WERG

EASTERN RESEARCH GROUP, INC.

MEMORANDUM

DATE: Septenber 11, 1995
TO. Ri ck Col yer, EPA/ ESD
FROM Joanne O Loughlin, Radian Corporation

SUBJECT: August 30, 1995 Meeting Notes -- Stakehol der Meeting on
the SOCM Consolidated Air Rul e Project

1.0 PURPCSE

The purpose of this neeting was to present the purpose,
goal s/ obj ecti ves, scope, anticipated product (e.g., tentative
regul atory format), schedule, and status of the Synthetic Organic
Chem cal Manufacturing Industry (SOCM ) Consolidated Air Rule
(CAR). The agenda for the neeting is included as attachnment A

2.0 PLACE AND DATE

Chem cal Manufacturers Associ ati on
2501 M Street, NW
Washi ngton, DC

August 30, 1995
9:00 a.m to 12: 00 noon

3.0 ATTENDEES
The attendees are listed in table 1.
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TABLE 1. ATTENDEES LI ST
CONSCLI DATED Al R RULE STAKEHOLDER S MEETI NG

8/ 30/ 95

Narme Organi zat i on Phone Nunber Facsimle
Bi || Beck Mobil O | (703) 846-4755 (703) 846-6887
Ri ck Col yer EPA/ OAQPS (919) 541-5262 (919) 541-3470
Ted Cromnel | CMVA (202) 887-1383 (202) 778-4272
Nor bert Dee NPRA (202) 457-0480 (202) 457-0486
Mary Sul l'ivan STAPPA/ (202) 624-7864 (202) 624-7863
Dougl as ALAPCO
Tom Dri scol | EPA (214) 665-7549 (214) 665-2164

(after Sept. 20) (after Sept. 20)

(202) 260-4241 (202) 260-0927

(before Sept. 20) (before Sept. 20)
Sherry Edwards SOCVA (202) 414-4170 (202) 289-8584
Jack Edwar dson EPA (919) 541-4003 (919) 541-0072
Ken Ggliello EPA (202) 564-7047 (202) 564-0009
Chuck Gigshy BASF/ SOCVA (201) 426-2645 (201) 426-2642
Ri chard I LTA (202) 659-2301 (202) 466-4166
LaLunondi er
Bl i ss Higgins LA- DEQ (504) 765-0114 (504) 765-0222
Chuck Keffer Mbnsant o (314) 694- 4956 (314) 693-4956
Jef f KenKni ght EPA/ OC (202) 564-7033 (202) 564-0009
Chuck Mall och Consultant to (314) 391-5616 (314) 391-5616
CMVA

Kar| Mangel s EPA Region |1 (212) 637-4078 (212) 637-3998
Nor m Mor r ow Exxon Cheni cal (713) 870-6112 (713) 588-2522
Joanne O Loughlin Radi an (919) 461-1394 (919) 461-1418
Karin Ritter API (202) 682-8472 (202) 682-8031
Mae Thonas Radi an (919) 461-1361 (919) 461-1415
Gene Thonas Hoechst Cel anese (908) 231-4476 (908) 231-4554
Joe Whol bert East man Cheni cal (903) 237-5475 (903) 237-6318
Attended via tel ephone:
Ri ck At ki nson West Virginia - - - -
Joe Hovi ous Uni on Car bi de (203) 794-5183 - -
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4.0 DI SCUSSI ON

An EPA representative opened the neeting with introductions.
Sections 4.1 and 4.2 sunmarize the discussion and feedback
recei ved regardi ng the background and work in progress on the
SOCM  CAR
4.1 Background

An EPA representative distributed and di scussed the purpose,
goal s/ obj ecti ves, scope/stakehol ders, anticipated product and
schedul e for rul e devel opnent (see attachnents B and C). After
di scussi ng the background information on the CAR the
representative opened the floor for questions. The follow ng
guestions and comments were received:

. An EPA representative stated that the CAR shoul d nmake
it clear which provisions are nore stringent. An
i ndustry representative agreed and said that the
devel opment and format of the CARwill focus and
clarify the stringency of requirenments. The
representative gave exanples (e.g., control options
table, regulatory text) to support the CAR s effort to
clarify the nore stringent requirenents.

. Anot her st akehol der voi ced concern about whether an
appl i cabl e source could end up out of conpliance with
other rules as a result of only conplying with the CAR
A nunber of Wrk Goup nenbers clarified that the
applicability of each of the rules that are
consolidated into the SOCM CAR wi |l be anended to
point to the CAR rule for SOCM sources, thereby
addr essi ng conpl i ance concerns.

. An industry representative stated that there was a
Common Sense Initiative Work G oup | ooking at the
duplication of recordkeeping and reporting required of
petroleumrefineries. The representative stated that
Region 6 of the EPA was working on this and al so
menti oned that Louisiana was also involved in the
Common Sense Initiative Work G oup. This
representative suggested that a CAR Wirk G oup nenber
ook into this as it appeared that the efforts parallel
each other. An EPA representative stated that there
was i nterest across the board to reduce overl apping
requi renents affecting sources.

4.2 Wirk in Progress
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An EPA representative gave an overview of the work currently
in progress on the CAR including the follow ng: nmeasures of
success, CAR commttee work process, storage vessel provisions,
State issues, other em ssion points to be covered, and future
activities of the Work G oup. Sections 4.2.1 through 4.2.6
summari ze the discussion under each of the work in progress
t opi cs.

