BOARD MEETING DATE: February 5, 2016 Agenda No. 30
PROPOSAL.: Amend Rule 1113 — Architectural Coatings

SYNOPSIS: Amendments are being proposed to restrict the small container
exemption (SCE) for high use coating categories; eliminate the
SCE for categories that do not use the exemption and for high-
volatile organic compound (VOC) specialty categories; lower some
VOC limits; carve out new categories and establish VOC limits;
revise definitions, clarify rule language, and remove outdated
language.

COMMITTEE: Stationary Source, October 16, 2015 & January 5, 2016, Reviewed

RECOMMENDED ACTIONS:

Adopt the attached Resolution:

1. Certifying the Final Environmental Assessment for Proposed Amended Rule 1113 —
Architectural Coatings; and

2. Amending Rule 1113 —Architectural Coatings.

Barry R. Wallerstein, D.Env.

Executive Officer
PF:JW:DD:HF:DT

Background

Architectural coatings are one of the largest non-mobile sources of VOC emissions in
the South Coast Air Basin (Basin). Rule 1113 applies to manufacturers, distributors,
specifiers, and end-users of architectural coatings. These coatings are used to enhance
the appearance of and to protect stationary structures and their appurtenances, including
homes, office buildings, factories, pavements, curbs, roadways, racetracks, bridges,
other structures, on a variety of substrates. Architectural coatings are typically applied
using brushes, rollers, or spray guns by homeowners, painting contractors, and
maintenance personnel. Rule 1113 was first adopted in 1977, and has undergone
numerous amendments, most recently on September 6, 2013, to provide regulatory
relief for labeling requirements of containers holding four fluid ounces or less.
Although successive amendments to Rule 1113 contributed to significantly reduced
emissions, architectural coatings continue to be one of the largest sources of VOC
emissions in the SCAQMD, with the exception of consumer products and mobile
sources.



Proposal
The proposed amendments will achieve approximately 0.88 tons of VOC reduction per
day. The amendments will also clarify the rule and improve enforceability.

The proposed amendments are summarized as follows:

Remove all references to the averaging compliance option which sunset on
January 1, 2015 and remove outdated language

Add, clarify, delete, and phase out definitions

Establish a VOC limit for new coating categories

= Reduce the VOC limit for Building Envelope Coatings and Recycled Coatings
Include an exception for Recycled Coatings from the most restrictive clause
Include colorants in the labeling requirements

Include new test methods to more accurately test low-VOC coatings and support
new or amended coating definitions

Amend the Small Container Exemption (SCE) such that the exemption is:

=  Restricted for Flat Coatings, Industrial Maintenance Coatings (IMCs),
Nonflat Coatings, and Rust Preventative Coatings (RPCs) to containers
having less than eight fluid ounces or for touch-ups, and

=  Eliminated for high-VOC specialty coatings and coating categories not
using the exemption

Include a two year sell-through provision for the SCE phase out
Clarify other rule language

Key Issues

1. Phase Out SCE for RPCs

Staff is proposing to eliminate the SCE for RPCs because the exemption is now
being used for more than half of all RPC sales. The original intent of the
exemption was for small niche uses and/or touch-ups. The SCAQMD, with
assistance from the Technical Advisory Committee, concluded in 2006 that the
compliant, commercially-available 100 g/LL RPCs (e.g. waterborne alkyd
emulsions) performed as well as their high-VOC counterparts. Since that study,
advancement in resin technology has further improved the performance of
waterborne and low-VOC RPCs. A little under half of the volume sold is below
the 100 g/L limit (141,000 gallons in 2014) and almost all coating manufacturers
have a compliant product line, either using waterborne technology or exempt
solvents. The implementation date in 2019 allows sufficient time to phase out
and/or color match or reformulate the limited currently-marketed high-VOC
products. A local manufacturer has successfully reformulated and
commercialized compliant RPCs (i.e., those with VOC content < 100 g/L) in
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small containers for the last seven years. The elimination of the SCE for these
coatings would yield greater than 70 percent of the emissions reductions from
this rule proposal.

