors
Regulated Eisewhere

One commenter (IV-D-14) stated that reference to events regulated under
Subpart V and under the original leak detection and elimination requirements
in 40 CFR 61.65(b)(8)(1) of the VC standard is not appropriate in the proposed
leak definition because the referenced regulations do not contain leak
definitions. The commenter (IV-D-14) further stated that the provision in
the proposed leak definition that defines leaks as emissions not specifically
regulated elsewhere in the standard should be omitted because it has no
apparent basis and would be confusing.

Pesponse
For purposes of the VC standard, a leak is defined as those events

regulated under the VC standard and Subpart V (included in the VC standara by
reference) which indicate the need for repair or further action by the plant.
The definition of leak appropriately references where these events are
requlated (i.e., either Subpart V or the VC standard)}. The provision in the
definition that leaks include emissions not regulated under certain prescribed
parts of the VC standard was included primarily to help ensure regulaticn of
VC emissions from sources not addressed elsewhere in the standard. For
example, although uncommon, emissions of VC occasionally occur from sources
such as broken pipes or headers. In the past, it was unclear to some plant
owners and operators whether these types of emissions were subject to
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regulation as exhaust gas, as a leak, as both, or as neither. The proposed
definiticrs ¢f leak and exhaust cas included provisions intended to clearly
distinguish between the two types of emissions. However, these provisions

were not intended tc imply that compliance with requirements for leaks and
exheust gas woulc be mutually exclusive. After reviewing the prorosed
definitions, it is the EPA's cpinion tnat automatic clessiticaticn of emiccin-s
from unconventional sources such as broken pipes as either a leak or exhaust
gas is neither practical nor appropriate. Accordincly, the nrovision in the
definition of leak which specifies that emissions not requlated under the

orescribed parts ¢f the standard are to be considered Teaks has Leen dele*scc,

Comment Instrument Readings of 500 ppm Above
Background

Five commenters (I1V-D-1, IV-D-2, 1V-D-3, IV-D-4, 1V-D-9) suggested that
the distinction between leaks defined as instrument readings greater than
10,000 ppm and leaks defined as instrument readings of 500 ppm above background
be clarified by specifying that instrument readings of 500 ppm above background
apply only to certain equipment. Three of the commenters (IV-D-1, IV-D-2,
IV-D-9) recommended that instrument readings of 500 ppm above background be
applied to relief valves when not relieving and sealless pumps. A fourth
commenter (IV-D-3) recommended applying the 500 ppm above background definition
to Teaks from sealless valves in addition to pumps and relief valves and the
fifth commenter (IV-D-4) recommended applying the 500 ppm above background
definition to non-relieving relief valves only.

Response
The commenters correctly pointed out that leaks defined as instrument

readings of 500 ppm above background are intended to apply to equipment
designated to comply with no detectable emissions. According to the revised
VC standard, relief valves are to be operated with no detectable emissions.
In addition, valves, sealless pumps and compressors can be designated for no
detectable emissions under Subpart V under certain conditions. To clarify
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the teak definition, it has been revised to clearly distinguish between leaks
defined as instrument readings of 10,000 ppm and leaks defined as instrument
readings of 500 ppm above background as follows:

£61.61(w) "Leak" means any of several events . . . (4) detectable emissiors

as indicated by an ins*trument reading of grea®er than 5CC ppn above

background For equipment designated Tor no detectable emissiuns.

™~y
(b

Comment Reference to EPP Test Method

Two commenters (IV-D-1, I1V-D-4) pointed out fhat leaks defined as

111
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instrument readings ¢f greater *that 10,000 ppm should be reterenced to
Test Method 21. Cre of the commenters {IV-D-4) also suggested that leaks
defined as instrument readings greater the 500 ppm above background be
referenced to Method 21.