4.2.1 Measures of Success

The Measures of Success subgroup chairperson distributed a
handout and di scussed the purpose and primary neasures of the
"Measures of Success" subgroup (see attachnment D). The foll ow ng
guestion was received:

. An industry representative asked whether the Ofice of
Ceneral Council (0O3C) would accept "plain | anguage”
clarifications in the CAR An EPA representative
expl ai ned that the OGC has been involved and w |
continued to be involved in the devel opnent process.
The representative further clarified that enabling
gui dance and preanble clarifications will still be
needed because the rule still needs to contain sone
| egal jargon. An industry representative conmented
that one of the nice things about the CAR devel opnent
process has been the direct/continued invol venent of
the OGC and enforcenent. Another industry
representative comented that |anguage from sone of the
newer rules (e.g., hazardous organi c NESHAP) has been
used to help clarify certain provisions.

4.2.2 CAR Committee Wirk Process
One wor kgroup nenber distributed a handout and di scussed the

CAR comm ttee work process (see attachnment E). The nenber
expl ai ned that the storage vessel provisions were the sinplest,
therefore, the group decided on the process as it worked through
the storage vessel provisions. The nenber al so expl ai ned that
the CAR structure, by categorizing provisions (i.e., design,
operation, inspection, repair), elimnates the need for persons
who only need to know design requirenents to read the whole rule.
The foll owm ng questions and comments were received:
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. Wi ch rules are being used for the "side-by-side"
st orage vessel regulation conparisons? The group
deci ded to use 40 CFR Part 60, Subparts K, Ka, Kb;
40 CFR Part 61, Subpart Y; and 40 CFR Part 63,
Subpart G (the HON).

. VWhat is the storage vessel applicability scope of this
rule? The group decided that the rule would apply to
SOCM facility storage vessels. It was clarified that

t he scope needed to be narrow for the pilot rule but
that the structure of the rule will allow for a
br oadeni ng of the scope without drafting a new rule.

. What if an existing storage vessel regul ation changes?
Wul d you need to change all of the rules consolidated
into the CAR? It was concluded that it would not be
necessary to nmake changes to all of the rules. It was
also clarified that the applicability will be
mai ntai ned in each of the rules being consolidated into
the CAR and that the applicability in each of the rules
will be anended to point to the CARIif it is a SOCM
st orage vessel

4.2.3 State |ssues
A State representative discussed the State inplenentation

issues related to the CAR The State representative explai ned
that State and industry issues are not that different as States
need to enforce a nunber of differing rules affecting a source or
process unit within a source. This representative al so expl ai ned
that the CAR effort provides a nunber of benefits to States. The
foll ow ng benefits were cited:

. State resource savi ngs;

. Elimnation of the need for States to do side-by-side
regul ati on requirenents;

. WI| assist States in focusing conpliance efforts;

. Provi des a good structure for incorporation of new
State air toxics rules; and

. Process deci sions and tools devel oped during the CAR

effort could be useful to States (e.g., tracking
conpl i ance, burden reduction).

The State representative said that feedback from States
regardi ng what they thought of the CAR effort has been positive.
The State representative el aborated that nost of the comments
indicate that States would like to see the rule expanded beyond
t he SOCM .
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The State representative identified the integration of State
rules with the CAR as being an issue currently being worked on by
a subgroup. The subgroup was fornmed to eval uate avenues t hat
m ght be taken within the CAR to alleviate the burden to States
in anending their state codes or inplenmentation plans and to
reduce the time necessary to integrate the CAR  The
representative explained that this would hasten the integration
of the CARrule into the State prograns.

The foll owm ng questions and comments were received:

. How woul d St ates address duplicative/overl appi ng
requirenents to a source affected? The representative
expl ained that the group is looking into a streanlined
approach to consolidate state requirenents in addition
to NSPS and NESHAP requirenents.

. Can a State build a State CAR fromthis rule? The
representative answered that this could be a
possibility.

4.2.4 O her Em ssion Points
An EPA representative discussed the other SOCM em ssion

points to be incorporated into the CAR (i.e., process vents,
transfer, and equi pnent |eaks). This representative expl ai ned
t hat waste water and Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
provi sions were being deferred fromincorporation at this tine.
4.2.5 Future Activities

An EPA representative explained that the CAR provisions may

be proposed by em ssion point (e.g., storage vessel provisions,
process vent provisions, transfer provisions, equipnent |eak
provisions). The goal is to propose the storage vessel and
possi bly the process vent CAR provisions by the end of the year.
The remai ning provisions (i.e., equipnent |eaks and transfer)

wi |l hopefully be proposed by early spring.

One st akehol der asked whether this effort woul d coordinate
with the one stop (nmulti-nmedia) reporting effort being undertaken
by a representative of the EPA. This effort is |ooking at
consolidating the reporting for all nedia. Another EPA
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representative stated that he does not believe that the one step
reporting effort is far enough along to coordinate the two
efforts. An industry representative stated that there are a
coupl e of things going on during the CAR devel opnent process that
consolidate reporting. Another industry representative stated
that the consolidation process being used in the CAR devel opnent
may assist the one step reporting effort.
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