. Sell-Through Provision

Staff has received feedback from some coating manufacturers requesting an
extended effective date for the phase out of the SCE for RPCs and a sell-through
provision for the removal of existing inventory at retail outlets. Representatives
from two manufacturers have requested an implementation date of 2021 with a
three year sell-through. Since the Special Stationary Source Committee meeting
on January 5, 2016, one manufacturer requested an implementation date of 2021
with a two year sell-through. However, another manufacturer has supported the
proposed implementation date of 2019 with no sell-through because they have
successfully sold compliant coatings for many years.

Rule 1113 includes a three year sell-through provision when there is a VOC limit
change in the Table of Standards. As currently written, that is the only time the
sell-through provision applies. The sell-through provision allows time for the
coatings to sell at the retail level, so the manufacturer does not have to incur the
expense of clearing retail or commercial shelves. Depending on the size of the
retailer, the coatings may sell-through much quicker than three years (big box
store versus a small mom and pop paint shop). In 2006, when the SCE was
removed for the Clear Wood Finish category, a one year sell-through period was
allowed.

Based on the comments received, the proposed rule will include a two year sell-
through period for all coating categories phased out of the SCE and retain the
existing proposed effective dates. No additional environmental impacts are
expected to occur with a sell-through provision. Staff does not believe an
extended effective date is necessary because compliant coatings already exist,
technology is currently available for reformulation, and a competitive
disadvantage could occur for manufacturers with compliant coatings.

. Add VOC Test Method 313

Method 313 is being proposed as a test method in Rule 1113. Staff collaborated
closely with industry over the past year and a half on an improved VOC test
method (SCAQMD Method 313 - Determination of Volatile Organic
Compounds VOC by Gas Chromatography-Mass Spectrometry). Through this
work, an exclusion pathway for semi-volatile compounds evolved and more
recently, discussion began for an alternative method for non-film forming
coatings. SCAQMD staff and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S.
EPA) are committed to continuing this work with industry involvement. Industry
is generally supportive of the test method, but would like to be included in
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discussions regarding the implementation details. SCAQMD staff will hold
quarterly meetings with industry until all of the remaining issues have been
resolved.

Staff also committed to conducting a small-scale round robin study (inter-
laboratory) on Method 313 as well as the intra-laboratory study required by the
U.S. EPA. However, staff does not intend to rely on the ASTM round robin
results conducted on ASTM D 6886 - Standard Test Method for Determination
of the Weight Percent Individual Volatile Organic Compounds in Waterborne
Air-Dry Coatings by Gas Chromatography, which is a different analytical
method. While the SCAQMD participated in that round robin testing, ASTM did
not use the SCAQMD laboratory results since they utilized a different method
(SCAQMD Method 313 and not ASTM D 6886). Again, staff plans to include
industry stakeholders in all future discussions pertaining to the round robin study,
including laboratory and coatings selection.

. Removal of Limited VOC Exemption for Tertiary-Butyl Acetate (tBAc)

TBAc was given a limited exemption from the Rule 1113 definition of a VOC in
2006. Due to concerns about potential toxicity, the exemption was limited to
IMC:s (including non-sacrificial anti-graffiti coatings) where a large number of
alternative coatings were not available and the coating applicators were more
likely to be highly trained to employ personal protection equipment. For the
2006 amendment, a CEQA analysis was conducted using the interim Office of
Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) unit risk factor as a
surrogate for tBAc because of the limited toxicity information available. Those
values reflected the best available information at the time and the factors were
used to conservatively estimate potential cancer risk and non-cancer effects from
tBAc in IMCs. At the time, staff also considered California Air Resources Board
(CARB) documents asserting tBAc’s ozone reduction benefits. Staff’s
conservative analysis from the use of tBAc-based products for IMCs indicated
the potential chronic cancer risks and acute cancer risks were below the
SCAQMD’s toxic air contaminants (TAC) significant health risk thresholds
(CEQA). Staff did not recommend expanding the exemption for tBAc to other
categories because numerous alternative compliant products exist, whereas IMCs
for extraordinary long durability were limited in availability. Limiting the
exemption for tBAc to IMCs provided manufacturers flexibility in formulating
products compliant with the future limits in PAR 1113.