Response
As recommended, the leak definition has been revised to appropriately

reference EPA Test Method 21 as follows:

§61.65(w) "Leak" means any of several events . . . (1) an instrument reading
of 10,000 ppm measured according to Test Method 21 (see Appendix A of 40 CFR
Part 60) . . . (4) detectable emissions as indicated by an instrument reading

of greater than 500 ppm above background for equipment designated for no
detectable emissions measured according to Test Method 21 (see Appendix A of
40 CFR Part 60)

2.4.5 Exhaust Gas
Comment Reconsideration of "lLeak" and
"Exhaust Gas" Definitions
The commenter (IV-D-7) stated that unintentional emissions from equipment
components for which emission Timits are prescribed should not be considered
exhaust gas, as proposed, but rather be considered as a leak, and requested
that the proposed definitions for leak and exhaust gas be changed accordingly.
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Response
The EPA agrees with the commenter that in certain situations,

"unintentional” emissions from equipment components for which emission Timits
are prescribed may be more appronriately regulated under stardards acpl:
to eguicnent leaxs than stindards “or exhaust cas.
an exhaust gas header to a cortrol device resulting in emissic < of ¥vC Zo s
atmosphere in excess of 10 ppm would apparently be subject to the 10 ppm
standard “or exhaus® cas under the propcsed definition of evhaust cas., Fut
emissions from a broken header are Tikely to be detected by the area monitor
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acts of the situaticr, such as =he ra3san ~or

such as vaives and pumps. The
the emission, its magnitude, and the actions taken to alieviate its impacts,
would be taken intc account when determining the appiicability of the stancard

to a specific incident.

Comment Reference to Limits for Equipmen®

The commenter (IV-D-14) stated that reference in the exhaust gas
definition to ". . . equipment for which 10 ppm emission limits are pre-
scribed" is misleading and should be deleted because the cited sections apply
limits to exhaust gas and not equipment.

Response

As pointed out by the commenter, the definition of exhaust gas refers +*o
several sections in the VC standard which prescribe emission limits for
exhaust gas from various equipment in PVC and EDC/VC plants. In order to
clarify any misunderstanding regarding which emissions are subject to regula-
tion as exhaust gas, the definition has been revised as follows:

§61.61{x) "Exhaust gas" means any offgas . . . in direct contact with the
equipment, for which emission limits are prescribed in

Comment Reference to Disposition of Exhaust Gas

The commenter (IV-D-14) recomménded that the definition of exhaust gas
be revised to omit the words "directly or ultimately" because they do no
contribute to the meaning of the definition.



Response

The definition c¢f exhaust gas intentionally specifies offgas discharged
"directly or ultimately" to the atmosphere to clearly indicate that the
disposition of the offgas does nc* affect the applicability of the "exhaus=

cas" s*ardards. lhether th2 offcas is vanteg =0 the ammosthers, s2azas T2 o2
ccntrol device or corbinec with other offgas streams it is sub’ect 0 tn=
"exhaust gas" standards. Tne EPA believes the words “directly or ultimately”
contribute meaning and should te retained.
comment Ahzernative carcuace Tatiiasndans

The commenter 'IY-0-14}) reccommended that tne defini<icn of exrausst gas

recognize that all emissions which have been treated in a control device
become exhaust gas, regardless of their origin. He recommended alternative

language to identify exhaust gas as the object of control to 10 ppm.

Pesponse

One purpose of adding a definition of exhaust gas to the VC standard is
to help distinguish VC emissions occurring with exhaust gas from VC emissions
resulting from leaks and relief valve discharges. The EPA believes that the
proposed definition better achieves that purpose. Thus, the commenter's
suggestion is rejected.

2.4.6 Pelief Valve Discharge

Comment "Relief Valve Discharge" Definition

The commenter (IV-D-7) recommended an alternative definition for relief
valve discharge to replace the proposed definition.

Response

The commenter's recommendation that the definition of relief valve
discharge be expanded to any "non-leak discharge" through a pressure relief
device designated to protect process components from overpressure conditions
is unnecessary. The definition of relief valve discharge adequately serves
the purpose of distinguishing relief valve discharge emissions from VC



emissions occurring with exhaust gas and leaks. Moreover, the definition of
relief valve specifies that relief valves are pressure relief devices designed
to protect process components from overpressure ccnditions. Inclusion of

this cdescription of relief valve in the definition of relief valve discharge
is reduncant and unnecessary.

2.6.7 3-Hour Period

Comment Potential for Three 3-Hour Exceedences
of 10 ppm Limit

Five commenters {IV-D-1, IV-D-2, IV-D-4, I1V-D-6, IV-D-14) noted that the
definiticr ¢~ 3-hour period creates 24 2-hour periods ner dey with the result
that a single hourly average in excess of 10 ppm could cause three 3-hour
exceedences of the 10 ppm Timit. Two of the commenters (IV-D-1, IV-D-4)
explained that establishment of rolling 3-hour averaging periods effectively
negates the intended clarification that l-hour averages are not the intenced
compliance criteria. Another commenter /IV-D-14) pointed out that only eight
performance tests prescribed under 40 CFR 61.67 could be performed during a
24-hour period. The commenters recommended that the 10 ppm regulations
specify that a single hourly average in excess of 10 ppm can not cause more
than one 3-hour period to be considered in excess of 10 ppm.

