BOARD MEETING DATE: June 2, 2006 AGENDA NO. 30

PROPOSAL.:

SYNOPSIS:

COMMITTEE:

Amend Rule 1113 - Architectural Coatings

The proposed amendment to Rule 1113 - Architectural Coatings has
been developed to implement the recommendation of the most recent
technology assessment for this rule. The proposed rule will reduce
the VOC limits for specific coating categories, establish a separate
category for high gloss nonflat coatings, set interim and postpone the
final limits for high gloss nonflats, quick-dry enamels, specialty
primers, and provide a limited exemption for Tertiary-Butyl Acetate
from the VOC definition, and include other minor modifications to
improve clarity and enforceability of the rule.

Stationary Source, April 28, 2006 and May 26, 2006 Reviewed

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

Adopt only one of the following options:

e Option 1 (staff recommendation) — Adopt the Attached Option 1 Resolution:

1. Certifying the Final Environmental Assessment (EA) for Proposed Amended
Rule 1113 — Architectural Coatings, and
2. Adopting proposed amendments to Rule 1113 — Architectural Coatings.

e Option 2 — Adopt Board Member Antonovich Motion and attached Option 2

Resolution:

1. Postponing the hearing date for proposed amendments to Rule 1113 -
Architectural Coatings from June 2, 2006 until September 8, 2006, and

2. Amending the effective date for the July 1, 2006 emission limits in Rule 1113 -
Architectural Coatings until October 6, 2006, except for interior nonflats;
interior floor coatings; interior primers, sealers, undercoaters; interior quick-dry
primers, sealers, undercoaters; and interior quick-dry enamels and for varnish
and sanding sealers in containers greater than one quart; and exercise
enforcement discretion for interior nonflat; interior floor coatings; interior
primers, sealers, undercoaters; interior quick-dry primers, sealers, undercoaters;
interior quick-dry enamels and for varnish and sanding sealers in containers
greater than one quart until such time as staff has completed the CEQA



evaluation and returned with rule amendment recommendations as
expeditiously as possible; and

Directing District staff to continue to work through the Paint & Coatings Task
Force (Ad Hoc Board Committee) to find a resolution to the current dispute
with the coatings industry and hold at least one task force meeting prior to the
June Board hearing; and

Directing staff to present a final Paint & Coatings Task force (Ad Hoc Board
Committee) report at the June 2006 Governing Board hearing.

e Option 3 — Continue the hearing to the July 7, 2006 Board meeting and consider
testimony on the amended proposal and at that time adopt the Attached Option 3

Resolution:
1. Making infeasibility findings as required under the federal consent decree, and
2. Certifying the Final Environmental Assessment (EA) for Proposed Amended
Rule 1113 — Architectural Coatings, and
3. Adopting amendments to Rule 1113 — Architectural Coatings, implementing
the National Paint and Coatings Association (NPCA) proposal; and
4. Postponing the future VOC limits for industrial maintenance and rust
preventative coatings for one year; and
5. Eliminating the future VOC limits for exterior stains, waterproofing sealers,
waterproofing concrete/masonry sealers and specialty primers; and
6. Reinstating the small container exemption for clear wood finishes; and
7. Adopting interior and exterior categories for flat coatings; nonflat coatings;
primers, sealers, undercoaters; quick-dry enamels; quick-dry primers, sealers,
undercoaters; and floor coatings. Eliminate the future VOC limit for all
exterior categories.
Barry R. Wallerstein, D. Env.
Executive Officer
EC:LT:LB
Background

Architectural coatings are one of the largest non-mobile sources of VOC emissions in
the South Coast Air Quality Management District (AQMD). The 2003 AQMP

projected that the 2006 Summer Planning Inventory would be 38.5 tons per day. Rule
1113 is applicable to manufacturers, distributors, and end-users of architectural

coatings. These coatings are used to enhance the appearance of and to protect homes,
office buildings, factories and other structures, and their appurtenances on a variety of
substrates. The coatings may be applied primarily by brush, roller, or spray guns; and



those applying those coatings include homeowners, painting contractors, or
maintenance personnel. Rule 1113 was first adopted in 1977, and has undergone
numerous amendments since then.

PAR 1113 — Architectural Coatings has been developed to implement the
recommendation of the most recent technology assessment for this rule. The amendment
proposes to further reduce VOC emissions from various architectural coating categories
used in the architectural coating industry and to provide relief for manufacturers from
meeting certain future VOC limits for a few specific coating categories so they may
continue adjusting formulations and to provide them additional time for field testing.

Rule 1113 was last amended on July 9, 2004 to address SIP approvability issues
identified by the U.S. EPA relative to the alternative compliance Option.

Also, following the May 14, 1999 amendments to Rule 1113, CARB developed a
suggested control measure (SCM) for architectural coatings that was largely based on
the interim VOC limits and the averaging provision of Rule 1113 as adopted in May
1999. CARB has begun the process to update the 2000 SCM for Architectural
Coatings this year. They will be using 2004 survey data as an important resource to
update the SCM, but will not begin the formal SCM update process until the survey is
completed. CARB anticipates bringing the SCM update to their Board in mid to late
2007. The SCM has been adopted by 19 of the 35 local air districts in California that
have an architectural coating rule.

During the course of Rule 1113 implementation, the AQMD Governing Board approved a
work plan that required staff to submit annual status reports summarizing issues and
activities regarding the implementation of the rule. In addition, the rule required
technology assessments for specific coating categories. In preparing the annual status
reports, staff has received input from the Technical Advisory Committee made up of
individuals from manufacturing companies including NPCA members, CARB, a
consulting and engineering firm, a painting contractor and several members from
academia. The 2005 Annual Status Report and Technology Assessment indicates that the
paint manufacturers have made significant progress toward developing future compliant
products in practically all categories, which perform equally to their higher-VOC
counterparts.

In 2005 at Chairman Dr. William Burke’s request, the AQMD Governing Board
established an Ad hoc Committee for the purpose of providing an open forum to discuss
key regulatory issues relative to the coatings industry and improving communication
between the AQMD and the architectural coating industry to resolve current and future
regulatory issues in a non-litigious manner. Staff met with NPCA and member
manufacturers more than 30 times including some all day meetings as well as many
teleconferences. Over the course of the discussions, NPCA submitted a number of



alternate proposals that all were to be emissions neutral. The NPCA proposals expanded
the number of coating categories, maintained current limits and deleted future effective
limits for those categories and advanced the future limit for a portion of the flat coating
category. All the proposals resulted in emissions ranging from 4.7 tons per day to 13 tons
per day permanently forgone, with temporary delays of up to 2.03 tons per day. The most
recent formal NPCA proposal would eliminate the July 1, 2006 effective dates for many
coating categories, permanently foregoing 4.74 tons per day, and postponing July 1, 2006
effective dates for some categories resulting in emission reductions forgone of 2.03 tons
per day for one year.

On May 5, 2006, the Governing Board set a public hearing for June 2, and agreed to
consider Board Member Antonovich’s motion related to the hearing schedule for the
proposed amendments as well as the July 1, 2006 implementation date for lower VOC
limits for some coating categories. As a result, staff has prepared three options for
Governing Board consideration. Option 1 is the staff’s recommendation set for hearing
on May 5, 2006. Option 2 is Board Member Antonovich’s motion. Option 3 is NPCAs
proposal.

Staff Proposal
The proposed amendments will allow the coating manufacturers to:

e use TBAc as an exempt solvent in IM coatings (including zinc-rich primers),

¢ have a new high gloss subcategory of the nonflat category with a VOC limit of 150
g/l

e comply with an interim limit for quick-dry enamels of 150 g/1,

e postpone by one year the final limit of 50 g/l for both the high gloss nonflat and
quick-dry enamels (quick-dry enamels are high gloss nonflat coatings that dry
quicker), and

e postpone the final limit of 100 g/l one year for specialty primers and establish a
new interim limit of 250 g/I.

In addition, the proposed amendments will:

¢ modify some definitions for clarity including clear floor coatings where there may
be overlap issues with different coating categories with different VOC limits;

¢ Jower the VOC limit for the following three coating categories: concrete-curing
compounds (except for those used for roadways and bridges), dry-fog coatings,
and traffic coatings;

e phase out the fire-retardant category requiring these coatings to be subject to the
VOC content limit of the coating category for which they are manufactured (i.e.,
primer, sealer, flat, nonflat);

¢ allow fire-retardant coatings and metallic pigmented coatings to be averaged; and



® make some administrative changes to: allow a one year sell-through provision for
clear wood finish small containers, labeling requirements, annual reports, and
technology assessments.

e Staff received several comments after Proposed Amended Rule 1113 was noticed
for public hearing and has made the following minor clarifications to the proposed
rule:

1. allow a one-year sell-through for clear wood finishes in small containers,
recordkeeping required; and

2. allow nonflat high gloss coatings and zinc-rich industrial maintenance primers
to be averaged, and

3. clarify that shellacs may be used for wood finishing, excluding floors.

Staff has determined these amendments, proposed after the hearing was set, only
clarifies the proposal and does not significantly change the meaning of the proposed
amended rule and would not constitute significant new information pursuant to CEQA
guidelines

Board Member Antonovich Proposal

At the May 5, 2006 AQMD Governing Board Meeting in consideration of setting a public
hearing for June 2, 2006 to amend Rule 1113 — Architectural Coatings, Board Member
Antonovich made a motion to (1) postpone the hearing date for the proposed amendments
to Rule 1113 from June 2, 2006 until September 1, 2006; (2) delay the effective date for
the amendments to Rule 1113 for 90 days until October 1, 2006; (3) direct AQMD Staff
to continue to work through the Paint & Coatings Task Force (Ad hoc Board Committee)
to find a resolution to the current dispute with the coatings industry and hold at least one
task force meeting prior to the June Board Hearing; and (4) direct staff to present a final
Paint & Coatings Task Force (Ad hoc Board Committee) report at the June 2006
Governing Board meeting. Staff has prepared a second recommendation option for
Governing Board consideration that reflects the motion by Supervisor Antonovich with
minor adjustments, directing staff for further analysis were necessary.

National Paint and Coating Association (NPCA) Proposal
The following reflects NPCAs proposal and is presented as a third recommendation
option for Governing Board consideration.

1. Maintain the existing and eliminate the future VOC limits for the following
coating categories:

(a)  Maintain 250 g/l for IM coatings and delay implementation of the 100 g/l
VOC limit until July 1, 2007 to allow identification and break out of



subcategories requiring VOC limits higher than 100 g/1;

(b)  Maintain 400 g/l for rust preventative coatings and delay implementation of
the 100 g/l VOC limit until July 1, 2007 to allow additional performance
testing;

(c) Eliminate the future 100 g/l VOC limit for exterior stains;

(d)  Eliminate the future 100 g/l VOC limit for waterproofing sealers;

(e)  Eliminate the 100 g/l VOC limit for waterproofing concrete/masonry
sealers;

) Reinstate the small container exemption for clear wood finishes (varnishes-

clear and semi-transparent, sanding sealers, and lacquers including
pigmented lacquers); and

(g)  Eliminate the 100 g/l VOC limit for specialty primers.

2. Adopt “Interior” and “Exterior” categories for the following coatings, and the
following VOC limits, effective July 1, 2006:

(a)  Non-Flat Coatings (Interior 50 g/, Exterior 150 g/l, High Gloss 150 g/1);

(b)  Primers, Sealers & Undercoaters (Interior 100 g/l, Exterior 200 g/l);

(c) Quick Dry Primers, Sealer & Undercoaters (Interior 100 g/1; Exterior 200
g/b;

(d)  Quick Dry Enamels (Interior 150 g/l; Exterior 250 g/1);

(e) Stains (Interior 250 g/1; Exterior 250 g/1); and

) Floor Coatings (Interior 50 g/l; Exterior 100 g/1).

3. Adopt “Interior” and “Exterior” categories for the flat coatings with the following
VOC limits and effective dates:

(a)  Interior flat coatings 50 g/l effective July 1, 2007 and
(b)  Exterior flat coatings 100 g/l (no change in the current limit).

Emission Inventory and Emission Reduction

The emission inventory of architectural coatings is calculated from the CARB 2001
Architectural Coatings Survey based on 2000 reported sales of architectural coatings in
California. Staff adjusts the California emission inventory to account for sales of
coatings compliant with the proposed VOC limit as well as sales of exempt small
containers and by assuming the coatings above the current AQMD VOC limit are
compliant. The share of statewide sales in the AQMD is based upon the percentage of the
California population within the AQMD jurisdiction. The emission reductions are also
determined from the survey data by calculating the expected emissions on a solids basis
as if all coatings comply with the proposed limits and comparing that to the current
inventory.



e The staff proposal is expected to result in a delay of VOC emissions of 0.77 ton
per day for one year and permanently gain an additional VOC emission reduction
of 0.69 ton per day beginning July 1, 2007.

e The motion presented by Board Member Antonovich is expected to result in
emissions forgone of 11.21 tons per day or 1,009 tons for 90 days and
subsequently 6.5 tons per day emission reductions forgone until such time as the
Board adopts amendments to Rule 1113 — Architectural Coatings.

e The NPCA proposal is expected to result in VOC emissions permanently forgone
of 4.7 tons per day and a delay of 2.03 tons per day for one year.

Cost-Effectiveness

Staff has estimated the cost-effectiveness to be in the range of $4,882 per ton of VOC
reduced from lower VOC limits for concrete-curing compounds, dry-fog coatings, traffic
coatings and fire-retardant coatings. The range of cost-effectiveness is within that for
other VOC rules adopted by your Board.

Issues

NPCA Proposal

NPCA has formally requested that the AQMD amend Rule 1113 for coating categories
with future VOC limits. Their request would postpone and delete future VOC limits for
some categories while dividing other categories into interior and exterior keeping future
limits for interior and postponing future limits indefinitely for exterior coatings. All
issues before the Governing Board are related to the specified VOC limits in the Table of
Standards in Rule 1113 that take effect in July of this year, next year and in 2008 with the
exception of clear wood finishes in containers greater than one quart.

In trying to reduce the enormous emission impact of architectural coatings to the air
quality in the South Coast Basin, the AQMD, through rule amendments, has made
architectural coating manufacturers aware of these VOC limits since 1996, 1999 and
2003. Recent industry proposals have requested that the effected categories retain the
VOC limits in Rule 1113 as they are today, regardless of technology advancements made
in architectural coatings over the last eight to ten years. The most recent proposal
submitted to AQMD staff would result in 4.7 tons per day of emissions permanently
forgone with 2.03 tons per day delayed for one year. Staff’s technology assessment
indicates the significant progress in the resin technology registered over the last several
years and the increasing number of well performing compliant products practically in all
categories of Rule 1113 with a few exceptions. Therefore, the broad relaxation proposed
by NPCA is not justifiable. Staff’s proposal focuses on those few categories where
additional transition time is needed.



The proposed VOC limits are largely based on technology assessments presented to the
Governing Board beginning with the 1999 amendments and with the annual reports since
2000. These assessments are supported by coatings currently available in the
marketplace, CARB Survey data showing many compliant coatings offered by multiple
manufacturers for each category with current market penetration based on sales, and
technical studies conducted by AQMD contractors and public agencies comparing
performance of low- and high-VOC products using empirical tools. Based on staff’s
technology assessment and detailed review of data from its contractors or manufacturers,
staff is recommending to exempt TBAc for IM Coatings and a one year delay for some
categories to allow other manufacturers time to develop additional compliant products. In
addition, manufacturers will have an additional three-year product sell through period and
the Averaging Compliance Option that can provide additional flexibility to transition to
compliant products.

Expiring Small Container Exemption

NPCA and several coating manufacturers have requested an amendment to rescind the
elimination of the small container exemption for clear wood finishes effective July 1,
2006.

Staff has not found any justification for such an unlimited exemption and its continuance
is actually counter-productive to air quality goals. The CARB Survey data indicates a
relatively high percentage of sales of products complying with the proposed limits in the
larger containers. However, quite the opposite is true for sales in the smaller containers.
A large percentage of products sold in the small containers do not even meet current
limits that would otherwise be applicable except for the small container exemption. To
further compound the matter more than 40% of total gallonage sold of clear wood
finishes is in small containers and, based upon small container sales reported to the
AQMD, the volume of these small container sales has increased significantly over the last
several years. Elimination of the exemption alone for clear wood finishes will achieve
close to a ton per day of emission reductions.

Sell-Through Provision for Small Containers

Some manufacturers have requested that the three year sell-through provision included in
the current rule also be applied to clear wood finishes in small containers to allow for the
sale and use of those coatings currently located in distribution centers and retail stores to

prevent recalling these products.

The three year sell-through provision, as currently written, is only available to coatings in
small containers provided they were manufactured prior to the July 1, 2006 effective date
and meet the VOC limit of 350 g/l in the Table of Standards. The three year sell-through
provision is not available for all other products with a VOC content exceeding that of the
Table of Standards. The manufacturers had plenty of time to prepare for and were
reminded of the sunsetting exemption. Nevertheless, in response to comments received



and in an effort to assist manufacturers with the transition and alleviate the need for a
product variance, staff is proposing a one year sell-through provision for coatings in small
containers above the current VOC limit of 350 g/l to allow time for the products to be
sold and used after the exemption expires on July 1, 2006. That one year sell-through was
to apply to clear wood finishes in small containers that were manufactured and distributed
before July 1, 2006, provided certain records were maintained.

Staff has continued to meet with industry representatives after the public hearing was
noticed to address specific issues. One of those issues had to do with the ability to control
the distribution chain of these coatings manufactured prior to the exemption expiration
date and the detail of the records to be maintained for these coatings. Staff has amended
the proposal to change the applicability for these coatings from manufacture and
distribution prior to the expiration of the exemption to simply manufacture prior to the
date of expiration of the exemption. In addition, the recordkeeping and reporting
requirements have been amended to require the same reporting requirements for the one
year sell-through that has been required of manufacturers to maintain their small
container exemption. Staff has determined this amendment, proposed after the hearing
was set, does not significantly change the meaning of the proposed amended rule and
would not constitute significant new information pursuant to CEQA guidelines.

Tertiary-Butyl Acetate (TBAc)

TBAC is a solvent that can be used in the formulation of some architectural coatings. The
manufacturer of TBAc and architectural coating manufacturers have requested that TBAc
be delisted as a VOC. At the same time, a request has been made to not delist TBAc as
an exempt VOC compound because one of its metabolites has been found to cause tumors
in rats and therefore could potentially be carcinogenic.

U.S. EPA has delisted TBAc from the VOC definition because of its low photochemical
reactivity. Staff agrees with EPA’s assessment that TBAc has low photochemical
reactivity, but is concerned about its potential toxicity. The proposed amendments limit
the use of TBAc to industrial maintenance coatings and the toxics analysis in the Draft
EA examines both cancer and non-cancer health effects from IM coatings, which could
be reformulated with TBAc to meet the lower VOC content limit. In the case of TBAc,
there is little available information on the toxicity of TBAc, but there is some toxicity
information available on one of its metabolites, tertiary-butyl alcohol (TBA). While there
are studies that indicate tumors in rats and mice when exposed to high concentrations of
TBA, TBA has not been classified as a human carcinogen yet. Estimated risk factors for
TBA provided by the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) staff
members were used as a surrogate for determining potential cancer risk and non-cancer
effects resulting from the limited exemption for TBAc. It should be noted that these
surrogate risk factors developed by OEHHA staff have not been formally approved by the
Scientific Review Panel yet, but have been peer reviewed. However, they reflect the best



available information from OEHHA at this time, and these factors were used to
conservatively estimate potential cancer risk and non-cancer effects from TBAc used to
formulate IM coatings. In analyzing TBAc’s impacts staff also considered CARB
documents that assert TBAc’s ozone reduction benefits. Staff’s very conservative
analysis from the use of TBAc based products only, indicates that the potential chronic
cancer risk and acute risk is below the AQMDs significant risk threshold. Staff does not
recommend expanding the exemption for TBAc to other categories because numerous
alternative compliant products that do not pose the added potential risk exist in large
volume, whereas atmospheric IM coatings for extraordinary long durability were limited
in availability. By limiting the exemption for TBAc to IM coatings, the AQMD
recognizes and limits the potential cancer risk exposure due to the use of TBAc while
providing the coating manufacturers with flexibility in formulating products compliant
with the future IM coatings limits in PAR 1113. Staff will continue to evaluate additional
information relative to TBACc’s toxicity as it becomes available and reevaluate its position
as necessary.