Final risk factors for tBAc have not yet been formally approved by OEHHA’s
Scientific Review Panel. The final risk factors are expected in the first quarter of
2016 and staff will re-evaluate the potential risks associated with the use of tBAc
in IMCs once the risk factors are finalized. Early in 2016, the results of the
recent CARB coatings survey will also be available which will include the
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volume of tBAc used in IMCs. The new data will provide a basis for a more
accurate analysis of the risks associated with tBAc in IMCs.

Potential impacts from removing the current exemption for tBAc were not
analyzed as part of this proposed rule amendment. As a result, any proposed
removal of the exemption will have to undergo a new rulemaking with a new
CEQA analysis.

Emissions Inventory and Emissions Reductions

The emission inventory of architectural coatings is based on the Rule 314 — Fees for
Architectural Coatings Annual Quantity and Emissions Reports. Rule 314 requires that
any manufacturer that sells architectural coatings into or within the SCAQMD report
their sales annually and pay fees based on those sales. The following chart illustrates
the sales and emissions trends of architectural coatings in the Basin since the 2008
adoption of Rule 314:
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Emission reductions from PAR 1113 will be 0.88 tons of VOC reductions per day (tpd),
as summarized below.

Emission Reduction (tpd)
Rule Change January 1, 2018 | January 1. 2019
VOC Limit Change
Building Envelope Coating 0.01
Recycled Coating 0.06
SCE Restriction
Flat Coatings 0.002
Industrial Maintenance Coatings 0.01
High Temperature IMC 0.001
Zinc-Rich Primers 0.003
Nonflat Coatings 0.15
Reactive Penetrating Sealers 0.0001
Rust Preventative Coatings 0.63
Shellacs 0.0007
Tub and Tile Coatings 0.01
Total Emissions Reductions (tpd) 0.88

Cost Effectiveness
Cost effectiveness is $1,150 per ton of VOC reduced from lowering the VOC limits and
restricting and/or eliminating the SCE for certain categories.

California Environmental Quality Act

PAR 1113 is considered a “project” as defined by the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA), and the SCAQMD is the designated lead agency. Pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines §15252 and SCAQMD Rule 110, SCAQMD staff reviewed PAR 1113 and
concluded that an EA with no significant impacts was the appropriate CEQA document
for the proposed project. Staff released the Draft EA for a 30-day public review period
from September 15, 2015 to October 15, 2015. One comment letter was received and
the response to the comments has been included in the Final EA. Since the close of the
comment period, revisions have been proposed to PAR 1113. Staff has analyzed these
proposed revisions and have determined that they do not trigger recirculation pursuant
to CEQA Guidelines §15073.5.

Socioeconomic Analysis

PAR 1113 affects all architectural coating manufacturers who sell architectural coatings
into or within the SCAQMD. The proposed amendments will affect approximately 200
manufacturers and wholesalers who sell architectural coatings into or within the
SCAQMD. The annual cost of compliance will be approximately $368,000. It has been
standard socioeconomic practice that, when the annual compliance cost is less than one
million current U.S. dollars, the Regional Economic Impact Model (REMI) is not used



to simulate jobs and macroeconomic impacts. This is because the resultant impacts
would be diminutive relative to the baseline regional economy.

AQMP and Legal Mandates

The California Health and Safety Code requires the SCAQMD to adopt an AQMP to
meet state and federal ambient air quality standards in the South Coast Air Basin. In
addition, the California Health and Safety Code requires the SCAQMD to adopt rules
and regulations that carry out the objectives of the AQMP. The proposed amendments
will implement, in part, Control Measure CM#2012 CTS-01 — Further VOC Reductions
from Architectural Coatings.

Implementation Plan and Resource Impact
Existing SCAQMD resources will be sufficient to implement the proposed changes to
this rule with minimal impact on the budget.