Response

The commenters correctly interpreted that the definition of 3-hour
period creates 24 3-hour averages per day. In addition, the commenters
correctly concluded that in cases when the control device fails significantly
causing a l-hour exceedance of the 10 ppm exhaust gas limit, the result can
be three 3-hour exceedances of 10 ppm. Nonetheless, EPA believes the
definition of 3-hour period is correct and should be retained.

The purpose of specifying a 3-hour average for compliance with the
10 ppm Timits for exhaust gas was to improve consistency of the exhaust gas
standards with the performance test requirements which specify an average of
three runs of 1 hour each. The performance test method does not, however,
preclude taking 24 1-hour samples during a 24-hour period.
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Rolling 3-hour periods are necessary to ensure that all 3-hour averages
exceeding 1C ppm are reported. Otherwise, 10 ppm exceedances curing two
consecutive hours would only be averaged together if they happened o fall in
the same 2-hour reporting period. Rolling 3-hour periods also help ensure
timely response in correcting periods of excess emissions. In the absernce of
rolling averages, high readirgs during the Tirst hour of a 3-hour period
could be left unattended for up to two more hours without influencing reported
results or the actions of operating personnel. |

2.5 REYISIONS TO OTHER TARTS CF THE STANDARD

2.5.1 Exhaust Gas Standards

Commen<t Lower Exhaust Gas Limit Achievability
One commenter (IV-D-12) stated that the EPA's conclusion that the

previously proposed 5 ppm exhaust gas 1imit should be withdrawn is not

supported by the support document in this rulemaking. The commenter asserted
that the record supports the achievability of the 5 ppm Timit by new sources
and by existing sources within 3 years of promulgation. The commenter
pointed to the statement in the 1977 proposal that the 5 ppm limit could be
achieved through the more efficient operation of existing equipment applied
to either new or existing sources. The commenter also stated that the
additional emissions reduction that would be achieved through the use of a

5 ppm standard instead of a 10 ppm standard should not be fcregone, given the
carcinogenic nature of VC. Finally, the statement in the preamble that
industry commenters objected to the "zero emission goal" which was the
objective of the 1977 proposal would, the commenter stated, be counter to the
requirement of Section 112 that an ample margin of safety be required.

Response
As stated in the preamble (50 FR 1184), EPA concluded during the review

of the standard that 10 ppm reflects the level of performance that can be
consistently achieved by primary control devices on a continuous basis. For
this reason, the 10 ppm exhaust gas 1imit has been retained in the revised VC
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standard. In fact, however, emissions from primary control devices on a
short-term basis are often much Yess tran 10 ppm. These lower short-term
emission levels wouid occur regardless of the level of the exhaust gas
standards. Thus, tightening of the exhaust gas stancerds to 5 opm was Judosc
to ba inuarrantsl cecauss FF oecuid oran sianificant’e fprach aitscion oF
The comrenter preseniad no evidence which would warvant a revyisicr of ~n:z

EPA's decision.

Comment Equipment and Work Practice Fecuiremer:s

¢

c2ocompenter P IV-D-19, rzzuested *

PR - P

48]
[

Y

- - e - - - o~ - - - -~ -
- i""‘ ~z cond cmavnan - B =

- = - T LRI RO N T U .2

what degree of controi equipment "backup" is acceptadie for cemnlring with
the 10 ppm exhaust gas 1imits when the primary control equipment is down.

The commenter (IV-D-16) recommended that a provision be added to the stancard
requiring a couble Tevel! of redundancy for backup emissicn control equipment
used to meet the exhaust gas limits. The commenter further recommended that
backup incinerators be required *to be maintained on "warm" standby and that

flares be approved as the second level of redundancy.

Response
Review of enforcement and compliance experience under the VC standard

found that most plants have instailed some level of backup control equipment
to meet exhaust gas limits. For example, discussions with four EDC/VC
producers indicated a range of 1% to 100 percent excess incineration capacity
availability under normal operating conditions. The five EDC/VC plants
operated by these producers varied in the number of procduction units and in
their association with larger, multi-complex chemical plants. As was expected,
the number and configuration of backup incinerators was different for each
plant. In similar discussions with two PVC producers representing seven
plants, it was learned that in addition to incineration, solvent absorption
s being used for both primary and backup control of exhaust gases. Again
the number, type and configuration of backup control devices varied ameng the
different PVC plants {Docket Item IV-B-1).