Averaging Compliance Option Clarification

Rule 1113 specifies the coating categories that manufacturers can select for their
averaging compliance plan and, as currently written, nonflat and industrial maintenance
coatings may be averaged. Since staff is proposing to separate the nonflat high gloss
coatings as a subcategory of the nonflats and zinc-rich primers are a subcategory of
industrial maintenances coatings, comments were received as to whether the
subcategories could also be averaged. For clarification of the categories that may be
averaged, staff is proposing to include the nonflat high gloss and zinc-rich primer
subcategories into the averaging list. Staff has determined this amendment, proposed
after the hearing was set, does not significantly change the meaning of the proposed
amended rule and would not constitute significant new information pursuant to CEQA
guidelines.

CEQA

Pursuant to the CEQA and AQMD Rule 110, AQMD has prepared an EA for the
proposed amendments to Rule 1113. The Draft EA finding significant impacts was
circulated for a 45-day public review and comment period from April 5, 2006 to May 19,
2006. Comments received on the Draft EA and responses to the comments have been
incorporated into the Final EA for the proposed project.

Socioeconomic Analysis

Proposed amendments to Rule 1113 would potentially impact manufacturers and end
users of architectural coatings. The former belongs to the industry of chemical and allied
products (SIC 2851 or NAICS 325510), and the latter are a part of the industry of
painting and paper hanging (SIC 1721 or NAICS 235210) and do-it-yourself consumers
and homeowners. The total annualized cost of the proposed amendments is projected to
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be $1.14 million. It is estimated that approximately 43 jobs could be forgone annually
from the future projected growth in the four-county area between 2007 and 2020.

Legal Mandates

In December 1999, the AQMD entered into a Settlement Agreement with several
environmental organizations based on a complaint filed in the U.S. District Court in
which it was alleged that the AQMD and CARB had failed to adopt and implement 34
control measures from the 1994 SIP. Of the 34 control measures identified by the
environmental organizations, the AQMD is responsible for implementing 31. The
Settlement Agreement identifies the AQMDs control measures, including those that have
been fully or partially adopted. Control Measure CTS-07 - Further Emission Reductions
from Architectural Coatings, is one of the control measures listed.

The Settlement Agreement states that the above control measures with implementation
dates later than 2006 require the Governing Board at the time of adoption of such rule to
make a written finding that it is infeasible to implement the measure in 2006 in order to
adopt an ending implementation date in 2007 or that it is infeasible to implement the
measure in 2006 or 2007 in order to adopt an ending implementation date in 2008. The
Settlement Agreement further states that the AQMD could relax or delay implementation
of emission limitations in the Rules set forth in the Agreement, which includes Rule 1113
as long as (1) the Board makes a finding that it is infeasible to implement the measure by
specified date; (i1) the implementation date for an individual rule is not delayed by more
than 2 years or alternative measures are adopted and implemented to eliminate the
shortfall in reductions within 2 years after scheduled implementation of the original rule,
but no later than 2010.

Implementations and Resources
Existing AQMD resources will be sufficient to implement the proposed changes to
this rule with minimal impact on the budget.

Attachments

Summary of Proposed Amendment
Rule Development Flow Chart

Key Contacts

Key Issues and Responses

Resolution

Rule Language

Staff Report

Appendix A — List of Available Products
Appendix B — Emissions Calculations
Socioeconomic Report

CEQA
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ATTACHMENT A

Summary Of Proposed Amendments to Rule 1113 — Architectural Coatings

Staff proposes amending Rule 1113 as follows:

Add to the definition of clear wood finishes the words “including floors, decks and
porches;”

Amend the definition for floor coatings to include clear floor coatings formulated
for or applied to concrete flooring and add the words “represented in part for use
on flooring” to allow for an exemption of such products from the most restrictive
provision of the rule;

Modify the definition of VOC to exclude TBAc when used in formulating IM
coatings including zinc-rich primers;

Add a new definition for nonflat high gloss by separating this category from the
general nonflat category, establish an interim limit of 150 g/l effective July 1, 2006
and implement the limit of 50 g/l effective July 1, 2007;

Change the VOC limit of 50 g/l for quick-dry enamels to 150 g/l effective July 1,
2006 and implement the limit of 50 g/I effective July 1, 2007;

Modify the definition of concrete-curing compounds to separate them into those
for roadways and bridges and those for all other uses.

Reduce the VOC content limit to 100 g/l for concrete-curing compounds (except
for roadways and bridges) and traffic coatings, and to 150 g/I for dry-fog coatings,
effective July 1, 2007,

Postpone the final limit for specialty primers of 100 g/l for one year and establish a
new interim limit of 250 g/l effective July 1, 2006;

Modify the definition of shellacs to clarify that the resinous secretions come from
an “insect” rather than a beetle. Drop the words “thinned with alcohol.” Add the
words “providing a quick-drying, solid, protective film for priming and sealing
stains and odors, and for wood finishing excluding floors;”

Phase-out the fire-retardant category by January 1, 2007, requiring these coatings
to be subject to the VOC content limit of the coating category for which they are
manufactured (i.e., primer, sealer, flat, nonflat);

Allow fire-retardant coatings, metallic pigmented coatings, nonflat high gloss and
zinc-rich industrial maintenance coatings to be averaged;

Amend requirements to allow the use of anti-graffiti IM coatings for residential,
commercial, or institutional facility use; and

Make limited administrative changes to: allow a one year sell-through provision
for clear wood finishes in small containers, and update labeling requirements,
technology assessments, recordkeeping requirements and acronyms.
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ATTACHMENT B

RULE DEVELOPMENT PROCESS

PROPOSED AMENDED RULE 1113 - Architectural Coatings

UMR Study 2004-2005

Technical Advisory Committee Meetings and
Teleconferences for Technical Assessment

February 5, 2004; June 24, 2004; September 17, 2004;

January 19 & 25, 2005; April 21 & 29, 2005;

September 14, 2005:; April 18, 2006

Ad Hoc Committee Meetings
with Board Members
July 8, 2005, November 2, 2005, January 30,
2006, May 12 & 23, 2006

Ad Hoc Subcommittee Meetings
August 10, 2005; September 14, 2005;
October 19, 2005; January 23, 2006;
February 14 &15, 2006; March 9, 2006

California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) Draft Environmental Assessment
45-Day Public Review Period
April 5, 2006 to May 19, 2006

!

Initial Rule Development
First Meeting: January 19, 2005

28 Manufacturer Meetings/Site Visits
from March 17, 2005 through May 17,
2006.

|

Public Workshop and California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
Scoping Session: January 26, 2006

Public Notice in Newspapers

!

Set Hearing: May 5, 2006

Public Hearing: June 2, 2006

Notice Published and mailed for Public Hearing
May 3, 2006
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ATTACHMENT C

KEY CONTACTS LIST

Christine Stanley

Ameron Protective Coatings Systems

John Woods Ameron Protective Coatings Systems
Norm Mowrer Ameron Protective Coatings Systems
Brian Turk BASF

Michael Butler BEHR Process Corporation

Parker Pace BEHR Process Corporation

Kip Cleverly Benjamin Moore Paints

Barry Jenkin Benjamin Moore Paints

Ron Widner Benjamin Moore Paints

Gerald Thompson BonaKemi USA, Inc.

Dane Jones, Ph.D.

Cal Poly, SLO

Max Wills, Ph.D.

Cal Poly, SLO

Andy Rogerson Caltrans

Monique Davis CARB

Jim Nyarady CARB

Barry Barman CSI Services, Inc.
Bud Jenkins CSU Pomona
Charles Milner Ph.D. CSU Pomona

Michael G. Rose

Dunn-Edwards Paints

Robert Wendoll Dunn-Edwards Paints

Kevin McCreight Eastman Chemical Company

Joseph Tashjian Ellis Paint Company

Howard Berman Environmental Mediation, Inc.

Robert Henderson EPMAR

Dave/Adam Fuhr Fuhr International

Richard Hart Hart Polymers

Jim Kantola ICI Dulux Sinclair

Katy Wolf Institute for Research and Technical Assistance

Aaron Mann

JFB Hart Coatings, Inc.

Jason Beedie

JFB Hart Coatings, Inc.

Jeffrey P. Mulford Lifeguard
David Sibbrel Life Paint Company
Daniel B. Pourreau, Ph.D Lyondell

Raymond Russell Diversified Coatings Inc.
Stephen Murphy Murphy Industrial Coatings
Carol Yip Kaufman MWD

John Wallace MWD
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KEY CONTACTS LIST

David Darling National Paint & Coatings Association
Bob Nelson National Paint & Coatings Association
Michael Linn Nox-Crete

Dwayne Fuhlhage Prosoco

Claude Florent Rainguard

Brough Richey, Ph.D. Rohm and Hass Company

Clare Doyle Rohm and Hass Company
William H. Hill Rohm and Hass Company
Herman Bacchus Rust-Oleum

Mike Murphy Rust-Oleum

Ben McCall SDA Craft Technologies

Greg Banasky SGS U.S. Testing Company Inc.
Dan Forestiere Sherwin-Williams Company
Madelyn Harding Sherwin-Williams Company
Albert G. Silverton Silvertown Products, inc.
Wayne Nelson Spectra-Tone Paint Corporation
Dennis Salley Dayton Superior

Tony Hobbs Tnemec Corporation

Kathryn Sheppard UMR Coatings Institute
Michael R. Van De Mark, Ph.D. UMR Coatings Institute

Don Sudduth UV Chemistry Company, Inc
Duncan Gamble UV Chemistry Company, Inc.
Hamid Pourshirazi Vista Paint

Jerome Fischer Vista Paint

John Long Vista Paint

Tim Gormly W.R. Meadows of S. CA
Michael Jurist Zinsser

Timothy O’Reilly Zinsser
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ATTACHMENT D

KEY ISSUES AND RESPONSES Rule 1113

Issue

Response

Tertiary-Butyl Acetate (TBAc)
should be allowed in
formulations for all architectural
coating categories not just
industrial maintenance (IM)
coatings.

Since there is limited information on the toxicity of TBAc
and staff’s technology assessment indicates there are
products formulated without TBAc that meet the VOC limits
in the rule for most affected categories; therefore, staff
believes the most responsible approach is limiting TBAc to
only the IM category, especially for atmospheric coatings
that require long durability to protect infrastructure and there
are limited extraordinary alternatives. Once additional
information regarding TBAc’s toxicity becomes available,
staff will be prepared to reconsider its current position.

TBAc should not be allowed for
use in any architectural coating
category. TBAc forms a
metabolite called tert-butyl
alcohol (TBA) which is a
carcinogen.

Although staff does not require chronic toxicity testing for
compounds exempted from the definition of VOC by U.S.
EPA and CARB, staff does attempt to compile as much
toxicity, global warming, stratospheric ozone depleting
potential, etc., information as is currently available in the
CEQA document that is typically prepared when exempting a
compound from the definition of VOC. In the case of TBAc,
there is little available information on the toxicity of TBAc,
but there is some toxicity information available on one of its
metabolites, TBA. While there are studies that indicate
tumors in rats and mice when exposed to high concentrations
of TBA, TBA has not been classified as a human carcinogen
yet. Estimated risk factors for TBA provided by OEHHA
staff members were used as a surrogate for determining
potential cancer risk and non-cancer effects resulting from
the limited exemption for TBAc. These factors were used to
conservatively estimate potential cancer risk and non-cancer
effects from TBAc used to formulate IM coatings. In
analyzing TBAc’s impacts, staff also considered CARB
documents that assert TBAc’s ozone reduction benefits.
Staff’s very conservative analysis from the use of TBAc
based on IM coatings, indicates that the potential chronic
cancer risk and acute risk is below the AQMDs significant
risk threshold.
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KEY ISSUES AND RESPONSES Rule 1113

Leave the IM category at 250 g/l
and extend the 100 g/ limit for
one year to allow identification
and break out of subcategories
requiring higher VOC limits.

Staff disagrees with this suggestion. Staff’s technology
assessment identified numerous IM coatings complying with
the 100 g/1 limit with excellent performance characteristics.
Furthermore, staff is proposing to exempt TBAc as a VOC
solvent and allow its use in formulations requiring
exceptionally long-life performance. Given the above facts
and the significant emissions associated with IM coatings,
staff believes that the requested delay is not warranted. The
IM coating manufacturers have not been able to agree on the
sub-categorization of the IM category. Staff recommends to
those manufacturers that need extra time to transition to the
new limits to use the tools already available in the rule, such
as the averaging or sell-through provisions or apply for
variance.

Postponing the effective date for the IM category by one year
would have a significant emission impact estimated at 2.44
tons per day delayed.

Break out anti-graffiti coatings
from the IM category with a
general VOC limit of 250 g/l and
a 400 g/I group for concrete and
masonry moisture vapor
permeability.

Anti-graffiti coatings are a subset of the IM coatings and are
generally divided into sacrificial or non-sacrificial coatings.
Sacrificial coatings are usually water based modified wax
emulsions while non-sacrificial coatings are usually based on
acrylic and polyurethane resins. Anti-graffiti coatings are
primarily non-penetrating, forming a film to protect the
substrate to prevent penetration of spray paint, marking pens,
chemical attacks, crayons, etc. Most of the anti-graffiti
coatings require the substrate to be sealed, usually with
penetrating sealers, prior to application to prevent moisture
from being trapped inside. Staff has identified both
sacrificial and non-sacrificial anti-graffiti coatings at 100 g/
or less that are breathable allowing water vapor transmission.
Therefore, staff disagrees with this suggestion.

Since anti-graffiti coatings are reported as IM coatings in the
CARB Surveys, it is not possible to evaluate the emission
impact.
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Maintain the existing VOC limit
for rust preventative coatings and
delay implementation of the 100
¢/1 VOC limit for one year to
allow additional performance
testing.

The 2003 CARB annual report shows a significant increase
in sales of rust preventative coatings over the sales reported
in the 2001 CARB Survey for this category. Staff’s
evaluation indicates that compliant coatings with low-VOC
are currently available in single component, direct-to-metal
(DTM) coatings that provide corrosion resistance for interior
and exterior metal surfaces. The 2001 CARB Survey shows
that 19% of the products are in compliance with the 100 g/1
limit. Appendix A of the current Annual Status Report lists
28 DTM rust preventative coatings that meet the future VOC
limit and are currently available from various manufacturers.
The UMR study tested rust preventative coating systems,
comprised of a primer and topcoat, which supports the 100
g/l limit. Therefore, staff disagrees with this suggestion.

The emission impact, if this proposal was accepted, would be
1.28 tons per day delayed for a minimum of one year.

Maintain the existing VOC limits
for specialty primers.

One of the major manufacturers of coatings in this category
met with staff several times and explained that the
waterbased technology to develop a usable specialty primer
at 100 g/1 limit which can seal fire and smoke damage, as
well as severe water-soluble stains was not currently possible
but the technology is moving in the right direction and would
soon be achievable. After reviewing the available
technology and in conjunction with several manufacturer
recommendations, staff is proposing to establish an interim
VOC limit of 250 g/l effective July 1, 2006 and delay the 100
g/l limit by one year for this category.

The emission impact, if this proposal was accepted, would be
0.14 ton per day permanently forgone or a delay of 0.08 ton
per day for one year with staff’s proposal.

Maintain the existing VOC limits
for exterior stains.

The 2001 CARB Survey shows 10% of the products and
11% of the sales complying with the 100 g/I limit. The 2005
Annual Status Report, Appendix A lists 30 exterior stains
that have a VOC content of 100 g/l or less. The UMR study
conducted accelerated exposure testing and the results
support the 100 g/l limit. Manufacturers have additional
time for developing and testing their products until July 1,
2007. Therefore, staff disagrees with this suggestion.

The emission impact, if the industry proposal was accepted,
would be 0.57 ton per day permanently forgone.

-18-




KEY ISSUES AND RESPONSES Rule 1113

Maintain the existing VOC limits
for waterproofing sealers and
waterproofing concrete-masonry
sealers. Comments were made
that some substrates, such as
travertine and natural stone, do
not have the chemistry to react
with some types of
waterproofing concrete/masonry
sealers and those coatings for
these substrates were impossible
to produce at a VOC content of
100 g/1.

Staff reviewed the technical data sheets for waterproofing
concrete/masonry sealers with a VOC content of 100 g/l or
less and found nine coatings recommended for use on natural
stone, granite, marble, slate, travertine, limestone, and
sandstone as well as concrete, exposed aggregate concrete,
brick, stucco, block, and clay tile. These products are either
film forming or penetrants with all of them breathable
allowing vapor transmission or having a permeability rating
greater than one. The most recent technology study also
supports the 100 g/ limit for this category. The 2001 CARB
Survey shows that 25% of the waterproofing sealer products
and 20% of their sales meet the 100 g/l limit. The same
survey shows 44% of the waterproofing concrete/masonry
sealer products and 38% of their sales meet the 100 g/l limit.
A more thorough analysis of the technology for this category
can be obtained from the 2003 Staff Report for the December
3, 2003 amended Rule 1113.

The emission impact, if industry’s suggestion was adopted,
would be 0.51 ton per day permanently forgone.
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Reverse the elimination of the
small container exemption for
clear wood finishes. Allow the
applicability of the sell-through
provision to the small containers.

Rule 1113 was amended in 2003 to sunset the exemption of
clear wood finishes sold in small containers by July 1, 2006.
The amendment was based on a thorough evaluation of clear
wood finishes available in the market. Staff concluded that
for clear wood finishes; including lacquers, sanding sealers,
and varnishes; eliminating the exemption for quart containers
or less was feasible based on the technology assessment that
indicates numerous adequate substitute products with low-
VOC contents are available and in use today. These
conclusions were reaffirmed during the 2005 technology
assessment. The sell-through provision, as currently written,
is only available to the small containers provided they were
manufactured prior to the July 1, 2006 effective date and
meet the VOC limit of 350 g/ in the Table of Standards.
The sell-through provision is not available for all other
products with a VOC content exceeding that of the Table of
Standards. The manufacturers had plenty of time to prepare
and were reminded of the sunsetting exemption.
Nevertheless, in response to comments received and in an
effort to assist manufacturers with the transition and alleviate
the need for a product variance, staff is proposing a one year
sell-through provision for coatings in small containers above
the current VOC limit of 350 g/ to allow time for the
products to be sold and used after the exemption expires on
July 1, 2006.

The emission impact of reversing the elimination of the
small container exemption would be 0.91 ton per day
permanently forgone.
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Divide nonflat coatings; primers,
sealers, undercoaters; quick-dry
enamels, quick-dry primers,
sealers, undercoaters and floor
coatings into interior and exterior
keeping some interior coatings at
the current VOC limit or slightly
lower and all exterior products at
the current VOC limit with no
future lower limit.