Attachments

Summary of Proposed Amendments

Rule Development Process

Key Contacts List

Resolution

Rule Language for Proposed Amended Rule 1113
Final Staff Report

Final Environmental Assessment
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ATTACHMENT A

SUMMARY OF PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO
RULE 1113 - ARCHITECTURAL COATINGS.



SUMMARY OF PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO
RULE 1113 - ARCHITECTURAL COATINGS

Staff proposes the following amendments to achieve emission reductions and clarify rule
implementation issues for improved enforceability:

¢ Change the applicability section of the rule by eliminating references to the phased out
averaging compliance option (ACO) and clarifying that the rule is applicable to all
architectural coating manufacturers who sell into or within the South Coast Air Quality
Management District (SCAQMD).

¢ Add, clarify, delete, and phase out definitions.

¢ Change paragraphs (c)(1) and (c)(2) to remove reference to the default category (included
in the proposed Table of Standards) and clarify the requirements on the Volatile Organic
Compound (VOC) limit for colorants.

¢ Change and update the Table of Standards 1.

¢ Establish VOC limits for new coating categories and include proposed changes to VOC
limits:

Current Proposed

vVOC VOC
limit limit New
Category (g/L) (g/L) Current Category Category
Building Envelope 100 50! Waterproofing Sealers Yes
Graphic Arts Coatings 150 200? N/A - Same No
Color Indicating Safety 100 480%3 Industrial Maintenance Yes
Coatings
Recycled Coatings 250 150! N/A - Same No
Tile and Stone Sealers 100 100 Waterproofing Yes
Concrete/Masonry
Sealers

Tub and Tile Refinishing 100 420%3 Flat/Nonflat Yes
Coatings
Wood Conditioners 100 100 Default Yes

1. Effective January 1, 2019
2. Effective upon Rule adoption
3. Previously sold under Small Container Exemption

¢ Include an exception to the most restrictive clause (paragraph (c)(3)) for recycled coatings.

¢ Include colorants in the labeling requirements for the date of manufacturer and the VOC
content.

¢ Include the following test methods for VOC content:

o SCAQMD Method 313 - Determination of Volatile Organic Compounds VOC by Gas
Chromatography-Mass Spectrometry.

o ASTM Test Method D6886 - Standard Test Method for Determination of the Weight
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SUMMARY OF PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO
RULE 1113 - ARCHITECTURAL COATINGS

Percent Individual Volatile Organic Compounds in Waterborne Air-Dry Coatings by
Gas Chromatography.

Include additional performance test methods used for specific coating categories.

Amend the Small Container Exemption (SCE) such that the exemption is eliminated and/or
restricted for:

o Coating categories not using the exemption (effective upon adoption).
o High-VOC specialty coatings (effective January 1, 2018)
o High volume categories (effective January 1, 2019):

e Coating sales are allowed over the VOC limit in eight fluid ounce or smaller
containers for touch-up only.

e To prevent rule circumvention.
Add a two year sell-through provision for the SCE phase out.

Clarify the rule language.




ATTACHMENT B

RULE DEVELOPMENT PROCESS FOR
PROPOSED AMENDED RULE 1113 — ARCHITECTURAL COATINGS



Rule Development Process

Proposed Amended Rule 1113 — Architectural Coatings
(2012 AQMP CM#CTS-01)

Six Working Group Meetings
June 4, 2014 - June 17, 2015

\ 4

Public Workshop
August 25, 2015

\ 4

Public Consultation Meeting
September 17, 2015

\ 4

Stationary Source Committee
October 16, 2015

\ 4

Set Hearing
November 6, 2015

\ 4

Stationary Source Committee
January 5, 2016

\ 4

Public Hearing
February 5, 2016




ATTACHMENT C

KEY CONTACTS FOR
PROPOSED AMENDED RULE 1113 - ARCHITECTURAL COATINGS



KEY CONTACTS

Name Affiliation
Catherine F. Jacobson 3M
Brian Brittain Acrylatex

Leslie Berry American Chemistry Council
David Darling American Coatings Association
Tim Serie American Coatings Association
Martin Bergstedt Amazon

Kent Alexander Angus Chemical Company
John Gilbert BEHR

Michael Butler BEHR Process Corporation
Paul Giunhe BEHR

Gerald E Thompson BonaKemi USA, Inc

Lisa King BonaKemi USA, Inc

Lizette Bonvin Bostik

Sue Gornick BP

Dane Jones, Ph.D.