Because of the inherent differences in the plants and processes to which
exhaust gas control devices are applied, coupled with the variation in
effectiveness of operating these devices, it is impractical to specify the
exact amount of backup needed. Nonetheless, EPA agrees, in zereral, witp, —-2

Jdevices. For exemple, backup control devices are neczssary 10 re s eiurs
control of VC emissions in exhaust gas during periods when the primary
contrc? device is down. In the absence of a hackup contrcl device, nlan<s
might kave to undergo costly shutdown of process equipment each Time thne

URSCAZCL =0 MEIATENIA0s

primary centrol device i3 lown Tor schaduled or
avoid violating the 10 prm exhaus® gas 1imits. ETven wnen hacxup contrg
devices are available, exceedences of the 10 ppm exhaust gas Timit are
possibie. However, plants must analyze and identify wavs o7 operating their
primary anc¢ backup control systems to improve the ability of the combined
systems to continuously control exhaust gas emissions. Thus, because it is
impractical to specify the degree of backup needed in the standard.

Comment Specification of 3-Hour Averaging Period in
Exhaust Gas Standards

Two commenters (IV-D-1, 1V-D-4) recommended that the 3-hour averaging

period be specified in three sections of the regulation where 1C ppm Timits

were not clarified by indicating a 3-hour averaging period.

Response

As explained in the preamble to the proposed revisions (50 FR 1192), the
exhaust gas standards should appropriately specify a 3-hour average to be
consistent with the performance test specifications for these emission
sources.

The three sections of the regulation pointed out by the commenters have
been revised as recommended.



2.5.2 Oxychlorination Vent Standard

Comment Withdrawal of Lower Oxychlorination
Vent Standard
The commenter {IV-D-12) pointed out that the 1977 proposal would have
reguired new cxychlorination vents to meet an emission limit o€ 5 ppm based
on the use cf oxygen as a feed material instead of air. The commenter s*ied
that EPA has failed to present any discussion which would justify the
withdrawal of this proposal.

Response
In the preamble {50 FR 1185), EPA presented evidence supporting its

decision not to require more stringent control of new and existing oxychlori-
nation vents. First, the review of the standard identified no new control
technology applicable to oxychlorination vents that had been developed since
the original standard was established. Second, the cost to incinerate
existing oxychlorination vents was reevaluated, and the conclusion of the
original standard support study (Docket Item II-A-2) that incineration of
existing oxychlorination vents is not cost-effective was sustained in the new
analysis. Finally, with the possible exception of one plant, new EDC/VC
plants with oxychlorination reactors are not expected to be constructed.
However, if constructed, a new plant would be subject to the New Source
Performence Standards for air oxidation processes or to BACT or LAER require-
ments of new source review regulations. As a result of these requlations,
new oxychlorinaticn vents would be controlled to a level consistent with the
10 ppm exhaust gas Timits in the VC standard.

No information was provided by the commenter to change the EPA's decision
to retain the existing oxychlorination vent standard.

Comment Specification of 3-Hour Averaging Period
in Oxychlorination Reactor Standard
Two commenters (IV-D-1, IV-D-4) recommended that the 3-hour averaging
period be specified in the emission 1imit for oxychlorination reactors.



Response

As explained in the preamble to the proposed revisions (50 FR 1162), the
exhaust gas 1imits should appropriately specify a 3-hour average to be ccn-
sistent with the performance test specifications for these emissicn sources.
This is alsc true for the oxychlorination vent Timit. The oxychlorinaticn
reactor stardard has been revised as recommenced.

2.5.3 Residdal Vinvl Chloride Standards for PYC Resins

Comment Withdrawal of Lower Stripping Requirements

One commenter /1Y-D-12) stated that EPA withdrew the proposed recuctior
in the residual VC 1imits for new PVC resins because it was determined that
only some resins can now be stripped to these levels. The commenter asserted
that this conclusion is based on the assumption by EPA that an emission level
must be currently demonstrated to form the basis of the standard, but according
to the commenter, that demonstration is not required by Section 112, Further,
the commenter stated that the lower limits are currently being achieved by
many PVC production facilities and that many of the remaining facilities are
close to the limits. The commenter stated that the more stringent limits
could be achieved by new facilities, as well as by existing facilities if
given a three year lead time, by copying the equipment and procedures currently
used by the leading facilities.