Staff believes that subdividing the suggested coatings into
interior and exterior, with each having a different VOC limit,
would be difficult to enforce during application of the
coatings. Dividing these categories into interior and exterior
would raise significant obstacles to the enforceability of the
rule, placing much of the anticipated emission reductions in
jeopardy. Furthermore, staff’s technology assessment
identified performing products for both interior and exterior
application. However, after reviewing the most recent
technology assessment, staff is proposing to create a new
category for nonflat high gloss coatings with a VOC limit of
150 g/l effective July 1, 2006 and delaying the 50 g/ limit for
one year. Similarly, staff’s proposal is to allow quick-dry
enamels a 150 g/l VOC limit effective July 1, 2006 and delay
the 50 g/1 limit one year. The other category VOC limits
have been found to be feasible.

The emission impact of adopting industry’s suggestion
would be 1.62 tons per day permanently forgone for all the
categories or 0.68 ton per day for one year for staff’s
proposal.
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ATTACHMENT E

RESOLUTIONS FOR
PROPOSED AMENDED RULE 1113 - ARCHITECTURAL COATINGS



Option 1

RESOLUTION NO. 2006-

A Resolution of the Governing Board of the South Cast Air Quality
Management District (“AQMD”) certifying the Final E nvironmental Assessment
prepared for Proposed Amended Rule 1113.

A Resolution of the AQMD Governing Board adopting Anended Rule
1113 - Architectural Coatings.

WHEREAS, the AQMD Governing Board finds and determined tha
proposed amendments to Rule 1113 - Architecturalti@gs, are considered a "project”
pursuant to the California Environmental Qualityt AEQA); and

WHEREAS, the AQMD has had its regulatory program certifentsuant
to Public Resources Code Section 21080.5 and haucted CEQA review and analysis
pursuant to such program (Rule 110); and

WHEREAS, the AQMD staff prepared a program Environmental
Assessment (EA) setting forth the potential envimental consequences of adopting
Proposed Amended Rule 1113 - Architectural Coatmgs was released for a 45-day
public review period; and

WHEREAS, the program EA for the 2003 AQMP was incorporatgd
reference by the Draft EA to deal with regionalushces, secondary effects, cumulative
impacts, broad alternatives, and other factorsappty to the program as a whole; and

WHEREAS, it is necessary that the adequacy of the EA beraéned by
the AQMD Governing Board prior to its certificaticand

WHEREAS, two comment letters were received and responses t
comments have been prepared and included in the EiA; the Draft EA has been
revised such that it is now a Final EA; and

WHEREAS, the Final EA has been completed in compliancé WEQA
and Rule 110; and

WHEREAS, the Final EA concluded that the proposed prajestilted in
significant air quality impacts, and no feasibletigation measures were identified to
reduce adverse air quality impacts to less thamfssgnt; and

WHEREAS, a Statement of Findings and Overriding Considenatio
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 815091 and 815093,emsly, have been prepared
since the remaining air quality impacts will bersfigant and is included as Attachment
1 of this resolution; and



WHEREAS, the staff report, the Final EA and the Socioeomicdmpact
Analysis, this June 2, 2006 Board letter, and otbgpporting documentation was
presented to the AQMD Governing Board and that Board has reviewed and
considered the entirety of this information priorpproving the project; and

WHEREAS, the AQMD Governing Board obtains its authorityatopt,
amend, or repeal rules and regulations from Sexti@®002, 40000, 40001, 40440,
40441, 40702, and 41508 of the California Healtth &afety Code; and

WHEREAS, the AQMD Governing Board has determined that adne
exists to amend Rule 1113 - Architectural Coatitmschieve further VOC emission
reductions for architectural coatings to meet tbdefal and state ambient air quality
standard for ozone, to provide additional transiticne with respect to a limited number
of coating categories and to clarify rule languaage]

WHEREAS, the AQMD Governing Board has determined that Rul&3
- Architectural Coatings, as proposed to be amenidedritten and displayed so that its
meaning can be easily understood by persons diraitdcted by them; and

WHEREAS, the AQMD Governing Board has determined that Rll&3
- Architectural Coatings, as proposed to be amended harmony with, and not in
conflict with, or contradictory to, existing stadést court decisions, or state or federal
regulations; and

WHEREAS, the AQMD Governing Board has determined that Rl&3
- Architectural Coatings, as proposed to be amendiesds not impose the same
requirements as any existing state or federal atigm, and the proposed amended rule is
necessary and proper to execute the powers arnesdyranted to, and imposed upon, the
AQMD; and

WHEREAS, the AQMD Governing Board in amending the regolati
references the following statutes which the AQMDehg implements, interprets or
makes specific: Health and Safety Code Section®H4(Q@) (air quality standards),
40440(a) (rules to carry out plan), 40440 (b) (BARC40440 (c) (cost effectiveness),
40702 (adopt regulation to execute duties), anckefdlean Air Act Sections 116 and
172 (c)(1); and

WHEREAS, the AQMD Governing Board determines that thereais
problem that Proposed Amended Rule 1113 - ArchitatiCoatings will alleviate, (i.e.,
the South Coast Air Basin does not meet state der& standards for ozone) and the
proposed amendment will promote the attainment amtenance of such air quality
standards; and

WHEREAS, the AQMD Governing Board has determined that Bsep
Amended Rule 1113 - Architectural Coatings showddaldopted because the proposed
amended rule provides the best balance betweeneffestiveness and air quality
benefits; and



WHEREAS, the AQMD Governing Board has determined that the
Socioeconomic Impact Assessment is consistent thighprovisions of the March 17,
1989 and October 14, 1994, Board Resolution fag adoption and Health and Safety
Code Sections 40440.8, 40728.5 and 40920.6; and

WHEREAS, the AQMD Governing Board has reviewed and comsidle
the staff's findings related to cost and employmiempacts of Proposed Rule 1113 —
Architectural Coatings set forth in the socioecomommpact assessment, and hereby
finds and determines that cost and employment itspace as set forth in that
assessment; and

WHEREAS, the AQMD Governing Board has actively considetied
Socioeconomic Impact Assessment and has made afgilodeffort to minimize such
impacts; and

WHEREAS, the proposed amendments to Rule 1113 - Architaictu
Coatings help achieve the maximum feasible emissaatuction of VOCs from the
various coating categories, which is estimateddaup to 0.69 ton/day, and that even
after considering the Socioeconomic Impact Assessmée adoption of such
amendments is necessary for achieving the fedarthbktate standards for ozone and for
implementing the AQMP; and

WHEREAS, a public hearing has been properly noticed inoatance
with all provisions of Health and Safety Code, 88c#0725; and

WHEREAS, the AQMD Governing Board has held a public hegaiim
accordance with all provisions of law; and

WHEREAS, the AQMD specifies the manager of Rule 1113 as th
custodian of the documents or other materials wbatstitute the record of proceedings
upon which the adoption of this proposed amendnsehésed, which are located at the
South Coast Air Quality Management District, 21866pley Drive, Diamond Bar,
California.

WHEREAS, the Governing Board determines that the VOC domss
limits of 50 grams per liter for nonflat high gloasd quick-dry enamels, and 100 grams
per liter for specialty primers are not feasibledwyy 1, 2006 because the technology is
not yet sufficiently available, but will be feasgbby July 1, 2007 and during the interim
period nonflat high gloss and quick-dry enameld bl able to meet a VOC limit of 150
grams per liter and specialty primers will be aoleneet a VOC limit of 250 grams per
liter; and

WHEREAS, the AQMD Governing Board finds and determines, ngki
into consideration the factors in §(d)(4)(D) of Beverning Board Procedures, that the
modifications adopted which have been made to RBegpbcAmended Rule 1113 -
Architectural Coatings since notice of public hegrivas published do not significantly
change the meaning of the proposed amended rulenwttie meaning of Health and



Safety Code 840726 and would not constitute sicgifi new information pursuant to
CEQA Guidelines §815088.5; and

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the AQMD Governing
Board does hereby approve the written responsdgetcomments to the Draft EA, and
certify the Final EA for Proposed Amended Rule 111&rchitectural Coatings, which
was completed in compliance with CEQA and Rule pidvisions; and find that the
Final EA was presented to the AQMD Governing Boamthose members reviewed,
considered, and approved the information thereior po acting on Proposed Amended
Rule 1113 - Architectural Coatings; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED , that the AQMD Governing Board does
hereby amend, pursuant to the authority grantedalby Rule 1113 - Architectural
Coatings, as set forth in the attached, and incatpd herein by this reference.

Attachment

DATE:

CLERK OF THE BOARD
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Attachment 1 - Statement of Finding and Overriding Considerations

INTRODUCTION

The proposed amended Rule 1113 - Architectural iGg&ts a “project” as defined
by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQACGal. Public Resources Code
8821000 et seq.). The South Coast Air Quality M@maent District (SCAQMD) is
the lead agency for the project and, therefore, pr@pared an Environmental
Assessment (EA) pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §8152%@ SCAQMD Rule 110.
The purpose of the EA is to describe the projed #&m identify, analyze, and
evaluate any potentially significant adverse envmental impacts that may result
from adopting and implementing the proposed projddte EA was circulated to the
public for a 45-day public review and comment perieginning April 5, 2006 and
ending May 19, 2006. During the 45-day public eewviand comment period, the
SCAQMD received two comment letters on the Draft. EAhe comments were
responded to and included in the Final EA. Minbamges were necessary to make
the Draft EA into a Final EA. However, these mimoodifications and updates do
not constitute “significant new informatioh”and, therefore, does not require
recirculation of the document pursuant to CEQA @lirces 815088.5.

SUMMARY OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT

The proposed amendments to Rule 1113 will allowciteting manufacturers to use
tertiary butyl acetate (TBAc) as an exempt solveat formulate industrial
maintenance (IM) coatings only, including zinc-ricidustrial maintenance primers.
PAR 1113 also establishes a new high-gloss submatenf nonflat coatings and
postpones the 50 grams per liter (g/l) final VOQ@teat limit by one year to July 1,
2007 for those nonflat high gloss coatings. Imtelimits of 150 g/l and 250 g/l are
proposed for quick dry enamel coatings and spgcaitmers, respectively, while
delaying the final VOC content limit of 50 g/l fame year until July 1, 2007. In
addition, the proposed amendments will require hovgethe VOC content limit for
the following three existing coating categoriesn@e@te-curing compounds (except
for those used for roadways, bridges and bridgé&s)edry-fog coatings, and traffic
coatings by July 1, 2007. The coating categoryirefretardant coatings will be
eliminated and those coatings will be subject ®\WOC content limit of the coating
category this particular type of coating is normallassified as (i.e., primer, sealer,

! “Significant new information” requiring recirculanh include, for example, a disclosure showing:that

(1) A new significant environmental impact wouldué from the project or from a new mitigation meas
proposed to be implemented.

(2) A substantial increase in the severity of aviremmental impact would result unless mitigatioaasures are
adopted that reduce the impact to a level of inBgance.

(3) A feasible project alternative or mitigation asere considerably different from others previoasiglyzed
would clearly lessen the environmental impactdefproject, but the project's proponents decliredimpt it.

(4) The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basidathdequate and conclusory in nature that meanimpgfblic
review and comment were precluded.
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flat, nonflat). These specific coating categotageted for VOC content reductions
were identified by SCAQMD staff and in one of tlinefproposals from the National
Paint and Coating Association (NPCA) as potentist-@ffective means of offsetting
the VOC emissions foregone due to the delay in emgintation of the final VOC
content limit compliance date for nonflat high glpguick-dry enamel and specialty
coating categories. The delay in emission reduostis expected to exceed the
SCAQMD'’s significance threshold and, thus, genemtsignificant impact on air
quality.

SIGNIFICANT ADVERSE IMPACTS THAT CANNOT BE REDUCED BELOW A
SIGNIFICANT LEVEL

Air

One environmental topic area, air quality, was fiified as having a temporary
significant adverse environmental impact due todkiension of compliance dates
for several coating categories, which will delaygorally anticipated reductions in
VOC emissions.

Quality

PAR 1113 will provide an extension to the complendate for three coating
categories from July 1, 2006 to July 1, 2007 cnept temporary delay in VOC
emission reductions of 1,560 pounds per day for yeer before the lower VOC
content limits become effective. Because the defa)yOC emission reductions
exceeds the SCAQMD’s operational significance tmoéts of 55 pounds of VOC
per day, the air quality impacts associated with phoposed amendments to Rule
1113 were concluded to be significant.

The adoption and implementation of PAR 1113 is etgueto produce substantial
long-term VOC emission reductions. The proposée puovides an additional VOC
emission reduction of 1,360 pounds per day fromdhering of VOC content limits
for three existing coating categories. The add#leemission reductions, however,
will not be achieved until July 1, 2007. Table dtlimes the proposed VOC content
limits, compliance dates and the emission redustd®iayed and achieved.
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TABLE 1
PAR 1113 Proposed VOC Content Limits, CompliancéeBand Emission Reductions
Proposed Final VOC Delayed Proposed New
COATING Current Interim Limit* Emission New Final Emission
TYPE VOC VOC w/Delayed | Reductions VOC Reductions
Limit* Limit* Compliance | (pounds/day) Limit* (pounds/day)
As of 7/1/06 As of 7/1/07 | 7/1/06 - 7/1/07| As of 7/1/07 As of 7/1/07
Concrete-Curing 350 _ 100 80
Compounds
Dry-Fog Coatings 400 - 150 700
Nonflat Coatings, 960
High Gloss 150 B 50
Quick-Dry Enamels 250 150 50 400
Specialty Primers 350 250 100 200 -- --
Traffic Coatings 150 -- -- -- 100 580
Emission Reductions (pounds per d 1,560 H 1,360

*grams of VOC per liter of coating, less water degk exempt compounds

Further, the proposed amendments delist TBAc a©O& When formulated in IM

coatings. Using TBA as a surrogate for TBAc, ads»xanalysis has been prepared
that examines both cancer and non-cancer (acusd)hheffects from IM coatings
which could be reformulated with TBAc to meet tlogvér VOC content limit. A
“worst-case” acute (short-term exposure) analysis vweonducted because |IM
coatings typically last ten to 20 years so longrte&xposure is not expected under
typical usage scenarios. However, cancer effeet® @nalyzed at a representative
sample of facilities, such as refineries and sewigatment plants, which may
continuously apply IM coatings around the site tigioout the year. The health risk
analysis using “worst-case” TBAc emissions for weségited to IM coatings was
concluded to be less than significant for both icagenic and noncarcinogenic risk.

STATEMENT OF FINDINGS

Public Resources Code 821081 and CEQA Guideliné®%l(a) state that “No
public agency shall approve or carry out a project which an EIR has been
completed which identifies one or more significadverse environmental effects of
the project unless the public agency makes oneawe mritten findings for each of
those significant effects, accompanied by a brxplanation of the rationale for each
finding.” Additionally, the findings must be supped by substantial evidence in the
record (CEQA Guidelines 815091(b)). As identifiedhe Final EA and summarized
above, the proposed project has the potentialdatersignificant adverse air quality
impacts. The SCAQMD Governing Board, thereforekesathe following findings
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regarding the proposed project. The findings aggperted by substantial evidence
in the record as explained in each finding. Thiat&8nent of Findings will be

included in the record of project approval and wiko be noted in the Notice of
Determination.

1. Delay in VOC emisson reductions would exceed SCAQMD daily VOC
significance thresholds.

Finding and ExplanationExtending the compliance date for three coataiggories

from July 1, 2006 to July 1, 2007 creates a tempodelay in VOC emission
reductions of 1,560 pounds per day for one yeasrbehe lower VOC content limits
become effective.

No feasible mitigation measures are available $eda the significant adverse impact
to air quality from the proposed delayed compliancEEQA defines "feasible"
mitigation measures as those that are "capableiofjtaccomplished in a successful
manner within a reasonable period of time, takimgoiaccount economic,
environmental, social, and technological factoRllic Resources Code §21061.1).
No program for reporting or monitoring changes waguired in the proposed project
or made a condition of approval pursuant to CEQAIid€lines 815091(d).
Therefore, a mitigation monitoring plan, per Pulilesources Code §821081.6 and
CEQA Guidelines 815097, has not been prepared.

The Governing Board finds further that aside fréva No Project Alternative, which
IS not feasible to comply with, the Final EA coresield alternatives pursuant to
CEQA Guidelines 815126.6, but no project alterretiwould reduce to insignificant
levels the significant air quality impacts ideredifor the proposed project.

The record of approval for this project may be fimthe SCAQMD’s Clerk of the
Board’s Office located at SCAQMD Headquarters iar@ond Bar, California.

STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS

If significant adverse impacts of a proposed ptojemmain after incorporating
mitigation measures, or no measures or alternativesitigate the adverse impacts
are identified, the lead agency must make a detetion that the benefits of the
project outweigh the unavoidable adverse environateffects if it is to approve the
project. CEQA requires the decision-making agetacpalance, as applicable, the
economic, legal, social, technological, or othendfgts of a proposed project against
its unavoidable environmental risks when deterngininether to approve the project
(CEQA Guidelines 815093 (a)). If the specific ewmomc, legal, social,
technological, or other benefits of a proposed gujoutweigh the unavoidable
adverse environmental effects, the adverse envieoteh effects may be considered
“acceptable” (CEQA Guidelines 815093 (a)). Accaogly, a Statement of
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Attachment 1 - Statement of Finding and Overriding Considerations

Overriding Considerations regarding potentially nfigant adverse air quality

impacts resulting from the proposed project hasnh@epared. This Statement of
Overriding Considerations is included as part efréicord of the project approval for
the proposed project. Pursuant to CEQA Guidel@¥s093(c), the Statement of
Overriding Considerations will also be noted in thetice of Determination for the

proposed project.

Despite the inability to incorporate changes inb@ tproject that will mitigate
potentially significant adverse air quality impadtsa level of insignificance, the
SCAQMD's Governing Board finds that the followingnefits and considerations
outweigh the significant unavoidable adverse emvitental impacts:

1. Extending the date for high gloss nonflat coatingsjck dry enamels and
specialty primers to comply with the lower VOC camt limit will allow
manufacturers more time to formulate and test nsaceessful coatings for these
three categories at a lower VOC content limit.

2. The analysis of potential adverse environmentalaicte incorporates a “worst-
case” approach. This entails the premise that ed@mnthe analysis requires that
assumptions be made, those assumptions that et greatest adverse impacts
are typically chosen. This method likely overesiies the actual emission
reductions temporarily foregone from the proposeygeat.

3. The delay in emission reductions from the propgs@gect is temporary for one
year and not permanent.

4. The proposed rule provides an additional VOC emssieduction of 1,360
pounds per day from the lowering of VOC contentténfior three existing coating
categories, however, these additional emissionctezhs will not be achieved
until July 1, 2007.

5. Cumulative air quality impacts from the proposeceadments are not expected to
be significant because while the delay of VOC eimisseductions is significant,
the delay is temporary and not permanent. In eagiPAR 1113 will require new
lower VOC content limits for three other existingating categories providing
new VOC emission reductions of 1,360 pounds perfday the rule. These new
emission reductions will not be realized until affaly 1, 2007, when the new
lower VOC content limits are promulgated. Althougkere is a delay in 0.78 tons
per day (1,560 pounds per day) of VOC emission ctolos, there is still an
overall net VOC emission reduction benefit from &UlL13 when considering the
4.05 tons per day of VOC emission reductions addefrom the previous rule
amendments in November 2003.
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Attachment 1 - Statement of Finding and Overriding Considerations

6. Cumulative air quality impacts from the proposed eadments, previous
amendments and all other AQMP control measuresicdemsl together are not
expected to be significant because implementaticdl AQMP control measures
is expected to result in net emission reductionsl averall air quality
improvement. This determination is consistent wite conclusion in the 2003
AQMP EIR that cumulative air quality impacts fromh AQMP control measures
are not expected to be significant (SCAQMD, 200B)deed, air quality modeling
performed for the 2003 AQMP indicated that the Bagould achieve all federal
ambient air quality standards by the year 2010 (QEWD, 1997). Future VOC
control measures will assist in achieving the gdalzone attainment by 2010.