Cal Poly, San Luis Obispo

Barry Marcks Caltrans

Tom Whitelock Can-Am Coatings
Jenna Latt CARB

Terry Link Cardinal Paint
Mely Escalante Hendricks Chevron

Mario Fragosa Chemco

David Podgornik Clayton

Hao Jiang Disneyland

Elke Jensen

Dow Corning Corporation

Robert Wendoll Dunn-Edwards Paints

Emily Taylor DuPont

Ayaz Khan Elementis

Jason Stalk Ellis Paint Company

Joseph Tashjian Ellis Paint Company

Pat Lutz Engineered Polymer Solutions
Howard Berman Environmental Mediation, Inc.
Daniel Goldberg Evonik Degussa Corporation
Craig Sakamoto ExxonMobil

John Lund Ferro

James Dunn Ferro

Lisa A. Presutti

Fluid Management, Inc.

Ben Gavett

Golden Artists Colors, Inc

Bob Hoppe

HBS Painting

Stacy-Ann Taylor

Henry Company




Name Affiliation
Joe Reilly JCR
Aaron Mann JFB Hart
David Rothbart Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts

Eunice Leung

Los Angeles Society for Coatings Technology

Curtis Coleman

Law Offices of Curtis Coleman

Don Vulich

Los Angeles Painting & Finishing Contractors Association

Daniel B. Pourreau, Ph.D

Lyondell

Greg Sarnecki

Masco Coatings Group

Joe Salvo Miracle Sealants

Bob Sypowicz Modern Masters

Henry Lum Modern Masters

Jim Rogers Modern Masters

Carol Yip Kaufman Metropolitan Water District

Janet Bell Metropolitan Water District

John Wallace Metropolitan Water District

James Heumann Northrop Grumman

Mark Huck California State Parks Office of Historic Preservation
Joe Malato Pacific Polymers & Schnee-Morehead Inc.
Wayne Nelson PPG Architectural Finishes, Inc

Ida Lin PPG Architectural Finishes, Inc

Bob Clemons Praxair

Charles McDonald Praxair

Dwayne Fuhlhage Prosoco

Ron Webber Quest

Rita Loof Radtech International North America
Claude Florent Rainguard

Doug Raymond Raymond Regulatory Resources (3R), LLC
Laurel Jamison Rudd Company, Inc.

Bruce Varne Rust-Oleum

Megan Gaughan Rust-Oleum

Mike Murphy Rust-Oleum

Barrett Cupp Sherwin-Williams

Fred Anwari

Sherwin-Williams

John A. Fidler

Simpson Gumpertz & Heger

Erica Yee Southern California Gas Company
Zacharie Muepo Southern California Gas Company
John Ciente Solomon Colors, Inc.

Mike Gernon Taminco

Mike Hakos Taminco

Susan Stark Tesoro

Ben York Texture Coat of America

Mark Gierki Texture Coat of America




Name

Affiliation

Dustin Kaatz

Tnemec Corporation

Kyle Frakes Tnemec Corporation
Michael Schmeida Tremco CS&W Division
Amy Woodard Tremco CS&W Division
Joseph C. Bellas Universal Studios
Stanley Tong U.S. EPA

Tina Glomstead Valspar

Patrick Gieske Valspar

Hamid Pourshirazi Vista Paint

John Long Vista Paint

Dave Carol W.R. Meadows

David Carey W.R. Meadows

Sue Gornick Western States Petroleum Association
Dixie Richards Yorke




ATTACHMENTD

RESOLUTION FOR
PROPOSED AMENDED RULE 1113 - ARCHITECTURAL COATINGS



RESOLUTION NO. 16-

A Resolution of the South Coast Air Quality Management District
(SCAQMD) Governing Board certifying the Final Environmental Assessment for
Proposed Amended Rule 1113 — Architectural Coatings.