Response
As discussed in the preamble {50 FR 1185), EPA rejected more stringent

stripping level requirements for new resins primarily because of the difficulty
in defining a "new" resin. Although resin compositions are adjusted routinely,
completely "new" resins are seldom if ever made.

The EPA further concluded that there is insufficient technology basis
for more stringent stripping reguirements for all resins. In particular,
improved stripping technology is capable of lowering residual VC levels in
only some of the resins currently produced. The ability of improved stripping
technology to achieve Tower residual VC levels depends on the resin type and
mix at a particular plant. The equipment and procedures that are effectively
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being used to strip a specific resin may be ineffective on another resin.
Many plants already use improved technology where applicable to averaae out
the stripping levels achieved for hard-to-strip resins. This technique of

averaging the stripping results oF hard-to-stirip resins with resins tha% are
more reecily strivoed &llows thase nlanT To Iawntyv o with The cuoeanm oreziooy”
VO standacd wnile continuing To procuce the hard-f0-3%rip resins.  L1C.2ast .o

the siringency ot the residual VC standard for all resins would, in the
cpinion of EPA, force some piants to discentinue procuction cf scome resing
unreasonably.  The commenter submitted no new information or *that point.

2.5.4 Peactor Opening Loss Stancard Tor

b1

n-Reactor-Stricpers

Comment Compliance Waiver Request

The commenter {IV-D-3) stated that the proposed calculation procedure
for determining reactor opening loss for reac*ors used as strippers may
necessitate installaticn of more accurate instrumentation. He requested that
the regulation provide for waivers of compliance to allow time to select,

order and install additional instruments.

Response
The calculation procedure for determining reactor opening loss emissions

for reactors used as strippers provides plants that perform in-reactor
stripping an optional method for demonstrating compliance with the emission
Timit for reactor openings. Plants using the calculation procedure will be
required to ccntinue their current practice for demonstrating compliance
while selecting, ordering, and installing the instruments used to measure the
reactor conditions necessary for calculating reactor opening loss.

Comment Status of Previously Approved Methods

The commenter (IV-D-1) noted that the proposed emission testing
requirements for reactors used as strippers appear to require all stripping
operations with approved calculation methods to resubmit their calculation
methods for approval and questioned whether resubmittal of already approved
methods was intended.



Response
The EPA developecd a calculation procedure for determining reactor

opening 1o0ss emissions from reactors usec as strippers to provide a uniform

methed for use by all plants that perform ir-reactor-stripoing. Fowever,

plants wav centirve o datarminzg r2actar ccening 10ss ewmiss? e,

=
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used as strippers by previcusly zzproved nethods. Resubmitsel of al .
approved methods is not required. However, Reaional personnel may review
these nreviocusly apepreved methceds in 1igh® of *the newly prescribed calcula®ien

procedure and require changes in existing procedures where avgpropriate.

2.5.5 Inprocess Wastewater Standard

Comment Request for Approval of Method 601
Two commenters (IV-D-8, IV-D-9) suggested that the VC standard allow

either Method 601 or the currently required Method 107 for measuring the VC

concentration in inprocess wastewater. The commenters explained that Method
601 has a detection 1imit of 0.01 g/1 (0.01 ppb) and should, thus, be
acceptable for inprocess wastewater measurement.

Respanse
Method 601 of 40 CFR 13€.3(a) is acceptable for measurement of VC in

inprocess wastewater, and 40 CFR 61.67(g)(2) has been amended to allow i%s
use.

2.5.6 Equivalent Equipment and Procedures

Comment Status of Previcusly Granted Equivalencies
Two commenters (IV-D-8, I1V-D-9) recommended that the provision on

obtaining approval for equivalent equipment and procedures indicate that

previously granted equivalencies will remain in effect for existing facilities.

Response
Any Agency approval previously given to equivalent equipment and

procedures pursuant to Section 61.66 will remain valid and effective unless
they are specifically modified or withdrawn by EPA. Alternative numerical



emission limits cannot be granted in place of an established emission limit,

but only alternative means of emission Timitation.
2.6 MISCELLANEOUS CCMMENTS

Comment Fegulatory Flexibility Act - Small Business
Cefinition
The commenter (IV-D-3) stated that EPA incorrectly concluced tha*t nc
small business (i.e., less than 500 employees) is affected by the proposal.
The commenter's subsidiary PVC company has 20C empleovees.