The SCAQMD’s Governing Board finds that the aboesatibed considerations
outweigh the unavoidable significant effects to #mironment as a result of the
proposed project.
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Option 2

RESOLUTION NO. 2006-

A Resolution of the Governing Board of the South Cast Air Quality
Management District (“AQMD”) certifying the Final E nvironmental Assessment
prepared for Proposed Amended Rule 1113.

A Resolution of the AQMD Governing Board adopting Anended Rule
1113 - Architectural Coatings.

WHEREAS, the AQMD Governing Board finds and determines that the
proposed amendments to Rule 1113 - Architectural Coatings, are considered a "project”
pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA); and

WHEREAS, the AQMD has had its regulatory program certified pursuant
to Public Resources Code Section 21080.5 and has conducted CEQA review and analysis
pursuant to such program (Rule 110); and

WHEREAS, the AQMD dtaff prepared a program Environmental
Assessment (EA) setting forth the potentia environmental consequences of adopting
Proposed Amended Rule 1113 - Architectural Coatings and was released for a 45-day
public review period; and

WHEREAS, the program EA for the 2003 AQMP was incorporated by
reference by the Draft EA to deal with regional influences, secondary effects, cumulative
impacts, broad aternatives, and other factors that apply to the program as a whole; and

WHEREAS, it is necessary that the adequacy of the EA be determined by
the AQMD Governing Board prior to its certification; and

WHEREAS, two comment letters were receilved and responses to
comments have been prepared and included in the Fina EA; the Draft EA has been
revised such that it isnow a Final EA; and

WHEREAS, the Final EA has been completed in compliance with CEQA
and Rule 110 except for exercising enforcement discretion for interior nonflat coatings,
interior floor coatings; interior primers, sealers, undercoaters; interior quick-dry primers,
sealers, undercoaters; interior quick-dry enamels and for varnish and sanding sealers in
containers greater than one quart; and

WHEREAS, the Final EA concluded that the proposed project resulted in
significant air quality impacts, and no feasible mitigation measures were identified to
reduce adverse air quality impacts to less than significant; and

WHEREAS, a Statement of Findings and Overriding Considerations
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 815091 and 815093, respectively, have been prepared



since the remaining air quality impacts will be significant and included as Attachment 1
of thisresolution; and

WHEREAS, the staff report, the Final EA and the Socioeconomic Impact
Analysis, this June 2, 2006 Board letter, and other supporting documentation was
presented to the AQMD Governing Board and that the Board has reviewed and
considered the entirety of thisinformation prior to approving the project; and

WHEREAS, the AQMD Governing Board obtains its authority to adopt,
amend, or repeal rules and regulations from Sections 39002, 40000, 40001, 40440,
40441, 40702, and 41508 of the California Health and Safety Code; and

WHEREAS, the AQMD Governing Board has determined that a need
exists to postpone the public hearing to amend Rule 1113 - Architectural Coatings to
September 8, 2006; and

WHEREAS, the AQMD Governing Board has determined that Rule 1113
- Architectural Coatings, as proposed to be amended, is written and displayed so that its
meaning can be easily understood by persons directly affected by them; and

WHEREAS, the AQMD Governing Board has determined that Rule 1113
- Architectural Coatings, as proposed to be amended, is in harmony with, and not in
conflict with, or contradictory to, existing statutes, court decisions, or state or federa
regulations; and

WHEREAS, the AQMD Governing Board has determined that Rule 1113
- Architectural Coatings, as proposed to be amended, does not impose the same
requirements as any existing state or federal regulation, and the proposed amended rule is
necessary and proper to execute the powers and duties granted to, and imposed upon, the
AQMD; and

WHEREAS, the AQMD Governing Board in amending the regulation,
references the following statutes which the AQMD hereby implements, interprets or
makes specific: Heath and Safety Code Sections 40001 (a) (air quality standards),
40440(a) (rules to carry out plan), 40440 (b) (BARCT), 40440 (c) (cost effectiveness),
40702 (adopt regulation to execute duties), and Federal Clean Air Act Sections 116 and
172 (c)(1); and

WHEREAS, the AQMD specifies the manager of Rule 1113 as the
custodian of the documents or other materials which constitute the record of proceedings
upon which the adoption of this proposed amendment is based, which are located at the
South Coast Air Quality Management District, 21865 Copley Drive, Diamond Bar,
California.

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the AQMD Governing
Board does hereby approve the written responses to the comments to the Draft EA, and
certify the Final EA for Proposed Amended Rule 1113 - Architectural Coatings except
for interior nonflat; interior floor coatings; interior primers, sealers, undercoaters; interior



quick-dry primers, seders, undercoaters; interior quick-dry enamels and for varnish and
sanding sealers in containers greater than one quart, which was completed in compliance
with CEQA and Rule 110 provisions; and find that the Fina EA was presented to the
AQMD Governing Board, whose members reviewed, considered, and approved the
information therein; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the AQMD Governing Board
amends the effective date for the July 1, 2006 emission limits in Rule 1113 -
Architectural Coatings until October 6, 2006, except for interior nonflats; interior
floor coatings; interior primers, sealers, undercoaters; interior quick-dry primers,
sealers, undercoaters; and interior quick-dry enamels and for varnish and sanding
sealersin containers greater than one quart; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the AQMD Governing Board
directs the Executive Officer to exercise enforcement discretion with regard to the
supplying, selling, offering for sale, manufacturing, blending, repackaging and the use of
architectural coating categories where new limits take effect on July 1, 2006, for interior
nonflat; interior floor coatings,; interior primers, sealers, undercoaters; interior
quick-dry primers, sealers, undercoaters; interior quick-dry enamels for varnish and
sanding seadlers in containers greater than one quart until such time as staff has completed
the CEQA evaluation and returned with rule amendment recommendations as
expeditiously as possible; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED , that the AQMD Governing Board does
hereby direct staff to continue to work through the Paint and Coatings Task Force (Ad
Hoc Board Committee) to find a resolution to the current dispute with the architectural
coatings industry, present a final Ad Hoc Board Committee report at the June 2006
Governing Board hearing; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the AQMD Governing Board
directs staff to complete the CEQA evaluation for interior nonflat; interior floor coatings;
interior primers, seaers, undercoaters; interior quick-dry primers, sealers, undercoaters,
interior quick-dry enamels and for varnish and sanding sealers in containers greater than
one quart which have not been anayzed under CEQA and return to the AQMD
Governing Board with recommendations as expeditiously as possible; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED , that the AQMD Governing Board does
hereby continue the public hearing to consider amendments to Rule 1113 - Architectural
Coatings until the September 8, 2006 regular Board meeting.

Attachment
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Attachment 1 - Satement of Finding and Overriding Considerations

INTRODUCTION

The proposed amended Rule 1113 - Architectural iGg&ts a “project” as defined
by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQACGal. Public Resources Code
8821000 et seq.). The South Coast Air Quality M@maent District (SCAQMD) is

the lead agency for the project and, therefore, pr@pared an Environmental
Assessment (EA) pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §8152%@ SCAQMD Rule 110.

The purpose of the EA is to describe the projed #&m identify, analyze, and
evaluate any potentially significant adverse envmental impacts that may result
from adopting and implementing the proposed projddte EA was circulated to the
public for a 45-day public review and comment perieginning April 5, 2006 and

ending May 19, 2006. During the 45-day public eewviand comment period, the
SCAQMD received two comment letters on the Draft. EAhe comments were

responded to and included in the Final EA. Minbamges were necessary to make

the Draft EA into a Final EA. However, these mimoodifications and updates do
not constitute “significant new informatioh”and, therefore, does not require
recirculation of the document pursuant to CEQA @lirces 815088.5.

SUMMARY OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT

Option 2 to the proposed amendments to Rule 1118dreimend the effective date
for the July 1, 2006 emission limits in Rule 111A8rehitectural Coatings for 90 days
until October 6, 2006, except for interior nonflatterior floor coatings; interior

primers, sealers, undercoaters; interior quick-gnmers, sealers, undercoaters;
interior quick-dry enamels; and varnish and sangde@lers in containers greater than

one quart, and exercise enforcement discretionirftarior nonflat; interior floor
coatings; interior primers, sealers, undercoatetsrior quick-dry primers, sealers,
undercoaters; interior quick-dry enamels and fomish and sanding sealers in
containers greater than one quart until the enmemtal impacts from delaying the
compliance date for these specific coating categothave been analyzed in
accordance to CEQA requirements. The delay inctmapliance date for the other
coating categories currently subject to the July2006 effective date have been
effectively analyzed within the scope of the Altatiies B and C analyzed in the EA.

! “Significant new information” requiring recirculanh include, for example, a disclosure showing:that

(1) A new significant environmental impact wouldué from the project or from a new mitigation meas
proposed to be implemented.

(2) A substantial increase in the severity of aviremmental impact would result unless mitigatioaasures are
adopted that reduce the impact to a level of inBgance.

(3) A feasible project alternative or mitigation asere considerably different from others previoasiglyzed
would clearly lessen the environmental impactdefproject, but the project's proponents decliredimpt it.

(4) The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basidathdequate and conclusory in nature that meanimpgfblic
review and comment were precluded.
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Attachment 1 - Satement of Finding and Overriding Considerations

The delay in emission reductions is expected teeaddhe SCAQMD'’s significance
threshold and, thus, generate a significant impadir quality.

SIGNIFICANT ADVERSE IMPACTS THAT CANNOT BE REDUCED BELOW A
SIGNIFICANT LEVEL

One environmental topic area, air quality, was fiified as having a temporary
significant adverse environmental impact due todkiension of compliance dates
for several coating categories, which will delaygorally anticipated reductions in
VOC emissions.

Air Quality

Option 2 is expected to result in emissions forgoh22,420 pounds per day (11.21
tons per day) or 2,018,000 pounds (1,009 tonsP@odays and subsequently 13,000
pounds per day (6.5 tons per day) emission recigtiorgone from exercising
enforcement discretion on certain coating categouetil such time as the Board
adopts amendments to Rule 1113 — ArchitecturaliGgst

STATEMENT OF FINDINGS

Public Resources Code 821081 and CEQA Guideliné®%l(a) state that “No
public agency shall approve or carry out a project which an EIR has been
completed which identifies one or more significadverse environmental effects of
the project unless the public agency makes oneave nvritten findings for each of
those significant effects, accompanied by a brxplanation of the rationale for each
finding.” Additionally, the findings must be supped by substantial evidence in the
record (CEQA Guidelines 815091(b)). As identifiedhe Final EA and summarized
above, the proposed project has the potentialdatersignificant adverse air quality
impacts. The SCAQMD Governing Board, thereforekesathe following findings
regarding the proposed project. The findings agperted by substantial evidence
in the record as explained in each finding. Thiat&nent of Findings will be
included in the record of project approval and wiko be noted in the Notice of
Determination.

1. Delay in VOC emisson reductions would exceed SCAQMD daily VOC
significance thresholds.

Finding and Explanation Option 2 is expected to result in emissions doey of
22,420 pounds per day (11.21 tons per day) or 20008pounds (1,009 tons) for 90
days and subsequently 13,000 pounds per day (8sSper day) emission reductions
forgone from exercising enforcement discretion lusiich time as the Board adopts
amendments to Rule 1113 — Architectural Coatings.
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No feasible mitigation measures are available deda the significant adverse impact
to air quality from the proposed delayed compliancEEQA defines "feasible"
mitigation measures as those that are "capableiofjtaccomplished in a successful
manner within a reasonable period of time, takimgo iaccount economic,
environmental, social, and technological factoRllic Resources Code §21061.1).
No program for reporting or monitoring changes waguired in the proposed project
or made a condition of approval pursuant to CEQAIid€lines 815091(d).
Therefore, a mitigation monitoring plan, per Pulilesources Code §821081.6 and
CEQA Guidelines 815097, has not been prepared.

The Governing Board finds further that aside fréva No Project Alternative, which
Is not feasible to comply with, the Final EA coresield alternatives pursuant to
CEQA Guidelines 815126.6, but no project alterretiwould reduce to insignificant
levels the significant air quality impacts ideredifor the proposed project.

The record of approval for this project may be fwimthe SCAQMD’s Clerk of the
Board’s Office located at SCAQMD Headquarters iar@ond Bar, California.

STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS

If significant adverse impacts of a proposed ptojemmain after incorporating
mitigation measures, or no measures or alternatvesitigate the adverse impacts
are identified, the lead agency must make a detetion that the benefits of the
project outweigh the unavoidable adverse environateffects if it is to approve the
project. CEQA requires the decision-making agetacpalance, as applicable, the
economic, legal, social, technological, or othendfgts of a proposed project against
its unavoidable environmental risks when deterngniimether to approve the project
(CEQA Guidelines 815093 (a)). If the specific ewmomc, legal, social,
technological, or other benefits of a proposed gmibjoutweigh the unavoidable
adverse environmental effects, the adverse envieoteh effects may be considered
“acceptable” (CEQA Guidelines 815093 (a)). Accaogly, a Statement of
Overriding Considerations regarding potentially ndigant adverse air quality
impacts resulting from the proposed project hasmnh@wepared. This Statement of
Overriding Considerations is included as part efréicord of the project approval for
the proposed project. Pursuant to CEQA Guidel@#s093(c), the Statement of
Overriding Considerations will also be noted in thatice of Determination for the
proposed project.

Despite the inability to incorporate changes inb@ tproject that will mitigate
potentially significant adverse air quality impadtsa level of insignificance, the
SCAQMD's Governing Board finds that the followingnefits and considerations
outweigh the significant unavoidable adverse emvirtental impacts:
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Attachment 1 - Satement of Finding and Overriding Considerations

1. Extending the dates for certain coating categdaaesomply with the lower VOC
content limit will allow manufacturers more time formulate and test more
successful coatings for these categories at a |9%@€ content limit.

2. The analysis of potential adverse environmentalaictg incorporates a “worst-
case” approach. This entails the premise that ed@mnthe analysis requires that
assumptions be made, those assumptions that nresiiét greatest adverse impacts
are typically chosen. This method likely overesiies the actual emission
reductions temporarily foregone from the proposegeet.

3. The delay in emission reductions from the Optioto 2Zhe proposed project is
temporary and not permanent.

4. Cumulative air quality impacts from the Option 2tt@ proposed amendments
are not expected to be significant because whige dblay of VOC emission
reductions is significant, the delay is temporamg aot permanent.

5. Cumulative air quality impacts from the proposedeadments, previous
amendments and all other AQMP control measuresidersl together are not
expected to be significant because implementaticdl AQMP control measures
Is expected to result in net emission reductionsl averall air quality
improvement. This determination is consistent wite conclusion in the 2003
AQMP EIR that cumulative air quality impacts fromh AQMP control measures
are not expected to be significant (SCAQMD, 200Bdeed, air quality modeling
performed for the 2003 AQMP indicated that the Bagould achieve all federal
ambient air quality standards by the year 2010 (QEWD, 1997). Future VOC
control measures will assist in achieving the gdalzone attainment by 2010.

The SCAQMD’s Governing Board finds that the aboesatibed considerations
outweigh the unavoidable significant effects to #mvironment as a result of the
proposed project.
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Option 3

RESOLUTION NO. 2006-

A Resolution of the Governing Board of the South Cast Air Quality
Management District (“AQMD”) certifying the Final E nvironmental Assessment
prepared for Proposed Amended Rule 1113.

A Resolution of the AQMD Governing Board adopting Anended Rule
1113 - Architectural Coatings.

WHEREAS, the AQMD Governing Board finds and determined tha
proposed amendments to Rule 1113 - Architecturalti@gs, are considered a "project”
pursuant to the California Environmental Qualityt AEQA); and

WHEREAS, the AQMD has had its regulatory program certifentsuant
to Public Resources Code Section 21080.5 and haucted CEQA review and analysis
pursuant to such program (Rule 110); and

WHEREAS, the AQMD staff prepared a program Environmental
Assessment (EA) setting forth the potential envimental consequences of adopting
Proposed Amended Rule 1113 - Architectural Coatmgs was released for a 45-day
public review period; and

WHEREAS, the program EA for the 2003 AQMP was incorporatgd
reference by the Draft EA to deal with regionalushces, secondary effects, cumulative
impacts, broad alternatives, and other factorsappty to the program as a whole; and

WHEREAS, it is necessary that the adequacy of the EA beraéned by
the AQMD Governing Board prior to its certificatioand

WHEREAS, two comment letters were received and responses t
comments have been prepared and included in the EiA; the Draft EA has been
revised such that it is now a Final EA; and

WHEREAS, the Final EA has been completed in compliancé WEQA
and Rule 110; and

WHEREAS, the Final EA concluded that the proposed prajestilted in
significant air quality impacts, and no feasibletigation measures were identified to
reduce adverse air quality impacts to less thamfssgnt; and

WHEREAS, a Statement of Findings and Overriding Considenatio
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 815091 and 815093,emsly, have been prepared
since the remaining air quality impacts will bersfigant and is included as Attachment
1 of the resolution; and



WHEREAS, the staff report, the Final EA and the Socioeomicdmpact
Analysis, this June 2, 2006 Board letter, and otbgpporting documentation was
presented to the AQMD Governing Board and that Board has reviewed and
considered the entirety of this information priorpproving the project; and

WHEREAS, the AQMD Governing Board obtains its authorityatopt,
amend, or repeal rules and regulations from Sexti@®002, 40000, 40001, 40440,
40441, 40702, and 41508 of the California Healtth &afety Code; and

WHEREAS, the AQMD Governing Board has determined that adne
exists to amend Rule 1113 - Architectural Coatitmschieve further VOC emission
reductions for architectural coatings to providkefeto manufacturers, distributors and
end uses of architectural coatings by postponinglementation of VOC limits,
eliminating future VOC limits and reinstating theeenption for clear wood finishes sold
in small containers; and

WHEREAS, the AQMD Governing Board has determined that Rl&3
- Architectural Coatings, as proposed to be amenidedritten and displayed so that its
meaning can be easily understood by persons direifdcted by them; and

WHEREAS, the AQMD Governing Board has determined that Rul&3
- Architectural Coatings, as proposed to be amenedth harmony with, and not in
conflict with, or contradictory to, existing stadst court decisions, or state or federal
regulations; and

WHEREAS, the AQMD Governing Board has determined that Rul&3
- Architectural Coatings, as proposed to be amende@s not impose the same
requirements as any existing state or federal atigul, and the proposed amended rule is
necessary and proper to execute the powers anesdyranted to, and imposed upon, the
AQMD; and

WHEREAS, the AQMD Governing Board in amending the regolati
references the following statutes which the AQMDehg implements, interprets or
makes specific: Health and Safety Code Section®H4(0@) (air quality standards),
40440(a) (rules to carry out plan), 40440 (b) (BARCA0440 (c) (cost effectiveness),
40702 (adopt regulation to execute duties), ancefedClean Air Act Sections 116 and
172 (c)(1); and

WHEREAS, the AQMD Governing Board determines that thereais
problem that Proposed Amended Rule 1113 - ArchitattCoatings will alleviate, that
all manufacturers are not yet able to supply aechifral coatings that comply with
current or future VOC limits for some coating categs; and

WHEREAS, the AQMD Governing Board has determined that the
Socioeconomic Impact Assessment is consistent thighprovisions of the March 17,
1989 and October 14, 1994, Board Resolution fag adoption and Health and Safety
Code Sections 40440.8, 40728.5 and 40920.6; and



WHEREAS, the AQMD Governing Board has reviewed and comsidle
the staff's findings related to cost and employmiempacts of Proposed Rule 1113 —
Architectural Coatings set forth in the socioecomommpact assessment, and hereby
finds and determines that cost and employment itspace as set forth in that
assessment; and

WHEREAS, the AQMD Governing Board has actively considetied
Socioeconomic Impact Assessment and has made afgilodeffort to minimize such
impacts; and

WHEREAS, a public hearing has been properly noticed inoatance
with all provisions of Health and Safety Code, 88c#0725; and

WHEREAS, the AQMD Governing Board has held a public hegaiim
accordance with all provisions of law; and

WHEREAS, the AQMD specifies the manager of Rule 1113 as th
custodian of the documents or other materials wbatstitute the record of proceedings
upon which the adoption of this proposed amendnsehésed, which are located at the
South Coast Air Quality Management District, 21866pley Drive, Diamond Bar,
California.