A Resolution of the SCAQMD Governing Board amending Rule 1113 -
Architectural Coatings.

WHEREAS, the SCAQMD Governing Board has determined that a need
exists to amend Rule 1113 — Architectural Coatings to clarify rule language and reduce
emissions from the use of architectural coatings in order to help achieve air quality
standards; and

WHEREAS, the SCAQMD 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 that the proposed
project would not have a significant adverse effect on the environment; and

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

WHEREAS, the SCAQMD staff has prepared a Draft Environmental
Assessment (EA) pursuant to its certified regulatory program and pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines §15252, setting forth the potential environmental consequences of Proposed
Amended Rule 1113 - Architectural Coatings; and

WHEREAS, the Draft EA was circulated for a 30-day public review from
September 15, 2015 to October 15, 2015; and

WHEREAS, one comment letter was received during the comment period
relative to the analysis presented in the Draft EA and responses to the comments have
been prepared and included in the Final EA; the Draft EA has been revised such that it is
now a Final EA; and

WHEREAS, it is necessary that the adequacy of the Final EA, including
any responses to comments, be determined by the SCAQMD Governing Board prior to
its certification; and

WHEREAS, a Mitigation Monitoring Plan pursuant to Public Resources
Code §21081.6 has not been prepared since no mitigation measures are necessary; and



WHEREAS, Findings pursuant to Public Resources Code §21081.6 and
CEQA Guidelines §15091 and a Statement of Overriding Considerations pursuant to
CEQA Guidelines §15093 were not prepared because the analysis of the proposed project
shows that Proposed Amended Rule 1113 - Architectural Coatings would not have a
significant adverse effect on the environment, and thus, are not required; and

WHEREAS, the SCAQMD Governing Board voting on Proposed
Amended Rule 1113 — Architectural Coatings has reviewed and considered the Final EA
prior to its certification; and

WHEREAS, the SCAQMD Governing Board finds and determines, taking
into consideration the factors in Section (d)(4)(D) of the Governing Board Procedures,
that the modifications which have been made to Proposed Rule 1113 — Architectural
Coatings since notice of public hearing was published do not significantly change the
meaning of the proposed project within the meaning of Health and Safety Code §40726
and would not constitute significant new information requiring recirculation of the Draft
EA pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15073.5; and

WHEREAS, the staff report, the Final EA and the Socioeconomic
Analysis, this January 8, 2016 Board letter, and other supporting documentation was
presented to the SCAQMD Governing Board and that the Board has reviewed and
considered the entirety of this information prior to approving the project; and

WHEREAS, the SCAQMD Governing Board obtains its authority to
adopt, amend, or repeal rules and regulations from Sections 39002, 40000, 40001, 40440,
40441, 40702, 40725 through 40728, and 41508 of the California Health and Safety
Code; and

WHEREAS, the SCAQMD staff conducted a public workshop regarding
Proposed Rule 1113 — Architectural Coatings on August 25, 2015; and

WHEREAS, California Health and Safety Code §40727 requires that prior
to adopting, amending or repealing a rule or regulation, the SCAQMD Governing Board
shall make findings of necessity, authority, clarity, consistency, non-duplication, and
reference based on relevant information presented at the public hearing and in the staff
report; and

WHEREAS, the SCAQMD Governing Board has determined that a need
exists to amend Rule 1113 - Architectural Coatings to achieve further VOC emission
reductions for architectural coatings by implementing Control Measure CM#2012 CTS-
01 — Further VOC Reductions from Architectural Coatings of the 2012 AQMP in order to
achieve federal PM2.5 standards by 2019 and ozone standards by 2024; and



WHEREAS, the SCAQMD 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 SCAQMD 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 federal
regulations; and

WHEREAS, the SCAQMD 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
SCAQMD; and