Response

In response to the comment there are three points that are important.

The first point is that at the time the economic analysis (Docket Item IV-B-11)
was performed the commenter's company did not exist.

The second point is that the Requlatory Flexibility Act (RFA) defines a
small business based upon the size of the total company including the parent
company plus all subsidiaries, rather than the size of individual subsidiaries
or individual plants. The commenter's assertion that it is a small business
referred only to the size of a subsidiary and not to the total company.

Later information provided in response to questions from EPA shows that the
total company is not a small business btecause it has more than 50C emplovees.

The third point is that size alone is not the only test in assessing the
need for a regulatory flexibility analysis. Significant economic effects
must also be likely, otherwise a regulatory flexibility analysis is not
required. The EPA does not expect such effects. Therefore, for the reasons
cited above, the regulatory flexibility discussion currently in the economic
analysis in the BID does not require any changes.

Comment Economic Impact of Standard

The commenter (IV-D-3) stated that costs required to comply with the VC
standard have a negative impact on the industry's profitability and competitive
situation in regard to foreign producers.
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Respgnse
The ccmmenter discusses three subjects in its comment and its

supplementary information:
° the gereral economic condition of the domestic VCM/PVC industry
® the ecconomic condition for the commenter's fecility srecifically
(but with only a limited amount of suppcrting financial infcrmation)

) the foreign competition.

The econcmic analysis presently available /Docket Item IV-R-11) incluces
consideration of the above subjects (with the excepticn of infermation
specific to the commenter’s facility because it did nct exis®t at the time).
Consideration of the general economic condition of the domestic industry runs
throughout the analysis. Foreign competition is also specifically discussed
in Section 8.1.8. More than 2 years have passed since the economic analysis
was completed, so naturally changes have occurred in the industry during the
interim. However, the new information supplied by the commenter about the
industry in general and about foreign producers is not significantly different
from what is currently in the economic analysis. Overall, the economic
analysis appears to be reasonable in addressing the impact of the VC standard
on the VCM/PCV industry.

The financial information presented by the commenter concerning its
specific situation is insufficient to permit a detailed examination. Also,
because the firm is only about 1-1/2 years old, its young age sharply limits
the value of an analysis of historical financial performance. Two peints
indicate that the current economic analysis is reasonable. The first point
is that, in general, the commenter's situation seems tc be reasonably similar
to the model plant analysis presented in the economic analysis. For example,
a calculation of the cost increases per kilogram of capacity indicates that
the cost increases presented are approximately the same as those for the
model plants. The second point is that the owners and managers of the
commenter's facility are not newcomers to the industry. Therefore, because
the owners and managers had a high degree of prior knowledge about the
industry, considerable importance should be attached to the fact that they
elected to proceed and purchase the plants in question as recently as
July 1984.
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Comment VC Emissions from Landfills
The commenter (IV-D-10) agreed with the EPA's approach of requiring
plarts that generate off-specificaticn PYC resins to meet standards desicred

to facilitate the ultimate disposer of the cff-specification resin in complving
h i J
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specification FVC resins prior to removail to landfiiis may not be sufficient

to prevent subseguanrt excescences of the preoposed drinking water standard <or

VC. The commenter explaired that VC contaminaticn of drinking water is
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not recguired to be disposea 1n facilities regulated uncer Suptizie { 07 tre
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act {RCRA). The ccmmenter urged EPA zo

better coordinate all regulatory activities pertaining to VC.

Response
This rulemaking is limited in scope to the regulation of atmospheric

emissicns of VC from off-specification PVC resins in landfills. In this
context, the stripping requirements in the standard for off-specification PVC
resins are believed to be the most effective way of Timiting VC emissions
from PVC resin in landfills. If there are other environmental consequences
of the disposal of off-specification PVC resins, appropriate restrictions can
be applied under other statutes.

Comment Cffer to Assist RCRA Task Force

The commenter (1V-D-1} offered to provide assistance to the Task Ferce
established under Subtitle D of RCRA in their assessment of emissions o< VC
from hazardous waste facilities, municipal landfills and other air emission
sources. Further, he requested that his organization be kept informed on the
task force's activities.

Response

The commenters' request has been forwarded to the RCRA Task Force.