WHEREAS, the AQMD Governing Board determines that the VOC
emission limits of 100 grams of VOC per liter faxdustrial maintenance coatings and
rust preventative coatings are not feasible by dul006, but will be feasible by July 1,
2007 ; that the future limits of 100 gram of VOCr piger are not feasible for exterior
stains; waterproofing sealers; waterproofing cole¢neasonry sealers; specialty primers;
exterior primers, sealers, undercoaters; extenickgdry primers, sealers, undercoaters
and exterior floor coatings; the future limits d §rams of VOC per liter for exterior
nonflats is not feasible; the future limits of 1&@&ms of VOC per liter for exterior quick-
dry enamels is not feasible; that the 275 gramg@C per liter for clear wood finishes
sold in quart or smaller containers is not feas#rid the 50 grams of VOC per liter limit
for interior flat coatings is available by July2007; and

WHEREAS, the AQMD Governing Board finds and determines that
alternative measures will be adopted and implendemte eliminate the shortfall in
emission reductions by adoption of Proposed Amerldd — Architectural Coatings on
or before July 1, 2008; and

WHEREAS, the AQMD Governing Board finds and determines, ngki
into consideration the factors in §(d)(4)(D) of Beverning Board Procedures, that the
modifications adopted which have been made to RBegpbcAmended Rule 1113 -
Architectural Coatings since notice of public hegrivas published do not significantly
change the meaning of the proposed amended rulenwttie meaning of Health and
Safety Code 840726 and would not constitute sigaifi new information pursuant to
CEQA Guidelines §15088.5; and



NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the AQMD Governing
Board does hereby approve the written responsdgtcomments to the Draft EA, and
certify the Final EA for Proposed Amended Rule 111&rchitectural Coatings, which
was completed in compliance with CEQA and Rule pidvisions; and find that the
Final EA was presented to the AQMD Governing Boamthose members reviewed,
considered, and approved the information thereior po acting on Proposed Amended
Rule 1113 - Architectural Coatings; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED , that the AQMD Governing Board does
hereby amend, pursuant to the authority grantedalby Rule 1113 - Architectural
Coatings, as set forth in the attached, and incatpd herein by this reference.

Attachment

DATE:

CLERK OF THE BOARD
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Attachment 1 - Satement of Finding and Overriding Considerations

INTRODUCTION

The proposed amended Rule 1113 - Architectural iGg&ts a “project” as defined
by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQACGal. Public Resources Code
8821000 et seq.). The South Coast Air Quality M@maent District (SCAQMD) is
the lead agency for the project and, therefore, pr@pared an Environmental
Assessment (EA) pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §8152%@ SCAQMD Rule 110.
The purpose of the EA is to describe the projed #&m identify, analyze, and
evaluate any potentially significant adverse envmental impacts that may result
from adopting and implementing the proposed projddte EA was circulated to the
public for a 45-day public review and comment perieginning April 5, 2006 and
ending May 19, 2006. During the 45-day public eewviand comment period, the
SCAQMD received two comment letters on the Draft. EAhe comments were
responded to and included in the Final EA. Minbamges were necessary to make
the Draft EA into a Final EA. However, these mimoodifications and updates do
not constitute “significant new informatioh”and, therefore, does not require
recirculation of the document pursuant to CEQA @lirces 815088.5.

SUMMARY OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT

Option 3 to the proposed amendments to Rule 1118dndo the following:

Maintain the existing and eliminate the futur@ limits for the following
coating categories:

(@) Maintain 250 g/l for IM coatings and delay impientation of the 100 g/l
VOC limit until July 1, 2007 to allow identificatoand break out of
subcategories requiring VOC limits higher than §dp

(b)  Maintain 400 g/l for rust preventative coatiraggl delay implementation of
the 100 g/l VOC limit until July 1, 2007 to allovdditional performance
testing;

(c)  Eliminate the future 100 g/l VOC limit for exter stains;
(d)  Eliminate the future 100 g/l VOC limit for wapgoofing sealers;

! “Significant new information” requiring recirculanh include, for example, a disclosure showing:that

(1) A new significant environmental impact wouldué from the project or from a new mitigation meas
proposed to be implemented.

(2) A substantial increase in the severity of aviremmental impact would result unless mitigatioaasures are
adopted that reduce the impact to a level of inBgance.

(3) A feasible project alternative or mitigation asere considerably different from others previoasiglyzed
would clearly lessen the environmental impactsefproject, but the project's proponents decliredmpt it.

(4) The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basidathdequate and conclusory in nature that meanimpgfblic
review and comment were precluded.
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(e) Eliminate the 100 g/l VOC limit for waterpron§j concrete/masonry
sealers;

® Reinstate the small container exemption foackood finishes (varnishes-
clear and semi-transparent, sanding sealers, aqddes including
pigmented lacquers); and

() Eliminate the 100 g/l VOC Ilimit for specialtyimers.
2. Adopt “Interior” and “Exterior” categories fané following coatings, and the
following VOC limits, effective July 1, 2006:
(@) Non-Flat Coatings (Interior 50 g/I, ExteriorQL§/l, High Gloss 150 g/l);
(b)  Primers, Sealers & Undercoaters (Interior 1L00Exterior 200 g/l);
(¢)  Quick Dry Primers, Sealer & Undercoaters (limiet00 g/l; Exterior 200
a/l);
(d)  Quick Dry Enamels (Interior 150 g/I; Exterids@g/l);
(e)  Stains (Interior 250 g/l; Exterior 250 g/l);dan
) Floor Coatings (Interior 50 g/l; Exterior 10d)g
3. Adopt “Interior” and “Exterior” categories foné flat coatings with the following
VOC limits and effective dates:
(@) Interior flat coatings 50 g/l effective July2007 and
(b)  Exterior flat coatings 100 g/l (no change ie tturrent limit).

The permanently foregone and delay in emissionatazhs is expected to exceed the
SCAQMD'’s significance threshold and, thus, genematsignificant impact on air
quality.

SIGNIFICANT ADVERSE IMPACTS THAT CANNOT BE REDUCED BELOW A
SIGNIFICANT LEVEL

One environmental topic area, air quality, was fiified as having a temporary
significant adverse environmental impact due todkiension of compliance dates
for several coating categories, which will delaygorally anticipated reductions in
VOC emissions.

Air Quality

Option 3 is expected to result in VOC emissionsnpaerently forgone of 9,400
pounds per day (4.7 tons per day) and a delay0&i04pounds per day (2.03 tons per
day) for one year.
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STATEMENT OF FINDINGS

Public Resources Code 821081 and CEQA Guideliné®%l(a) state that “No
public agency shall approve or carry out a project which an EIR has been
completed which identifies one or more significadverse environmental effects of
the project unless the public agency makes oneawe mritten findings for each of
those significant effects, accompanied by a brxplanation of the rationale for each
finding.” Additionally, the findings must be supped by substantial evidence in the
record (CEQA Guidelines 815091(b)). As identifiedhe Final EA and summarized
above, the proposed project has the potentialdatersignificant adverse air quality
impacts. The SCAQMD Governing Board, thereforekasathe following findings
regarding the proposed project. The findings agperted by substantial evidence
in the record as explained in each finding. Thiat&8nent of Findings will be
included in the record of project approval and wiko be noted in the Notice of
Determination.

1. Permanently forgone emisson reductions and delay in VOC emission
reductions would exceed SCAQMD daily VOC significance thresholds.

Finding and Explanation Option 3 is expected to result in VOC emissions
permanently forgone of 9,400 pounds per day (43 trer day) and a delay of 4,060
pounds per day (2.03 tons per day) for one year.

No feasible mitigation measures are available $eda the significant adverse impact
to air quality from the proposed delayed compliancEEQA defines "feasible"
mitigation measures as those that are "capableiofjlaccomplished in a successful
manner within a reasonable period of time, takimgo i account economic,
environmental, social, and technological factoRllic Resources Code §21061.1).
No program for reporting or monitoring changes wexglired in the proposed project
or made a condition of approval pursuant to CEQAIid€lines 815091(d).
Therefore, a mitigation monitoring plan, per Puliflesources Code 821081.6 and
CEQA Guidelines 815097, has not been prepared.

The Governing Board finds further that aside fréva No Project Alternative, which
IS not feasible to comply with, the Final EA coresield alternatives pursuant to
CEQA Guidelines 815126.6, but no project alterretiwould reduce to insignificant
levels the significant air quality impacts ideradifor the proposed project.

The record of approval for this project may be fwimthe SCAQMD’s Clerk of the
Board’s Office located at SCAQMD Headquarters iaf@ond Bar, California.
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STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS

If significant adverse impacts of a proposed ptojemmain after incorporating
mitigation measures, or no measures or alternativesitigate the adverse impacts
are identified, the lead agency must make a detetion that the benefits of the
project outweigh the unavoidable adverse environat@ffects if it is to approve the
project. CEQA requires the decision-making agetacpalance, as applicable, the
economic, legal, social, technological, or othandfgs of a proposed project against
its unavoidable environmental risks when deterngininether to approve the project
(CEQA Guidelines 815093 (a)). If the specific ewmomc, legal, social,
technological, or other benefits of a proposed gujoutweigh the unavoidable
adverse environmental effects, the adverse envieoteh effects may be considered
“acceptable” (CEQA Guidelines 815093 (a)). Accagly, a Statement of
Overriding Considerations regarding potentially ndigant adverse air quality
impacts resulting from the proposed project hasnh@epared. This Statement of
Overriding Considerations is included as part efrdcord of the project approval for
the proposed project. Pursuant to CEQA Guidel@#s093(c), the Statement of
Overriding Considerations will also be noted in thetice of Determination for the
proposed project.

Despite the inability to incorporate changes int@ fproject that will mitigate
potentially significant adverse air quality impadtsa level of insignificance, the
SCAQMD's Governing Board finds that the followingnefits and considerations
outweigh the significant unavoidable adverse emvitental impacts:

1. Provide permanent ease to manufacturers from hamngeformulate and test
coatings at lower VOC content limits.

2. Contractors would be allowed to continue to useilfamhigher VOC content
limit coating products and avoid training in theags of the new lower VOC
content limit product.

3. The analysis of potential adverse environmentalaictg incorporates a “worst-
case” approach. This entails the premise that ed@mthe analysis requires that
assumptions be made, those assumptions that nesiiét greatest adverse impacts
are typically chosen. This method likely overesiies the actual emission
reductions temporarily foregone from the proposeygeat.

4. Cumulative air quality impacts from the proposed eadments, previous
amendments and all other AQMP control measuresidemsl together are not
expected to be significant because implementaticdl AQMP control measures
is expected to result in net emission reductionsl averall air quality
improvement. This determination is consistent with conclusion in the 2003
AQMP EIR that cumulative air quality impacts fromh AQMP control measures
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are not expected to be significant (SCAQMD, 200B)deed, air quality modeling
performed for the 2003 AQMP indicated that the Bagould achieve all federal
ambient air quality standards by the year 2010 (QEWD, 1997). Future VOC
control measures will assist in achieving the gdalzone attainment by 2010.

The SCAQMD’s Governing Board finds that the aboesatibed considerations
outweigh the unavoidable significant effects to #mironment as a result of the
proposed project.
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PROPOSED AMENDED RULE 1113 — ARCHITECTURAL COATINGS



(Adopted Sept. 2, 1977)(Amended Dec. 2, 1977)(Aredrfeeb. 3, 1978)
(Amended Sept. 5, 1980)(Amended Apr. 3, 1981)(Ameenilly 3, 1981)
(Amended by California Air Resources Board Oct. 781)

(Amended Aug. 5, 1983)(Amended Mar. 16, 1984)(Aneehdug. 2, 1985)

(Amended Nov. 1, 1985)(Amended Feb. 6, 1987)(Amdrlda. 5, 1990)
(Amended Feb. 2, 1990)(Amended Nov. 2, 1990)(Amdridiec. 7, 1990)

(Amended Sept. 6, 1991)(Amended March 8, 1996)(AtadrAugust 9, 1996)
(Amended November 8, 1996)(Amended May 14, 199¢até)

(Amended July 20, 2001)(Amended December 6, 2008§#ded December 5, 2003)

(Amended July 9, 2004)(PAR 1113 June 2, 2006)

PROPOSED AMENDED RULE 1113. ARCHITECTURAL COATINGS

(@)

(b)

Applicability

This rule is applicable to any person who supplgs]s, offers for sale, or
manufactures any architectural coating for usé@District that is intended to be
field applied to stationary structures or their @agpenances, and to mobile homes,
pavements or curbs; as well as any person whoeappti solicits the application
of any architectural coating within the DistricEthe purpose of this rule is to limit
the VOC content of architectural coatings usedhi@ District or to allow the
averaging of such coatings, as specified, so tietiral emissions do not exceed
the allowable emissions if all the averaged coatitgd complied with the
specified limits.

Definitions

For the purpose of this rule, the following defimits shall apply:

Q) AEROSOL COATING PRODUCT means a pressurizedicggroduct
containing pigments or resins that dispenses ptadgoedients by means
of a propellant, and is packaged in a disposable foa hand-held
application, or for use in specialized equipmemtdgmund marking and
traffic marking applications.

(2) ALUMINUM ROOF COATINGS are roof coatings comaig at least 0.7
pounds per gallon (84 grams per liter) of coatiagapplied, of elemental
aluminum pigment.

3) APPURTENANCES are accessories to a stationaugctsire, including,
but not limited to: hand railings, cabinets, batimoand kitchen fixtures,
fences, rain-gutters and down-spouts, window ssrdamp-posts, heating
and air conditioning equipment, other mechanicali@gent, large fixed
stationary tools, signs, motion picture and televigoroduction sets, and
concrete forms.
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(4) ARCHITECTURAL COATINGS are any coatings applieal stationary
structures and their appurtenances, to mobile hotoggsavements, or to
curbs.

(5) BELOW-GROUND WOOD PRESERVATIVES are wood presgives
formulated to protect below-ground wood.

(6) BITUMINOUS COATING MATERIALS are black or browsh coating
materials, soluble in carbon disulfide, consistimginly of hydrocarbons
and which are obtained from natural deposits, oressdues from the
distillation of crude petroleum oils, or of low gies of coal.

(7) BITUMINOUS ROOF PRIMERS are primers formulafied or applied to
roofing that incorporate bituminous coating matsria

(8) BOND BREAKERS are coatings formulated for opkgd between layers
of concrete to prevent the freshly poured top lagerconcrete from
bonding to the substrate over which it is poured.

(9) CLEAR BRUSHING LACQUERS are clear wood finishesxcluding
clear lacquer sanding sealers, formulated withooglulose or synthetic
resins to dry by solvent evaporation without chahieaction and to
provide a solid, protective film, which are inteddexclusively for
application by brush, and which are labeled as ipdcin paragraph
(d)(7).

(10) CLEAR WOOD FINISHES are clear and semi-tramspf coatings,
including lacquers and varnishes, applied to woobssatesincluding
floors, decks and porcheR) provide a transparent or translucent solid

film.

(11) COATING is a material which is applied to afage in order to beautify,
protect, or provide a barrier to such surface.

(12) COLORANTS are solutions of dyes or suspensafisgments.

(13) CONCRETE-CURING COMPOUNDS are coatings fornedafor or
applied to freshly poured concrete to retard thapevation of water.
Concrete-curing compounds manufactured and usedo@idways and

bridges (does not include curbs and qutters, sitbksweslands, driveways

and other miscellaneous concrete areas) are thoserete-curing
compounds that meet ASTM Designation C309, Classnl, meet a loss
of water standard of less than 0.15-k8im24 hours as determined by the
California Transportation Department, CalifornissT834.
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(14) DRY-FOG COATINGS are coatings which are foratatl only for spray
application so that when sprayed, overspray dreplet before falling on
floors and other surfaces.

(15) EXEMPT COMPOUNDS (See Rule 102-Definition adrins.)

(16) FIRE-PROOFING EXTERIOR COATINGS are opaque tcams
formulated to protect the structural integrity aftdoor steel and other
outdoor construction materials and listed by Undiens Laboratories,
Inc. for the fire protection of steel.

(17) FIRE-RETARDANT COATINGS are coatings labeleadaormulated to
retard ignition and flame spread, that has beentésted and rated by a
testing agency approved by building code officids use in bringing
building and construction materials into compliamgth federal, state and
local building code requirements. The fire-retatdaoating and the
testing agency must be approved by building codeials. The fire-
retardant coating shall be tested in accordande A8TM Test Method E
8499, incorporated by reference in paragraph (e)(4) listed by
Underwriter's Laboratories, Inc. as fire-retardanatings with a flame
spread index of less than 25.

(18) FLAT COATINGS are coatings that register asglof less than 15 on an
85-degree meter or less than 5 on a 60-degree.meter

(19) FLOOR COATINGS are opaque coatings that anenddated for or
applied to flooring; including but not limited toecks, and porches,
gymnasiyms,—and—bowling—alleyrsd clear coatings formulated for or
applied to concrete flooringout do not include Industrial Maintenance
Coatings.

(200 FORMULATION DATA is the actual product recipehich itemizes all
the ingredients contained in a product includingG&and the quantities

thereof used by the manufacturer to create theustodMaterial Safety
Data Sheets (MSDS) are not considered formulatata.d

(21) GRAMS OF VOC PER LITER OF COATING, LESS WATERND
LESS EXEMPT COMPOUNDS, is the weight of VOC per toned
volume of VOC and coating solids and can be caledlay the following
equation:

Grams of VOC per Liter of Coating, Lesss Ws - Wy - Wes

Water and Less Exempt Compounds mV- Vw - Ves
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(22)

(23)

Where: W = weight of volatile compounds in grams
Wy = weight of water in grams
Wes = weight of exempt compounds in grams
Vm = volume of material in liters
Vi = volume of water in liters
Ves = volume of exempt compounds in liters

For coatings that contain reactive diluents, than@ of VOC per Liter of
Coating, Less Water and Less Exempt Compoundd, lshaalculated by
the following equation:

Grams of VOC per Liter of Coating, Lesss Ws - Wy - Wes

Water and Less Exempt Compounds mV- Vw - Ves
Where: W = weight of volatile compounds emitted during
curing, in grams
Wy = weight of water emitted during curing, in grams
Wes = weight of exempt compounds emitted during
curing, in grams
Vm = volume of the material prior to reaction, irefi
Vi = volume of water emitted during curing, in liters
Ves = volume of exempt compounds emitted during

curing, in liters

GRAMS OF VOC PER LITER OF MATERIAL is the wéigof VOC per
volume of material and can be calculated by thefohg equation:

Grams of VOC per Liter of Material =Ws - Ww - Wes

Vm
Where: W = weight of volatile compounds in grams
Wy = weight of water in grams
Weg = weight of exempt compounds in grams
Vm = volume of the material in liters

GRAPHIC ARTS COATINGS (Sign Paints) are cogsirformulated for
hand-application by artists using brush or roleshiniques to indoor and
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(24)

(25)

(26)

(27)

(28)

(29)

(30)

outdoor signs (excluding structural components) andals, including

lettering enamels, poster colors, copy blockerd,farletin enamels.