WHEREAS, Health and Safety Code §40727.2 requires the SCAQMD to
prepare a written analysis of existing federal air pollution control requirements applicable
to the same source type being regulated whenever it adopts, or amends a rule, and that the
SCAQMD’s comparative analysis of Proposed Rule 1113 — Architectural Coatings is
included in the staff report; and

WHEREAS, the SCAQMD Governing Board in amending the regulation,
references the following statutes which the SCAQMD hereby implements, interprets or
makes specific: Health and Safety Code Sections 40001(a) (air quality standards and
enforcement of federal standards), 40440(a) (rules to carry out plan), 40440(b)(1)
(BARCT), 40702 (adopt regulation to execute duties), and Federal Clean Air Act
Sections 116 (state standards at least as stringent as federal standards); and

WHEREAS, the SCAQMD Governing Board determines that there is a
problem that Proposed Amended Rule 1113 - Architectural Coatings will alleviate, (i.e.,
the South Coast Air Basin does not meet state or federal standards for ozone and PM2.5)
and the proposed amendment will promote the attainment or maintenance of such air
quality standards; and

WHEREAS, the SCAQMD Governing Board has determined that
Proposed Amended Rule 1113 - Architectural Coatings should be adopted in order to
provide air quality benefits at a reasonable cost; and

WHEREAS, the SCAQMD Governing Board has determined that the
Socioeconomic Assessment contained in the staff report is consistent with the provisions
of the March 17, 1989 and October 14, 1994, Board Resolution for rule adoption and
Health and Safety Code Sections 40440.8, 40728.5 and 40920.6; and



WHEREAS, the SCAQMD Governing Board has reviewed and considered the
staff’s findings related to cost impacts of Proposed Rule 1113 — Architectural Coatings
set forth in the staff report, and hereby finds and determines that cost and impacts are as
set forth in that assessment; and

WHEREAS, the SCAQMD Governing Board has actively considered the
staff report’s findings relative to costs and has made a good faith effort to minimize such
impacts; and

WHEREAS, the proposed amendments to Rule 1113 — Architectural
Coatings help achieve emission reductions of VOCs from the various coating categories,
estimated to be approximately 0.88 ton/day, and that even after considering the
Socioeconomic Assessment, the adoption of such amendments is necessary for achieving
the federal and state standards for ozone and for implementing the AQMP; and

WHEREAS, a public hearing has been properly noticed in accordance with
all provisions of Health and Safety Code, Section 40725; and

WHEREAS, the SCAQMD Governing Board has held a public hearing in
accordance with all provisions of law; and

WHEREAS, the SCAQMD specifies the Program Supervisor for 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; and

WHEREAS, the SCAQMD staff will continue to work with the U.S. EPA
and members representing the coatings industry to continue the work on Test Method
313 - Determination of Volatile Organic Compounds VOC by Gas Chromatography-
Mass Spectrometry and the exclusion pathway for early eluting semi-volatile compounds,
including the internal and external precision and bias demonstration and potential method
improvements for the VOC determination of non-film forming oils; and

WHEREAS, the SCAQMD staff will continue to work with members
representing the coatings industry on a Best Practice Guidance Document for the
application of architectural coatings; and

WHEREAS, Rule 1113 contains a limited exemption of tertiary butyl
acetate for industrial maintenance coatings and a final peer reviewed assessment by the
Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment is expected later this year; and

WHEREAS, the SCAQMD Governing Board, has reviewed, considered,
and approve the Final EA including the responses to comments prior to acting on