Comment Reporting of Design Capacity
The commenter (IV-D-3) stated that *he requirerents in proposed 4C CFP
61.70(F) for plants to report design capacity information is inappropricte as

this information is precprietary. Further, plants that sirip in the reactor

should not be requirac “o provide cesign capaci=y informasion Zecaitz *+ s
irreievan~ for compliance detsermination ana other plants sroulc 2e z21icy=C =C
provide design capacity in a separate confidential document.
Pesponse

The intormation dDeing recussted in this provisicon of the itarcara is re

design capacity o7 a FVC plant in terms of an estimate of the number of
polymerization batches the plant is capable of producing, rather than specific
batch sizes or rates. Such information would not reveal significant informa-
tion on actual production and, consequently, would not ordinarily involve
confidentiality problems. However, if the owner or operator of an affected
facility has reason to believe that this or any other information submftféd

to EPA should be treated as confidential, such treatment can be requested at
the time of submittal and a decision on the request can be made by EPA.

In the case of plants that strip in the reactor, no reporting of design
capacity data is required. For the added compliance method for in-reactor-
strippers, plants need only report VC emissions calculated to be in excess of
the combined 1imit for reactor opening loss and sources “ollowing the stripper.
Information on aesign capacity needed for the calculaztion method reed only be

retained at the plant in the records for ccmpliance calculations.

Comment CERCLA Reporting Requirements
Three commenters (IV-D-1, IV-D-6, IV-D-14) requested clarificaticn on
the applicability of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation
and Liability Act (CERCLA) reporting requirements to sources regulated under
the VC standard, specifying whether VC releases from EDC/VC and PVC plants
are required to be reported under CERCLA. Commenter I1V-D-14 specifically
questioned whether emissions below the threshold concentration defining an
actionable leak are intended to be reported under CERCLA. A third commenter
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(IV-D-12) stated that relief valve discharges of VC are reportable under
CERCLA, except to the extent that they are the result ¢f a genuine emergency.

Resporise

Under the provisions cf CERCLA, releases of hezardous substances whicn
are federa’ly permitted are not subject to CERCLA notification requirements
and 1iabiltities. The definition of "federally permitted release" in Section

101(10) of CERCLA specifically includes ". . .(H) any emission intc the air
subject to a permit or control regulation under . . . Section 112 . . . of
the Clean Air fct . . ." therefore, emissions ir compliance with *his standarc

are not subject to CERCLA. However, emissions exceeding this standard and
the reportable quantity provisions of CERCLA are subject to both statutes.

Comment Reporting and Recordkeeping Requirements

Four commenters (IV-D-3, IV-D-8, IV-D-12, IV-D-13) addressed the proposed
reporting and recordkeeping requirements. The first commenter /TV-D-3)
disagreed with the EPA estimates that the annual paperwork burden will be
reduced by 2.8 person years by the proposed revisions. The commenter claimed
that the inclusion of the Subpart V requirements would necessarily increase
the paperwork burden. The second commenter (IV-D-8) stated that the proposed
changes in reporting requirements represent an emphasis on emission reduction
rather than increasing paperwork. The third commenter (IV-D-12) stated that
all test results should be reported, not just those that exceed the standardc.
Such a requirement would promote accuracy and completeness and permit EPA to
build a data base for future revisions of the standard,

Resgonse

The reporting and recordkeeping burden resulting from the revised
standard was evaluated by EPA using standard Agency procedures to arrive at
the estimate that the burden would be reduced by 2.8 person-years. Basically,
this estimate reflects the reduction in reporting and recordkeeping require-
ments in the revised standard. The calculations on which this estimate is
based have been reviewed by OMB as a part of the Information Collection



Request, which is available for inspection in the docket (Docket Item IV-F-1).
The commenter has suggested rc specific errors in this analysis nor recommenced
an alternative analysis.

The submission of all test data associated with the stancdard heas not

Ty

been required because such a requirerent would impose an urnecessary burden

on both the respondent and EPA. It is mcre productive to check into the

<

accuracy and completeness of calcuiations as the need arises {using the
authority of Section 114} than to handle a cuantity of routine reports. The
calculations are reguired to be maintained for a 3-year period. Further, an
adecuate data base for future review of the standarc can be ob*a“neg withou®
such extensive commitment of resources to reporting.