HIGH-TEMPERATURE INDUSTRIAL MAINTENANCE COATINGS

are industrial maintenance coatings formulatecfoapplied to substrates

exposed continuously or intermittently to tempereduabove 400 degrees

Fahrenheit.

INDUSTRIAL MAINTENANCE COATINGS are coatingsincluding

primers, sealers, undercoaters, intermediate @matiand topcoats,

formulated for or applied to substrates, includilogrs, that are exposed
to one or more of the following extreme environna¢cbnditions:

(A) immersion in water, wastewater, or chemicalusohs (aqueous
and non-aqueous solutions), or chronic exposureintdrior
surfaces to moisture condensation;

(B) acute or chronic exposure to corrosive, caustiacidic agents, or
similar chemicals, chemical fumes, chemical mixyreor
solutions;

(C) repeated exposure to temperatures in exces2560f degrees
Fahrenheit;

(D) repeated heavy abrasion, including mechaniedrvand repeated
scrubbing with industrial solvents, cleaners, @usmg agents; or

(E) exterior exposure of metal structures.

INTERIOR STAINS are stains labeled and fornedaexclusively for use

on interior surfaces.

JAPANS/FAUX FINISHING COATINGS are glazes dgsed for wet-in-

wet techniques used as a stain or glaze to creidddcaeffects, including

but not limited to, dirt, old age, smoke damagel simulated marble and
wood grain.

LACQUERS are clear or pigmented wood finishesluding clear lacquer

sanding sealers, formulated with nitrocellulossynthetic resins to dry by

evaporation without chemical reaction.

LOW-SOLIDS COATINGS are coatings containingegmound or less of

solids per gallon of material.

MAGNESITE CEMENT COATINGS are coatings formigd for or

applied to magnesite cement decking to protectniagnesite cement

substrate from erosion by water.
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(31) MASTIC COATINGS are coatings formulated to epwoles and minor
cracks and to conceal surface irregularities, gmiied in a thickness of at
least 10 mils (dry, single coat).

(32) METALLIC PIGMENTED COATINGS are coatings, exding roof
coatings, containing at least 0.4 pounds per galtth grams/liter) of
coating, as applied, of elemental metallic pigm@xicluding zinc), mica
particles or any combination of metallic pigmemntsl anica particles.

(33) MULTI-COLOR COATINGS are coatings which exHilmhore than one
color when applied and which are packaged in aleicgntainer and
applied in a single coat.

(34) NONFLAT COATINGS are coatings that are notigledd under any other
definition in this rule and thategister a gloss of 5 or greater on a 60
degree meter and a gloss of 15 or greater on ale@®e meter according
to ASTM Test Method D 523 as specified in paragrgg(b)

(35) NONFLAT HIGH GLOSS COATINGS are coatings thagister a gloss
of 70 or above on a 60 degree meter according foM\3est Method D
523 as specified in paragraph (e)(6).

(356) POST-CONSUMER COATINGS are finished coatings thauld have
been disposed of in a landfill, having completedirttusefulness to a
consumer, and does not include manufacturing wastes

(367) PRE-TREATMENT WASH PRIMERS are coatings which @n a
minimum of 1/2 percent acid, by weight, appliededtty to bare metal
surfaces to provide necessary surface etching.

(3¥8) PRIMERS are coatings applied to a surface to igeowa firm bond
between the substrate and subsequent coats.

(389) PRODUCT LINE is a line of coatings reported undee product number
and name and subject to one coating VOC limit &ifipd in paragraph
(c)(2) Table of Standards.

(3940 QUICK-DRY ENAMELS are non-flat, high glossoatings which comply
with the following:

(A) Shall be capable of being applied directly froéhe container by
brush or roller under normal conditions, normal dibons being
ambient temperatures betweerile@nd 80F;_and

(B) When tested in accordance with ASTM D 1640 tblesll: set-to-
touch in two hours or less, dry-hard in eight hoorrdess, and be
tack-free in four hours or less by the mechaniestl inethod;-and
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{&)—Shall-have—a60-driedfilm—gloss—of no—less—than—70—upon

(401) QUICK-DRY PRIMERS, SEALERS, AND UNDERCOATERS are
primers, sealers, and undercoaters which are iatetal be applied to a
surface to provide a firm bond between the sulestatl subsequent coats
and which are dry-to-touch in one-half hour and banrecoated in two
hours (ASTM D 1640).

(412) REACTIVE DILUENT is a liquid which is a VOC dumgapplication and
one in which, through chemical and/or physical tiea¢c such as
polymerization, becomes an integral part of theinga

(423) RECYCLED COATINGS are coatings formulated suchttbO percent or
more of the total weight consists of secondary @wst-consumer coatings
and 10 percent or more of the total weight considtgost-consumer
coatings, and manufactured by a certified recyplEdt manufacturer.

(434) ROOF COATINGS are coatings formulated for appiaa to exterior
roofs for the primary purpose of preventing perigtraof the substrate by
water, or reflecting heat and ultraviolet radiation

(445) RUST PREVENTATIVE COATINGS are coatings formuldtior use in
preventing the corrosion of metal surfaces in sl and commercial
situations.

(456) SANDING SEALERS are clear wood coatings formullafer or applied
to bare wood for sanding and to seal the wood dbssquent application
of coatings. To be considered a sanding sealeaang must be clearly
labeled as such.

(467) SEALERS are coatings applied to either block male from penetrating
into or leaching out of a substrate, to preventsegbent coatings from
being absorbed by the substrate, or to prevent kasubsequent coatings
by materials in the substrate.

(448) SECONDARY (REWORK) COATINGS are fragments of $&hed
coatings or finished coatings from a manufacturpmgcess that has
converted resources into a commodity of real econealue, but does not
include excess virgin resources of the manufaajyphocess.

(489) SHELLACS are clear or pigmented coatings formadasolely with the
resinous secretions of the lac-beetigect (laccifer lacca);thinned-with
alechol—and_Shellacs ardormulated to dry by evaporation without a
chemical reaction providing a quick-drying, soligrotective film for
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priming and sealing stains and odors, and for wimigdhing excluding
floors.

(4950) SOLICIT is to require for use or to specify, byiteen or oral contract.

(501) SPECIALTY PRIMERS are coatings formulated for applied to a
substrate to seal fire, smoke or water damagey oomdition excessively
chalky surfaces. An excessively chalky surfaceris that is defined as
having chalk rating of four or less as determingdASTM D-4214 —
Photographic Reference Standard No. 1 or the Federaf Societies for
Coatings Technology “Pictorial Standards for Caoggibefects”.

(532) STAINS are opaque or semi-transparent coatingshndre formulated to
change the color but not conceal the grain patietaexture.

(523) SWIMMING POOL COATINGS are coatings specificaftyymulated for
or applied to the interior of swimming pools andrésist swimming pool
chemicals.

(53) SWIMMING POOL REPAIR COATINGS are chlorinated,bher-based
coatings used for the repair and maintenance ofmswmng pools over

existing chlorinated, rubber-based coatings.

(545) TINT BASE is an architectural coating to whicHarants are added.

(556) TRAFFIC COATINGS are coatings formulated for gpaed to public
streets, highways, and other surfaces includingnbu limited to, curbs,
berms, driveways, and parking lots.

(567) UNDERCOATERS are coatings formulated for or agqblio substrates to
provide a smooth surface for subsequent coats.

(5¥8) VARNISHES are clear wood finishes formulated withrious resins to
dry by chemical reaction.

(589) VOLATILE ORGANIC COMPOUND (VOC)-SeeRule-102.as defined
in Rule 102 — Definition of Terms. For the purpadethis rule, tertiary
butyl acetate (TBAc) is not a VOC when used in stdal maintenance
coatings including zinc-rich industrial maintenamoatings.

(5960) WATERPROOFING SEALERS are coatings which are faated for the
primary purpose of preventing penetration of porswisstrates by water.

(6601) WATERPROOFING CONCRETE/MASONRY SEALERS are clear
pigmented sealers that are formulated for sealomgrete and masonry to
provide resistance against water, alkalis, acidgawiolet light, and
staining.
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(612) WOOD PRESERVATIVES are coatings formulated totpcowood from
decay or insect attack by the addition of a wooeservative chemical
registered by the California Environmental Protatthgency.

(623) ZINC-RICH INDUSTRIAL MAINTENANCE PRIMERS are primrs
formulated to contain a minimum of 65 percent niietainc powder (zinc
dust) by weight of total solids for applicationrtetal substrates.

(© Requirements

Q) Except as provided in paragraphs (c)(2), (¢)(8)(4), and specified
coatings averaged under (c)(6), no person shafilgusell, offer for sale,
manufacture, blend, or repackage any architectwrating for use in the
District which, at the time of sale or manufactwentains more than 250
grams of VOC per liter of coating (2.08 pounds gallon), less water,
less exempt compounds, and less any colorant add@at bases, and no
person shall apply or solicit the application ofy architectural coating
within the District that exceeds 250 grams of VO£ |iter of coating as
calculated in this paragraph.

(2) Except as provided in paragraphs (c)(3), (¢)é)d designated coatings
averaged under (c)(6), no person shall supply, sdfier for sale,
manufacture, blend, or repackage, for use withie Mistrict, any
architectural coating listed in the Table of Staddavhich contains VOC
(excluding any colorant added to tint bases) ireeg®f the corresponding
VOC limit specified in the table, after the effeetidate specified, and no
person shall apply or solicit the application ofy architectural coating
within the District that exceeds the VOC limit apesified in this
paragraph. No person shall apply or solicit theligption within the
District of any industrial maintenance coatings,cept anti-graffiti
coatings,for residential use or for use in areas such &eseo$pace and
meeting rooms of industrial, commercial or instaotl facilities not
exposed to such extreme environmental conditionscrieed in the
definition of industrial maintenance coatings; drany rust-preventative
coating for industrial use, unless such a rustgmative coating complies
with the Industrial Maintenance Coating VOC limgtegified in the Table
of Standards.
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TABLE OF STANDARDS
VOC LIMITS

Grams of VOC Per Liter of Coating,
Less Water and Less Exempt Compounds

Ceilin Qu_rrent Effective Date
COATING CATEGORY. - imjp | UMLYM9 | 3109 | 7301 | 1/0/08 | 1/2/04 | 1/1/05 | 7/1/06 | 7/1/07 | 7/1/08
Bond Breakers 350
Clear Wood Finishes 350 275
Varnish 350 275
Sanding Sealers 350 275
Lacquer 680 550 275
Clear Brushing Lacquer 680 275
Concrete-Curing Compounds 350 _100
Concrete-Curing Compounds
For Roadways and 350
Bridges**
Dry-Fog Coatings 400 _150
Fire-Proofing Exterior Coatings 450 350 350
Fire-Retardant Coatings***
Clear 650
Pigmented 350
Flats 250 100 100 50
Floor Coatings 420 100 50
Graphic Arts (Sign) Coatings 500
Indu;tnal Maintenance (IM) 420 250 100
Coatings
High Temperature IM 420
Coatings**
Zinc-Rich IM Primers 420 340 100
Japans/Faux Finishing Coatings 700 350 350
Magnesite Cement Coatings 600 450 450
Mastic Coatings 300
Metallic Pigmented Coatings 500
Multi-Color Coatings 420 250
Nonflat Coatings 250 150 50
Nonflat High Gloss 250 150 50
Pigmented Lacquer 680 550 275
Pre-Treatment Wash Primers 780 420
Primers, Sealers, and 350 200 100
Undercoaters
Quick-Dry Enamels 400 250 _%0 50
Quick-Dry Primers, Sealers, 350 200 100
and Undercoaters
Recycled Coatings 250
Roof Coatings 300 250 50
Roof Coatings, Aluminum 500 100
Roof Primers, Bituminous 350 350
Rust Preventative Coatings 420 400 100
Shellac
Clear 730
Pigmented 550
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Ceilin Qu_rrent Effective Date
COATING CATEGORY. | imjp | UMLYM9 | 3100 | 7301 | 1/0/08 | 1/2/04 | 111105 | 77106 | 7/1/07 | 7/1/08
Specialty Primers 350 10250 100
Stains 350 250 100
Stains, Interior 250
Swimming Pool Coatings
Repair 650 340
Other 340
Traffic Coatings 250 150 100
Waterproofing Sealers 400 250 100
Waterproofing
Concrete/Masonry Sealers 400 100
Wood Preservatives
Below-Ground 350
Other 350
* The specified limits remain in effect unless s&d limits are listed in subsequent columns inTthkle of

Standards.

*%

Boes not include compounds used for

curbs and gutters, sidewalks, islands, drivewagsaner miscellaneous concrete areas.

rxk The Fire-Retardant Coating category will berinated on January 1, 2007 and subsumed by théhgoat

category for which they are formulated.

TABLE OF STANDARDS (cont.)
VOC LIMITS

Grams of VOC Per Liter of Material

COATING

Limit

Low-Solids Coating

120

©)

Coating Categorization
If anywhere on the container of any coatingelésin the Table of
Standards, on any sticker or label affixed theretan any sales or
advertising literature, any representation is mtu the coating

(A)

(B)

may be used as, or is suitable for use as, a go&inwhich a
lower VOC standard is specified in the table opamagraph (c)(1),
then the lowest VOC standard shall apply.
The provisions of paragraph (c)(3)(A) shall mpply to a coating
described in part as a flat, nonflat or primer-seahdercoater

coating,_or represented in part for use on flogrprgvided that all

of the following requirements are met:
0] The coating meets the definition of a specifioating
category for which a higher VOC standard is spedifin
the Table of Standards, and
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(i) The coating is labeled in a manner consistesth the
definition and all the specific labeling requirerteefor that
specific coating category, and

(i)  The coating is suitable and only recommended the
intended uses of that specific coating category.

(4) Sell-Through Provision
(A)  Any coating that is manufactured prior to the dffecdate of the

applicable limit specified in the Table of Standardnd that has a

VOC content above that limit (but not above theitlim effect on

the date of manufacture), may be sold, suppliddyed for sale, or

applied for up to three years after the specifiégicve date. The
manufacturer shall maintain sales and distributrecords, as

applicable, for any coating manufactured priorhie ¢ffective date
if that coating volume is not included in an ap@d\Averaging
Compliance Option [specified in paragraph (c)(6) this rule]
Program that includes the same coating manufactomedr after
the effective date. Such records shall clearlyceug the date of
manufacture (or date code or batch code) and volofheating
sold or distributed to distinguish between thosatiogs subject to
the provisions of this paragraph and those sulbgettte provisions
of Appendix A section (K). These records shalhiede available
to the Executive Officer upon request and shalinaentained for a
period of at least three years after the end @aptiance period of
the Averaging Compliance Option Program.

(B)  Any coating in containers of one quart or l#ss is manufactured
and-—distributed—prior to the expiration of the exemption under
subparagraph (g)(1)(A) which has a VOC content ettt limit
specified in the Table of Standards may be solgpleed, offered
for sale, or applied for up to one year after thectfied effective
date. A manufacturer using this sell-through provisionalsh
submit an annual report to the Executive Officethum three
months of the end of the appropriate sell-throughioal. The
report_shall contain _information as required by tBrecutive

Officer to monitor the use of small containers unitiés provision.
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sold-or—distributed: The manufacturer shall also provide written
notice of the one year sell-through expiration dabe their
distribution chain. These records shall be madslae to the
Executive Officer upon request and shall be mametdi for a
period of at least three years.

(5) All architectural coating containers used tplgghe contents therein to a
surface direct from said container by pouring, siphg, brushing, rolling,
padding, ragging or other means, shall be closeehwiot in use. These
architectural coating containers include, but stionbt be limited to:
drums, buckets, cans, pails, trays or other agmic@ontainers.

(6) Averaging Compliance Option
In lieu of specific compliance with the applicabienits in the Table of
Standards, manufacturers may average designatédgsoauch that their
actual cumulative emissions from the averaged legstare less than or
equal to the cumulative emissions that would hasenballowed under
those limits over a compliance period not to excasel year.

(A) On or after January 1, 2001, the following togs may be
averaged: floor coatings; primers, sealers, an@noodters; quick-
dry primers, sealers, and undercoaters; quick-argmels; rust
preventative coatings; roof coatings; specialtymgris; stains;
waterproofing sealers; industrial maintenance ogati as well as
flats and nonflats (excluding recycled coatings).

(B)  On or after July 1, 2006, the following coasng addition to those
designated in subparagraph (c)(6)(A) may be averdggiminous
roof primers;_fire-retardant coatingsigh gloss nonflatsmetallic
pigmented coatingszinc-rich industrial maintenance primers,
interior stains; waterproofing concrete/masonrylessavarnishes;
and sanding sealers.

(C)  Manufacturers using the Averaging Compliancéi@pshall:

0] Comply with the averaging provisions contained
Appendix A, as well as maintain all records for the
Averaging Compliance Option (ACO) Program and make
these records available to the Executive Officeorup
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request, for a period of at least three years #fterend of
the compliance period; and

(i) Use only the sell-through provision in Apperd for each
coating included in the ACO Program in lieu of tall-
through provision of subparagraph (c)(4).

(d) Administrative Requirements

Q) Containers for all coatings subject to thiserghall display the date of
manufacture of the contents or a code indicatiegdéite of manufacture.
The manufacturers of such coatings shall file wilign Executive Officer of
the District and the Executive Officer of the Airegburces Board an
explanation of each code.

(2) Containers for all coatings subject to the mexyuents of this rule shall
carry a statement of the manufacturer's recommEmdategarding
thinning of the coating. This requirement shall apply to the thinning of
architectural coatings with water. The recommeindashall specify that
the coating is to be employed without thinning dutthg under normal
environmental and application conditions, unlessy athinning
recommended on the label for normal environmentadl application
conditions does not cause a coating to exceegjmiscable standard.

3) Each container of any coating subject to thige rshall display the
maximum VOC content of the coating, as supplied, after any thinning
as recommended by the manufacturer. The VOC cbutelow-solids
coatings shall be displayed as grams of VOC pear laf material
(excluding any colorant added to the tint basesl) the VOC content of
any other coating shall be displayed as grams of\p@r liter of coating
(less water and less exempt compounds, and exglaaiyn colorant added
to tint bases). VOC content displayed may be d¢afed using product
formulation data, or may be determined using thst t@method in
subdivision (e). VOC content calculated from fotation data shall be
adjusted by the manufacturer to account for curdatVes (if any) and
maximum VOC content within production batches.

4) The coating container label or container foickdry primers, sealers, and
undercoaters and quick-dry enamels shall includewtbrds “Quick-Dry”
or shall list the following:

(A)  The recoat time for quick-dry primers, sealensg undercoaters, or
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(B)  The dry-hard time for quick-dry enamels.
Containers and container labels shall not contdie tords
“Quick-Dry” unless the material meets the dry tinggecified in
the respective definitions or the material complwgh the
respective general VOC limit for enamels or primsesalers, and
undercoaters.

(5) The labels of all rust preventative coatingalisinclude the statement “For
Metal Substrates Only” prominently displayed, effee January 1, 2003.

(6) Effective January 1, 2003, the labels of alesalty primers shall
prominently display one or more of the followingsdgptions:

(A)  For fire-damaged substrates.

(B) For smoke-damaged substrates.
(C)  For water-damaged substrates.
(D)  For excessively chalky substrates.