Since proposal, EPA decided to retain 10-day reporting requirements for
relief valve discharges. In addition, cuarterly reporting of excess emissions
will be required instead of semiannual reporting, as proposed. The net result
of the promulgated changes to reporting and recordkeeping requirements is not
expected to significantly increase or decrease the paperwork burden compared
to the existing stancard.

Comment Typographical Errors
Five commenters (I1V-D-1, IV-D-3, IV-D-6, IV-D-8, IV-D-9) pointed out
typographical errors in the Federal Register notice.

Response
The typographical errors have been noted and those contained in the

regulation will be corrected at promulgation.
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In response to the EPA's notice that the Agency did not intend to
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premutgate the amendments 3o *he VC standard which wa-e sroncsed in 107

Matural Resources Defense Council (MRDC) and the Eavironmer<al Defense Furd
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The MRDC/EDF petition was based on four main ohie

(]

stated that the EPA's announcement that it did not intend to promulgate the
proposed amendments was a final administrative action, which was not preceded
by a notice proposing the withdrawal and allowing for public comment on the
action. Second, NRDC/EDF objected to the EPA's use of cost information in
the standards setting process, stating that the balancing of the costs and
benefits of VC emissions control is in conflict with the requirements of
Section 112 of the Clean Air Act. Third, NRDC/EDF objected to any interpre-
tation of Section 112 that establishes a requirement that a level of emission
control be "consistently achieved" in order to form the basis of a standard.
Finally, NPDC/EDF stated that the EPA's decisions on specific portions of the
proposed amendments were in conflict with the evidence before the Agencyv on
those issues.

The criteria established for granting such a petition for reconsideration
are: (1) the petition must be based on information which was not and could
not reasonably have been presented during the original rulemaking; and (2)
the petition must provide substantial support for the argument that the
challenged action should be changed. See Denial of Petition to Revise NSPS
for Stationary Gas Turbines, 45 FR 81653 (December 11, 1980). The objections
raised in the petition submitted by NRDC/EDF in this rulemaking do not meet
either criterion.

The first objection raised by NRDC/EDF, that there was inadequate
opportunity for public comment concerning the Agency's decision not to



promulgate the proposed VC regulations, is not supported by the record of
this rulemaking. Between the proposal of the amendments to the YC standard
and the decision not to promulcate them, 8 years have elapsed. During this
*ime, the amendmrents, their potential conseaquences, and the alternative

21v in *he npublic record,
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communicated to MP0C and EDF prior to the MAPCTAC me=tinc. In 1ign® <7 -his
record, EPA does not believe that an additional public comment period would
be either necessary or helpful in *he resolution ¢€ thess jssues.

The second issue raised by NRDC/FDF in the petition for reccnsideration

cencevrned the conliderati
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is the EFA's judgment that the J/C standard sa=’siies the regquirement of

Section 112 of the Clean Air Act that the standard be set at a level which
provides an "ample margin of safety" to the public. Further, EPA believes

that cost and feasibility may be considered in setting the standard. This
argument has been fully examined by the Agency, as discussed in the 1975-1976
VC rulemaking and discussed in the Agency's brief in NRDC v. EPA , No. 85-115C
(D.C. Cir). No additional information in support of their argument has been
put forward by NRDC/EDF.

The third issue raised by NRDC/EDF concerns whether an emission level
must be "consistently achieved" in order to form the basis of the standard.
This issue was raised with specific reference to the 10 ppmv standard for
exhaust gas VC emissions. This standard was selected because it was determined
that it provides the public with the ample margin of safety required by
Section 112. Although a lower emission 1imit might be assumed to increase
that margin, such a lTevel has not been shown to be achievable on a long-term,
never-to-be-exceeded basis. No additional information has been submitted by
NRDC/EDF to refute the finding that the 10 ppmv emission Timit for exhaust
gases provides the required margin of safety for the public.

Finally, the petition points to three actions made by the Agency in this
rulemaking which NRDC/EDF believe to be contrary to the evidence before the
Agency on those issues. These actions are: (1) the decision not to promulgate
the 5 ppmv standard for exhaust gases in favor of the existing 10 ppmv
standard; (2) the decision not to promulgate the 5 ppmv standard for



oxychlorination vents; and (3) the decision not to lower the residual VC

limit for new dispersion resins from 2,0CC ppm to 500 ppm, or to lower the
Timit for other resins from 400 ppm to 100 ppm. In each case, the petitioners
presented no new information in the petiticn for recorsideration relevant “o
“he cecision te retain the evistina standards.
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