(7) The labels of—all—€lear—brushing—laceguenscrete-curing compounds
manufactured and used for roadways and bridgiesll include the
statements "FOR -brush—applicatioROADWAYS AND BRIDGES
ONLY (Not for Use on Curbs and Gutters, Sidewalkk&nds, Driveways

and Other Miscellaneous Concrete Aréasjd—Thisproductimust-not-be
thinned—or—sprayed"prominently displayed, effective—Janualuly 1,
200Z-unti-January-1,2005

(8) Each manufacturer of the following coating gatées shall, on or before

April 1 of each calendar year submit an annual ntefio the Executive
Officer:
A)—Clearbrushing-lacquers-untit-Apri-1,-2006.
(BA) Recycled coatings, including the gallons repaeklagand
distributed in the District.

(€B) Rustpreventative-coatinghellacs
(BC) Specialty primers.
The report shall specify the number of gallons athecoating within the
category sold in the District during the preceduadendar year as well as
their coating VOC content, and shall describe thethod used by the
manufacturer to calculate such sales.

(9) A manufacturer, distributor, or seller of a tog meeting the
requirements of this rule, who supplies that captio a person who
applies it in a non-compliant manner, shall notliable for that non-
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(e)

compliant use, unless the manufacturer, distriputorseller knows that
the supplied coating would be used in a hon-comphaanner.

(10) Manufacturers of recycled coatings shall sukamietter to the Executive
Officer certifying their status as a Recycled Paiainufacturer.

Test Methods
For the purpose of this rule, the following testoels shall be used:
Q) VOC Content of Coatings
The VOC content of coatings subject to the prowisiof this rule shall be
determined by:
(A)  Fhe United-States-Environmental-ProtectionAgefU.S. EPA)
Reference Test Method 24 (Determination of Volatikatter
Content, Water Content, Density, Volume Solids, aNeight
Solids of Surface Coatings, Code of Federal ReigumatTitle 40,
Part 60, Appendix A) with the exempt compounds’ teah
determined by Method 303 (Determination of Exempt
Compounds) in the South Coast Air Quality Manageriestrict's
(SCAQMD) "Laboratory Methods of Analysis for Enferoent
Samples" manual, or
(B) Method 304 [Determination of Volatile Organico@pounds
(VOC) in Various Materials] in the SCAQMD's "Labtoay
Methods of Analysis for Enforcement Samples” manual
(C) Exempt Perfluorocarbons
The following classes of compounds:
cyclic, branched, or linear, completely fluorinatdklanes
cyclic, branched, or linear, completely fluorinatethers
with no unsaturations
cyclic, branched, or linear, completely fluorinatesitiary
amines with no unsaturations
sulfur-containing perfluorocarbons with no unsatiorzss
and with sulfur bonds only to carbon and fluorine
will be analyzed as exempt compounds for compliandth
subdivision (c), only when manufacturers specifyoihndividual
compounds are used in the coating formulationsadidition, the
manufacturers must identify the &JJ EPA, CARB, and SCAQMD
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approved test methods, which can be used to quahefamount
of each exempt compound.

(2) Acid Content of Coatings
The acid content of a coating subject to the proms of this rule shall be
determined by ASTM Test Method D 1613-85 (Acidity Volatile
Solvents and Chemical Intermediates Used in Pdarish, Lacquer, and
Related Products).

3) Metal Content of Coatings
The metallic content of a coating subject to thevmions of this rule shall
be determined by Method 311 (Determination of Rerbéetal in Metallic
Coatings by Spectrographic Method) in the SCAQMDsboratory
Methods of Analysis for Enforcement Samples” manual

4) Flame Spread Index
The flame spread index of a fire-retardant coasugject to the provisions
of this rule shall be determined by ASTM Test Methg 84-9905
(Standard Test Method for Surface Burning Charesties of Building
Materials), or the most recent versiatfter application to an organic or
inorganic substrate, based on the manufacturedsmaendations.

5) Drying Times
The set-to-touch, dry-hard, dry-to-touch, and drydcoat times of a
coating subject to the provisions of this rule Ehaldetermined by ASTM
Test Method D 1640 (Standard Test Methods for RyyiDuring, or Film
Formation of Organic Coatings at Room Temperatuféle tack-free time
of a coating subject to the provisions of this rshall be determined by
ASTM Test Method D 1640, according to the Mechdniest Method.

(6) Gloss Determination
The gloss shall be determined by ASTM Test Metho823 (Specular
Gloss).

(7) Equivalent Test Methods
Other test methods determined to be equivalent edteew by the-staffs
of—the—DistricExecutive  Officey the—Califernia—A—Resouss
BeardCARB, and the US. EPA, and approved in writing by the District
Executive Officer may also be used.

(8) Multiple Test Methods
When more than one test method or set of test rdsthce specified for
any testing, a violation of any requirement of thue established by any
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one of the specified test methods or set of teshoas shall constitute a
violation of the rule.

(9) All test methods referenced in this subdivisstiall be the version most
recently approved by the appropriate governmemizties.

0] Technology Assessment
The Executive Officer shall conduct a technologseasment for the future VOC
limit ferthe-following-coatingsas specified in paragraph (c)(2) for flat coatibgs
July 1, 2007 In conducting the assessment, the Executivec€fhall consider
any applicable future CARB surveys on architectedtings and shall report to
the Governing Board as to the appropriateness aftenaing the future VOC

limit.

(1) Flatcoatings by July 1, 2007.

(9) Exemptions
Q) The provisions of this rule shall not apply to:

(A)  Architectural coatings in containers having aeifies of one quart
or less, provided that the manufacturer submitararual report to
the Executive Officer within three months of thedeof each
calendar year. The report shall contain infornrais required by
the Executive Officer to monitor the use of the Bnsantainer
exemption. The loss of this exemption due to tkurfe of the
manufacturer to submit an annual report shall agplly to the
manufacturer.  Effective July 1, 2006 clear woodishes,
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including varnishes and sanding sealers; and lasquecluding
pigmented lacquers, in containers having capaditiesie quart or
less shall no longer be exempt from the requiremehthis rule.

(B)  Architectural coatings sold in this Districtrfehipment outside of
this District or for shipment to other manufactsrefor
repackaging; or

(C)  Emulsion type bituminous pavement sealers; or

(D)  Aerosol coating products.

(E) Use of stains and lacquers in all areas withia District at an
elevation of 4,000 feet or greater above sea level.

(2) Notwithstanding the provisions of paragraphdk)a person or facility
may add up to 10 percent by volume of VOC to a uacqto avoid
blushing of the finish during days with relativenhidity greater than 70
percent and temperature below 65 degrees Fahrerdtiethe time of
application provided that:

(A)  The coating is not applied from April 1 to Obtr 31 of any year.

(B) The coating contains acetone and no more tb@ngsams of VOC
per liter of coating (275 grams of VOC per liter afating after
January 1, 2005), less water and exempt compouyomiis, to the
addition of VOC.

3) The January 1, 2005 VOC limit for lacquers Ehak be applicable until
January 1, 2007 and the July 1, 2008 VOC limitffat coatings shall not
be applicable to any manufacturer which meets &ltthe following
criteria:

(A)  The total gross annual receipts are $2,000a4306ss, and

(B)  The total number of employees is 100 or lesd, a

(C)  The manufacturer requesting this exemptiors fdewritten request
with the Executive Officer annually which includdsuyt is not

limited to:

0] The total gross annual receipts for each of ldst three
years.

(i) The total number of employees for each of thst three
years.

For the purposes of determining the total grossuahreceipts and the
total number of employees, a manufacturer shalude data from all
facilities (both within and outside of the Distjiethich they own, operate,
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have an ownership interest, or are legally aféat If a manufacturer
exceeds the criteria specified in subparagraphi8)(@) or (g)(3)(B) any
time after the initial request is filed with the déoutive Officer, this
exemption shall be immediately terminated, the rfecturer shall forfeit
any future eligibility for this exemption, and tmeanufacturer shall be
considered in violation of this rule for each anéry day that lacquers or
flat coatings which do not comply with the respeetVOC limit in the
Table of Standards are supplied, sold, or offered dale within the
District. The loss of this exemption due to thenofacturer exceeding the
criteria in subparagraphs (g)(3)(A) or (9)(3)(B)aBhapply only to the
manufacturer.

(4) The provisions of paragraph (c) shall not applyfacilities which apply
coatings to test specimens for purposes of researdhdevelopment of
those coatings.

(5) The July 1, 2006 VOC Ilimit for nonflats, prinser sealers, and
undercoaters, quick-dry enamels, waterproofing emasonry sealers
and rust-preventative coatings shall not be apiplecantil July 1, 2008 to
any manufacturer which meets all of the followimigesia:

(A)  Thetotal gross annual receipts are $5,000,000 or dessb,

(B)  The total number of employees is 100 or lesd, a

(C)  The manufacturer requesting this exemptiors fdewritten request
with the Executive Officer annually which includdsuyt is not

limited to:

0] The total gross annual receipts for each of ldst three
years.

(i) The total number of employees for each of thst three
years.

For the purposes of determining the total grossuahreceipts and the
total number of employees, a manufacturer shalude data from all
facilities (both within and outside of the Distjiethich they own, operate,
have an ownership interest, or are legally aféat If a manufacturer
exceeds the criteria specified in subparagraphi$)(@) or (g)(5)(B) any
time after the initial request is filed with the déoutive Officer, this
exemption shall be immediately terminated, the rfecturer shall forfeit
any future eligibility for this exemption, and tmeanufacturer shall be
considered in violation of this rule for each anery day that nonflats,
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(6)

primers, sealers, and undercoaters, quick-dry elsamand rust-
preventative coatings do not comply with the regpedvOC limit in the
Table of Standards are supplied, sold, or offered dale within the
District. The loss of this exemption due to thenofacturer exceeding the
criteria in subparagraphs (g)(5)(A) or (g)(5)(B)aBhapply only to the
manufacturer.

Effective January 1, 2005 through December2BD6, roof coatings with
a VOC content of 100 grams per liter or less thatcertified under the
U.S.EPA Energy Star Program shall not be subject t&/D€ limit in the
Table of Standards.
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APPENDIX A:  Averaging Compliance Option (ACO) Prsmn

(A)  The manufacturer shall demonstrate that actuaksions from the coatings being
averaged are less than or equal to the allowablssems, for the specified
compliance period using the following equation:

Zn: GiMi < Zn:GiViLi
i=1 i=1
Where:
Zn:GiMi
i=1

ZGiViLi = Allowable Emissions

i=1

Actual Emissions

Gi = Total Gallons of Product (i) subject to
Averaging;

Mi = Material VOC content of Product (i), as
pounds per gallon; {as defined in paragraph
(b)(22)}

Vi = Percent by Volume Solids and VOC in
Product (i), {as defined in paragraph
(b)(21)}

Vm -Vw -Ves
Vm

For Non-Zero VOC Coatings:

— MaterialVOC
CoatingvOC

For Zero VOC coatings:
= % solids by volume

Li = Regulatory VOC Content Limit for Product
(i), as pounds per gallon; {as listed in
paragraph (c)(2) Table of Standards}
The averaging is limited to coatings that are destied by the manufacturer. Any
coating not designated in the ACO Program shallggmwith the VOC limit in
the Table of Standards. The manufacturer shallimdtide any quantity of
coatings that it knows or should have known will be used in the District.
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In addition to the requirements specified in Set{id), a manufacturer shall not
include in an ACO Program or supply, sell, offer $ale, manufacture, blend, or
repackage for use within the District any architegk coating with a VOC content
in excess of the maximum VOC content in effect, edmately prior to July 1,
2001 or the VOC content limits specified in the iNaal VOC Emission
Standard, whichever is less. Manufacturers tham#ited an annual exemption
report in 2002 for quick-dry primers, sealers andarcoaters and included those
coatings in their most recent approved ACO Prognaray continue to average
those coatings until July 1, 2006, so long as tleesdings do not exceed 450
grams of VOC per liter of coating less water arg$lexempt compounds, in lieu
of the otherwise applicable VOC limit of 350 grapes liter. _Manufacturers that
submitted the required 2005 annual report for cleawd finish containers of one
guart or less, may include in an ACO Program véessand sanding sealers so
long as these coatings sold in such containers atoerceed the applicable
National Standard of 450 grams of VOC per litercohting less water and less
exempt compounds, in lieu of the otherwise appledOC limit of 350 grams

per liter.

(B) ACO Program
At least six months prior to the start of the coiapte period, manufacturers shall
submit an ACO Program, which is subject to all grevisions of Rule 221 —
Plans and Rule 306 — Plan Fees, to the Executifiee@f Averaging may not be
implemented until the ACO Program is approved intimg by the Executive
Officer.

Within 45 days of submittal of an ACO Program, tBeecutive Officer shall
approve, disapprove or deem the ACO Program incet@pl The ACO Program
applicant and the Executive Officer may agree toeatension of time for the
Executive Officer to take action on the ACO Program

(C)  General Requirements

The ACO Program shall include all necessary infaiomafor the Executive

Officer to make a determination as to whether tlaaufacturer may comply with

the averaging requirements over the specified ciamg period in an enforceable

manner. Such information shall include, but islimoited to, the following:

1. An identification of the contact persons, telepd numbers, and name of
the manufacturer who is submitting the ACO Program.
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2. An identification of each coating that has beselected by the
manufacturer for inclusion in this ACO Program thatceeds the
applicable VOC Ilimit in the Table of Standards, ithgOC content
specified in units of both grams of VOC per litércoating, and grams of
VOC per liter of material and the designation e toating category.

3. A detailed demonstration showing that the pte@@ctual emissions will
not exceed the allowable emissions for a singlepdiamce period that the
ACO Program will be in effect. In addition, the ndenstration shall
include VOC content information for each coatingtths below the
compliance limit in the Table of Standards. Thendastration shall use
the equation specified in paragraph (A) of this &pgix for projecting the
actual emissions and allowable emissions durinp eampliance period.
The demonstration shall also include all VOC contevels and projected
volume to be sold and distributed, as applicablghimv the District for
each coating listed in the ACO Program during ezmmmpliance period.
The requested data can be summarized in a matnx fo

4, A specification of the compliance period(s) apglicable reporting dates.
The length of the compliance period shall not beertban one year nor
less than six months.

5. An identification and description of specificoeds to be used to calculate
emissions and track coating volume for the ACO Rmogand subsequent
reporting. This shall include a detailed explasratas to how the records
are to be used to demonstrate compliance with\tBeging requirements
of the ACO Program. Such records or electronisivoas (if hardcopy
originals are not generated) shall be made availablthe Executive
Officer upon request. These records shall inchederds from each of the
following categories:

(@ product formulation records (including both tog and material

VOCs):

Q) lab reports [including percent weight of norlatdes,
water, and exempts (if applicable); density of toating;
and raw laboratory data] of test methods condueed
specified in paragraph (e)(1) of the rule or

(2) product formulation data, including physicaloperties
analyses, as applicable, with a VOC calculation
demonstration; and
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(b) production records consisting of batch tickatduding the date of
manufacture, batch weight and volume; and
(© distribution records:
Q) customer lists or store distribution lists ootlp (as
applicable) and
(2) shipping manifests or bills of lading or bo#s @pplicable);
and
(d) sales records consisting of point of sale pEsedr invoices to local
distributors or both, as applicable.
If the manufacturer requests to demonstrate comg#iawith the ACO
Program by using records other than those speltyficsted above, those
records must be approved by theSUEPA, CARB, and the Executive
Officer before an ACO Program can be approved. Hxecutive Officer
may request additional records, as necessary,casdition of approving
the ACO Program or to verify compliance.
6. A statement, signed by a responsible partyHembanufacturer, certifying
that all information submitted is true and corrextd that records will be
made available to the Executive Officer upon reques

(D) Reporting Requirements

1. For every single compliance period, the manufactshall submit to the
Executive Officer a mid-term report listing all c¢mgs subject to
averaging during the first half of the complianaipd, detailed analysis
of the actual and allowable emissions at the enth@fmid-term, and if
actual emissions exceed allowable emissions araeapbn as to how the
manufacturer intends to achieve compliance by titec# the compliance
period. The report shall be signed by the respdmsparty for the
manufacturer, attesting that all information sulbeditis true and correct.
The mid-term report shall be submitted within 4yslafter the midway
date of the compliance period. A manufacturer negyest, in writing, an
extension of up to 15 days for submittal of the #t@dn report.

2. Within 60 days after the end of the complianegqal or upon termination
of the ACO Program, whichever is sooner, the mariufar shall submit
to the Executive Officer a final report, providiagdetailed demonstration
of the balance between the actual and allowablessams for the
compliance period, an update of any identificateomd description of
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(E)

(F)

(G)

specific records used by the manufacturer to vertfgnpliance with the
averaging requirement, and any other informatioquested by the
Executive Officer to determine whether the manufisat complied with
the averaging requirements over the specified camg® period. The
report shall be signed by the responsible party the manufacturer,
attesting that all information submitted is truel @orrect, and that records
will be made available to the Executive Officer npoequest. A
manufacturer may request, in writing, an extengbmp to 30 days for
submittal of the final report.

Renewal of an ACO Program

An ACO Program automatically expires at the enthefcompliance period. The
manufacturer may request a renewal of the ACO Rrodry submitting a renewal

request that shall include an updated ACO Prograegting all applicable ACO

Program requirements. The renewal request willcbesidered conditionally

approved until the Executive Officer makes a fidetision to deny or approve the
renewal request based on a determination of whétleemanufacturer is likely to

comply with the averaging requirements. The ExgeuDfficer shall base such

determination on all available information, inclngibut not limited to, the mid-

term and final reports of the preceding compliapesod. The Executive Officer

shall make a decision to deny or approve a reneseplest no later than 45 days
from the date of the final report submittal, unlédbe manufacturer and the
Executive Officer agree to an extension of timetfar Executive Officer to take

action on the renewal request.

Modification of an ACO Program

A manufacturer may request a modification of theQARBrogram at any time prior
to the end of the compliance period. The Executiicer shall take action to
approve or disapprove the modification requestammér than 45 days from the
date of its submittal. No modification of the cdirapce period shall be allowed.
An ACO Program need not be modified to specify addal coatings to be
averaged that are below the applicable VOC limits.

Termination of an ACO Program
1. A manufacturer may terminate its ACO Progranarat time by filing a
written notification to the Executive Officer. THeing date shall be
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(H)

(1

()

considered the effective date of the terminationl, @l other provisions of
this rule including the VOC limits shall immediatehereafter apply. The
manufacturer shall also submit a final report 6@sdafter the termination
date. Any exceedance of the actual emissions oler allowable

emissions over the period that the ACO Program imagffect shall

constitute a separate violation for each day of ¢énéire compliance
period.

2. The Executive Officer may terminate an ACO Paogrif any of the

following circumstances occur:

(@ The manufacturer violates the requirementhefapproved ACO
Program, and at the end of the compliance peribd, &ctual
emissions exceed the allowable emissions.

(b) The manufacturer demonstrates a recurring npaté violations
and has consistently failed to take the necesdaps <0 correct
those violations.

Change in VOC Limits

If the VOC limits of a coating listed in the ACOdgram are amended such that
its effective date is less than one year from thte df adoption, the affected
manufacturer may base its averaging on the pnmoitdi of that coating until the
end of the compliance period immediately followthg date of adoption.

Labeling

Each container of any coating that is included mACO Program, and that
exceeds the applicable VOC limit in the Table oarfsiards shall display the
following statement. “This product is subject toetaveraging provisions of
SCAQMD Rule 1113”. A symbol specified by the Extes Officer may be used
as a substitute.

Violations

The exceedance of the allowable emissions, aseatkfim Appendix A, Section
(A), at the end of any compliance period shall ttute a separate violation for
each coating product line that is over the VOC tlispecified in the Table of
Standards for each day of the compliance periodwdy¥er, any violation of the
requirements of the ACO Provision of this rule, gvhithe violator can
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(K)

demonstrate, to the Executive Officer, did not eaas allow the emission of an
air contaminant and was not the result of negligenknowing activity may be
considered a minor violation (pursuant to DistRetle 112).

Sell-Through Provision

A coating that is included in an approved ACO Paogrthat does not comply
with the specified limit in the Table of Standarday be sold, supplied, offered
for sale, or applied for up to three years after éimd of the compliance period
specified in the approved ACO Program. This sectib Appendix A does not

apply to any coating that does not display on thetainer either the statement:
“This product is subject to architectural coatinggeraging provisions of the
SCAQMD Rule 1113” or a designated symbol specibgdhe Executive Officer

of the SCAQMD.
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ACRONYMSUSED IN THIS REPORT

AQMD
CARB
CEQA
g/l

IM
MWD
NOx
NPCA
OEHHA
PAR
PCBTF
SCAP
SCM
TBAC
tpd

tpy
U.S. EPA
VOC

South Coast Air Quality Management District
California Air Resources Board

California Environmental Quality Act

Grams per Liter
Industrial Maintenance
Metropolitan Water District

Oxides of Nitrogen

National Paint and Coatings Association

Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessin
Proposed Amended Rule
Parachlorobenzotrifluoride

Southern California Alliance of Publicly Own&édeatment Works
Suggested Control Measure

Tertiary-Butyl Acetate

Tons per day

Tons per year

United States Environmental Protectionrifoye
Volatile Organic Compound
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Rule 1113 - Architectural Coatings was originaldopted by the AQMD on September 2, 1977,
to regulate the VOC emissions from the applicatodrarchitectural coatings, and has since
undergone numerous amendments. Future VOC limitsniny coating categories are to take
effect on July 1 of 2006, 2007 and 2008. The AQMIDE®3 Air Quality Management Plan
concluded that major reductions in criteria politamissions and precursor emissjosisch as
oxides of nitrogen and-precursorpolutants,stelW@Cs, are necessary to attain the state and
national ambient air quality standards for ozorme] eoarse and fine particulate matter ¢gM
and PM ).

The current rule contains a requirement for stafténduct a technology assessment prior to
implementation of the lower limits. As a resulttbe comprehensive technology assessment,
summarized in the 2005 Annual Status Report on RS — Architectural Coatingsstaff has
developed the PAR 1113 to implement the recommendatfrom the report. Staff has
considered public comment on the annual report els ag concerns bought to staffs attention
after numerous consultation meetings with individarchitectural coating manufacturers and
NPCA, in preparing the recommendation for amendmenRule 1113.

The proposed amendments will allow the coating rfeanturers to:

» use TBAc as an exempt solvent in IM coatings (idclg zinc-rich primers),

* have a new high gloss subcategory of the nonflaigoay with a VOC limit of 150 g/I,

» comply with an interim limit for quick-dry enamed$ 150 g/l,

* postpone by one year the final limit of 50 g/l fusth the high gloss nonflat and quick-
dry enamels (quick-dry enamels are high gloss aboflatings that dry quicker), and

* postpone the final limit of 100 g/l one year forespalty primers and establish a new
interim limit of 250 g/l.

In addition, the proposed amendments will:

* modify some definitions for clarity including clefloor coatings where there may be
overlap issues with different coating categoriethwlifferent VOC limits;

* lower the VOC Iimit for the following three coatingategories: concrete-curing
compounds (except for those used for roadways aifyds), dry-fog coatings, and
traffic coatings. These categories, as well asctiegory bond breakers, were identified
by NPCA as future and potential candidates for-effgictive reductions that could be
used to offset VOC emissions forgone due to thaydel implementation of the nonflat
high gloss, quick-dry enamel and specialty primategories. Staff's subsequent
technology assessment confirmed the feasibilitytref proposed lower limits with
exception of the bond breakers;

» eliminate the fire-retardant category requiringsthe&oatings to be subject to the VOC
content limit of the coating category for which yrexe manufactured (i.e., primer, sealer,
flat, nonflat);

» allow fire-retardant coatings and metallic pigmenteatings to be averaged; and

! Presented to the Governing Board on January Gecepted February 3, 2006
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* make some administrative changes to: allow a @ae gell-through provision for small
containers, labeling requirements, annual repotest methods and technology
assessments.

The proposed amendments will result in approxiga@ed tpd of emission reductions postponed
for one year and 0.7 tpd additional emission radostto become effective in July 2007The
cost-effectiveness of the emission reductions stienated at $4,882 per ton.

During the final stages of staff's technology assgnt and the rule development process, staff
was engaged in intensive discussions with reprasees of the architectural coating industry
and the NPCA relative to the state of technolo@uring the process NPCA submitted several
proposals to staff to amend Rule 1113 that seekatttease and delay the VOC limits for many
coating categories in the rule, which would regukémission reductions forgone from 13 tpd to
4.7 tpd and delay over 2 tpd. NPCAs most recempgsal described in more detail in this report
would result in emissions permanently forgone deast 4.7 tpd of VOC and in addition delay
2.03 tpd. Staff is not supportive of this proposalpart because of the significant adverse
emission impacts but also due to the feasibilitgahpliance with current limits based staff's
technology assessment verifying compliant perfogproducts that are already marketed in all
coating categories included in NPCAs proposal wiita exception of those few categories
included in staff’'s proposal where additional titioa time is warranted.

The proposed amendments to Rule 1313 hallebeenreviewed pursuant to CEQA and a Draft
Environmental Assessment has been prepared fordevason with the adoption of PAR 1113.
A socioeconomic assessmentis-bhem beerprepared and-Wibewas available 30 days prior
to the AQMD Governing Board Public Hearing.

BACKGROUND

Architectural coatings including IM coatings is tlaegest VOC emission source category under
the authority of the AQMD and one of the largesbimaobile sources of VOC emissions in the
South Coast Air Basin. Rule 1113 is applicablenemufacturers, distributors, and end-users of
architectural coatings. These coatings are useehtmnce the appearance of and to protect
homes, office buildings, factories and other stiteed, and their appurtenances on a variety of
substrates. The coatings may be applied priméylybrush, roller, or spray gun; and those
applying these coatings include homeowners, padmttractors, or maintenance personnel.
Aerosol coatings are regulated by CARB and arestbes exempt from this rule.

The 2003 Air Quality Management Plan shows the \&d@issions from the use of architectural
coatings in 1997 at 50.9 tpd on an Annual Averageentory, and 60 tpd on the Summer
Planning Inventory. The emissions for 2006 and(2@fe projected at 32.7 tpd and 24 tpd
respectively on the Annual Average Inventory, abh@&5 tpd and 28.3 tpd on the Summer
Planning Inventory. The latest CARB architecturabting survey for year 2000 sales shows
more than 50 tons per day of VOCs are attributetth@oapplication of architectural coatings in
the AQMD based on demographics.

VOC emissions cause the formation of ozone, P{particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in
size) and PN (particulate matter less than 10 microns in sig@ge pollutants for which the
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South Coast Air Basin exceeds the state and na@onlaient air quality standards. They are the
most serious regional air quality problem withirstair Basin and the most difficult to reduce to
healthful levels.

VOCs react photochemically with NOx to form ozon@zone is a strong oxidizer that irritates
the human respiratory system and damages planaiite property. VOCs also react in the
atmosphere to form PM and PM,, pollutants that adversely affect human health Bmat
visibility. Because these small particulates pextetinto the deepest regions of the lung, they
affect pulmonary function and have been linkedrtongreased number of deaths.

Rule 1113 was first adopted in 1977, and has simteergone numerous amendments. When
Rule 1113 was amended on November 8, 1996 it ieduah averaging compliance option
(ACO) for complying with coating VOC limits. Undan ACO, manufacturers are allowed to
average their emissions over a compliance period tooexceed one year provided they
demonstrate their actual cumulative emissions ftlsenaveraged coatings are less than or equal
to the cumulative emissions that would have bekweld under the VOC limits specified in the
Table of Standards. That version of Rule 1113reffehe averaging option for the flat coating
category only. Further amendments to Rule 111B8lapn 14, 1999 (vacated) and subsequent re-
adoption on December 6, 2002, and on December 63,28dded numerous other coating
categories to provide manufacturers additional d@npe flexibility with the future VOC limits
specified in the Table of Standards. The 2004 amemts addressed U.S. EPA concerns
regarding the approvability of the ACO for the Stahplementation Plan and the administration
of the ACO Program.

Other alternative means of compliance are offergdhe rule including the three-year sell-
through provision and the small container exemptiodudging by the fact that many
manufacturers utilize these provisions, staff haisctuded that these flexibility provisions have
allowed manufacturers additional time for produeformulation in a more cost-effective
manner.

CARB developed a revised SCM for architectural iomgt in June 2000 that was largely based
on the interim limits and the averaging provisidrRule 1113, as amended in May 1999. The
provisions in the SCM were developed by a consartiof California air pollution control
districts, CARB, U.S. EPA Region IX, and paint méauturers.

During the course of Rule 1113 implementation, AlEMD Governing Board approved a work
plan that required staff to submit annual statysoms summarizing issues and activities
regarding the implementation of the rule. In addit the rule required technology assessments
for specific coating categories. In preparing #maual status reports, staff has received input
from the Technical Advisory Committee made up @hwduals from manufacturing companies
including NPCA members, CARB, a consulting and eegring firm, a painting contractor and
several members from academia. The 2005 AnnualisSReport and Technology Assessment
completed to date indicate that the paint manufactuhave made significant progress toward
developing future compliant products in practicalllcategories, which perform equally to their
higher-VOC counterparts.

Proposed Amended Rule 1113 4 June 2, 2006



Final Staff Report

In 2005 at Chairman Dr. William Burke’s request thQMD Governing Board established an
Ad hoc Committee for the purpose of providing aemporum to discuss key regulatory issues
relative to the coatings industry and improving ommication between the AQMD and the
architectural coating industry to resolve currend duture regulatory issues in a non-litigious
manner. Staff met with NPCA and member manufacsungore than 10 times including some
all day meetings as well as many teleconferencBsiring the discussions, NPCA initially
acknowledged the air quality challenges of theaeg@nd expressed their desire to submit an
alternate proposal that would be emissions neutridwever, none of the proposals submitted
came even close to meeting emissions neutralitye NPCA proposals expanded the number of
coating categories, maintained current limits aredeteéd future effective limits for those
categories and advanced the future limit for aiporof the flat coating category. Proposals
ranged in emissions foregone from 4.7 tpd to 13 woth a delay of 2.03 tpd. The most recent
proposal sent to staff in the form of a Draft Cortstudgment would eliminate the July 1, 2006
effective dates for many categories, foregoing 4pt4 and delaying July 1, 2006 effective dates
for a few categories with emission of 2.03 tpd éme year. Staff is not supportive of this
proposal in part due to the significant impactoeamsged with it, but also due to the feasibility of
the upcoming VOC limits as demonstrated and vetifiy staff's technology assessment
described below. This alternate NPCA proposalissussed under the sectibiPCA Proposal
and Emission Impactsf this report.

Staff also met and teleconferenced on a one-todmess with individual manufacturing
companies more than 20 times.

TECHNOLOGY ASSESSMENT

Rule 1113 requires staff to conduct technology sssents for future VOC limits. The latest
technology assessment was conducted during 2002G@0Hl for the following categories: clear
wood finishes; IM coatings; nonflat coatings; prisiesealers and undercoaters; quick-dry
enamels; quick-dry primers, sealers and undercgatest preventative coatings; exterior stains;
waterproofing sealers including concrete/masonrgless. Many of these categories had
undergone previous technology assessments foritibeimm limits. Beginning in 2004 staff also
contracted with the University of Missouri-Rolla NMIR) to perform further technology
assessments for these same categories. Technadsggsments for floor coatings have been
conducted successfully in the past (KTA Tator 26ting) and were not included in the UMR
study.

In addition, the rule requires staff to considey applicable future CARB architectural coating
surveys. The most recent CARB Survey data availablstaff is the 2001 Survey for 2000
architectural coating sales and emissions.

After the technology assessment a report to the BQ®&bverning Board is required on the
appropriateness of the future VOC limits. Staffs h@resented Annual Status Reports for
architectural coatings to the AQMD Governing Boand2000, 2001, 2002, 2003, 2004 and
2006. The latest Annual Status Report may be oétdafrom the AQMD at the following web
address:

http://www.agmd.gov/rules/support.htmi#Rule%2011 PB¥nnual%20Status%20Report
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Each Annual Status Report shows an increase ifaél@icompliant products for each coating
category. More detailed discussions can be re#ukifull versions of these documents.

TBAC

U.S. EPA has delisted TBAc but indicated that tteges and local districts must analyze any
toxic impacts from the use of TBAc. In October 30CARB exempted TBAc in the Suggested
Control Measure for Automotive Coatings. Staff slowt require chronic toxicity testing for
compounds exempted from the definition of VOC b$UEPA. However, staff does attempt to
compile as much toxicity, global warming, stratosptr ozone depleting potential, etc.,
information as is currently available in the CEQAcdment that is typically prepared when
exempting a compound from the definition of VOQ plerforming the background research for
TBAc, AQMD staff concluded that there is limitedxitaty data available on TBAc and no
chronic toxicity has been conducted on the chemidabr this reason the health risk analysis
prepared for PAR 1113 in the Draft EA used tertybatcohol (TBA), which has been shown to
induce tumors in laboratory animals, as a surrodate TBAc because of the metabolic
conversion of TBAc to TBA. The health risk anayysias prepared for AQMD staff using
standard health risk protocol, health risk values/jpled by OEHHA staff and parameters used
by CARB to estimate risk from TBAc. Estimated rifslictors for TBA provided by OEHHA
staff members were used as a surrogate for detiexgnpotential cancer risk and non-cancer
effects resulting from the limited exemption for A& It should be noted that these surrogate
risk factors developed by OEHHA staff have not béammally approved by the Scientific
Review Panel yet, but have been peer reviewed. edexy they reflect the best available
information from OEHHA at this time, and these tastwere used to conservatively estimate
potential cancer risk and non-cancer effects froBAd used to formulate IM coatings. A
representative for the manufacturer of TBAc hasestahat the company has commissioned a
90-day sub-chronic study that will be peer revieWilag at least five toxicology experts selected
by an independent third party.” This study mayvpe useful sub-chronic effects information
that will be evaluated for use in further healtbkrianalyses. Staff has recommended to the
TBAc manufacturer representative that a long-tetmays be completed in addition to the sub-
chronic study. By limiting the exemption for TBAc IM coatings, the AQMD recognizes the
potential cancer and acute risk exposure due touizeof TBAcC but limits such risk below
AQMDs significant risk threshold while providingeltoating manufacturers with flexibility in
formulating products compliant with the future IMbatings limits in PAR 1113. Staff will
continue to evaluate additional information relatto TBAC’s toxicity as it becomes available
and reevaluate its position as necessary.

Technology Discussions by Category

Clear Wood Finishes

The rule defines clear wood finishes as productsliegh to wood substrates to provide a
transparent or translucent solid film. Severaliresystems are available including acrylic,
polyurethane, alkyd, and various copolymers or firedi including but not limited to latex,
polycarbonate, polyethylene, and urea. Many cyped are also available as one-component
air-dried pre-catalyzed, and two-component postiga¢d. Different cure types are necessary to
assure proper durability for specific applicatiomdether they are for interior, exterior or for
flooring use. Numerous manufacturers have devélapear wood finishes that perform as well
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as the solvent-based varnishes and nitrocellulgseotits in terms of appearance and durability.
Appendix A of the most recent Annual Status Repbdws more than 100 products that have a
lower VOC content than the future limit. The 20CARB Architectural Coatings Survey
(Survey) shows 20% of the products and 36% of éiteesan compliance with 275 g/l. The UMR
study supports the 275 g/I limit for this catego®mn analysis of product data sheets supplied by
various manufacturers supports staff’'s conclustbasthe future limit of 275 g/l VOC and much
lower is currently achievable. Additionally, stafhntinues to visit sites where future compliant
products in this category have been applied shoexagllent performance, even when subjected
to harsh conditions (high traffic) such as manufaoy areas. The availability of numerous
compliant low VOC products in the clear wood finishtegories, confirms staff's previous
conclusion that the small container (one quartess) exemption, which is due to expire on July
1, 2006, is no longer warranted.

Floor Coatings

The rule defines this category as opaque coatimafsare formulated for or applied to flooring;
including but not limited to decks, porches, gymuass, and bowling alleys, but do not include
Industrial Maintenance Coatings. Clear wood flooatings belong to the clear wood finish
category, but clear floor coatings for other sudiss such as concrete are not included in the
definition of floors, and since they do not belolmga specific category the coatings would
default to the 250 g/l limit. There are many prcduwith overlapping functionalities such as
clear wood finishes, stains or waterproofing sealeat may be applied to the same substrate that
is positioned both horizontally and vertically suak walls, floors or ceilings. Whether a
particular product falls under the floor definitiam some other coating definition depends on
how the product is labeled.

For clarification, staff is proposing to amend thefinition of floors to include clear coatings
formulated for or applied to concrete flooring” aadd the words “represented in part for use on
flooring” to the most restrictive provision of thiale. Therefore if the manufacturer labels a
coating as a “clear floor coating for concrete” gwating will have to comply with the VOC
limit for floor coatings. However, if the manufacer states on the label or in the literature afor
coating such as a waterproofing sealer or watefprg@oncrete/masonry sealer that the product
may be applied to floors, then the coating may rtfee=l/OC limit for that category.

For the last several years, staff has observedramgtored the application and durability of clear
and opaque, two component epoxy and polyurethaya ftoatings below 50 g/l used for
residential, commercial and industrial applicatior®me of these products are also offered for
sale in local warehouse stores for the do-it-ydtnsmarket. In March of 2001, the AQMD
awarded a contract to KTA-Tator, Inc. for the studlyvarious coatings. The evaluation
reviewed performance characteristics of 31 produncteur architectural coating categories that
included floor coatings. The best performing aogitivas a two-component floor coating with a
VOC content well below the 50 g/l limit. AQMD statoncluded that the overall results
substantiate current and future limits. The 20&R8 Survey shows 19% of the products and
49% of the sales in compliance with the future VIt of 50 g/l and lists the following resins
for use in formulating floor coatings: acrylic, gloc copolymer, cellulosic, epoxy, polyvinyl
acetate, vinyl acrylic copolymer, and others. Appr A of the Annual Status Report lists 20
coatings that meet the future limit in the flootegory of 50 g/l VOC. An analysis of technical
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data sheets and material safety data sheets suigpliarious manufacturers supports staff's
conclusions that the future limit of 50 g/l VOCagrrently achievable.

IM Coatings

The rule defines this category as coatings inclyiginmers, sealers, undercoaters, intermediate
coatings and topcoats, formulated for or appliedststrates, including floors, which are
exposed to at least one of five extreme environaterdnditions. The IM coating category
continues to be part of every study conducted leyAQMD and is considered to be the most
challenging. Results of past studies indicate ¢batings meeting the future limit of 100 g/l are
currently available for the IM coating categorytaf§continues to obtain additional information
on IM coatings from technical data sheets and nahteafety data sheets analysis. Included in
that analysis are over 280 IM Coatings (more thigtetthe number reported in the 2003 Annual
Status Report to the AQMD Governing Board) thatvaed below the July 1, 2006 100 g/l VOC
limit. The UMR technology assessment tested 3 tMting systems