Proposed Amended Rule 1113 — Architectural Coatings; and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the SCAQMD
Governing Board does hereby certify the Final EA for Proposed Amended Rule 1113 -
Architectural Coatings, which was completed in compliance with CEQA and Rule 110
provisions; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that because no significant adverse
environmental impacts were identified as a result of implementing Proposed Amended
Rule 1113 — Architectural Coatings, a Statement of Findings, a Statement of Overriding
Considerations, and a Mitigation Monitoring Plan are not required; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the SCAQMD Governing Board
does hereby direct staff to immediately begin a re-evaluation of potential toxic risk to
workers due to exposure to tertiary butyl acetate, such that upon finalization of the
assessment by the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment, staff will be
prepared to quickly propose amendments to SCAQMD rules, as needed, to reduce
potential risks; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the SCAQMD Governing Board
does hereby amend, pursuant to the authority granted by law, Rule 1113 - Architectural
Coatings, as set forth in the attached, and incorporated herein by this reference; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Officer is hereby
directed to forward a copy of this Resolution and Proposed Amended Rule 1113 —
Architectural Coatings to the California Air Resources Board for approval and
subsequent submittal to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency for inclusion into the
State Implementation Plan.

Attachment

DATE:

CLERK OF THE BOARD



ATTACHMENT E

RULE LANGUAGE FOR

PROPOSED AMENDED RULE 1113 - ARCHITECTURAL
COATINGS

Single underline text shows new language added to the existing rule language.

Double underline text shows new language added to the rule subsequent to the Set
Hearing.

Halicized-Strikeout text shows new deletions from the rule subsequent to the Set Hearing.
Underline-Strikeout text shows language proposed for addition to the Set Hearing
Package, which is now being deleted from the Public Hearing Package.
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Proposed Amended February 5, 2016

PROPOSED AMENDED RULE 1113.  ARCHITECTURAL COATINGS

(@)

(b)

Applicability

This rule is applicable to any person who supplies, sells, markets, offers for sale, or
manufactures any architectural coating in-the-Distriet-that is intended to be field applied
within the District to stationary structures or their appurtenances, and to fields and lawns;
as well as any person who applies, stores at a worksite, or solicits the application of any
architectural coating within the District. The purpose of this rule is to limit the VOC

content of architectural coatings used in the District-erto—aHew-the-averaging-of-such

Definitions

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

1) AEROSOL COATING PRODUCT means a pressurized coating product
containing pigments, resins, and/or other coatings solids that dispenses product
ingredients by means of a propellant, and is packaged in a disposable aerosol
container for hand-held application, or for use in specialized equipment for
ground marking and traffic marking applications.

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

3) APPURTENANCES are accessories to a stationary structure; including, but not
limited to: hand railings, cabinets, bathroom and kitchen fixtures, fences, rain-
gutters and down-spouts, window screens, lamp-posts, heating and air
conditioning equipment, other mechanical equipment, large fixed stationary tools,
signs, motion picture and television production sets, and concrete forms.
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(4)

Q)

(6)

(7)

(8)

(9)

ARCHITECTURAL COATINGS are any coatings applied to stationary structures
or their appurtenances, or to fields and lawns.

BELOW-GROUND WOOD PRESERVATIVES are wood preservatives
formulated to protect below-ground wood.

BITUMINOUS COATING MATERIALS are black or brownish coating
materials, soluble in carbon disulfide, consisting mainly of hydrocarbons and
which are obtained from natural deposits, or as residues from the distillation of
crude petroleum oils, or of low grades of coal.

BITUMINOUS ROOF PRIMERS are primers formulated for or applied to
roofing that incorporate bituminous coating materials.

BOND BREAKERS are coatings formulated for or applied between layers of
concrete to prevent the freshly poured top layer of concrete from bonding to the
substrate over which it is poured._Bond breakers will be exempt from Rules 1113
and 314 upon adoption of Rule 1161 — Release Agents or any other Regulation XI
rule limiting the VOC content of bond breakers.

BUILDING ENVELORPE is the ensemble of exterior and demising partitions of a

(10)

building that enclose conditioned space.
BUILDING ENVELOPE COATINGS are fluid applied coatings applied to the

building envelope to provide a continuous barrier to air or vapor leakage through

the building envelope that separates conditioned from unconditioned spaces.

Building Envelope Coatings are applied to diverse materials including, but not

limited to, concrete masonry units (CMU), oriented stranded board (OSB),

gypsum board, and wood substrates and must meet the following performance
criteria:

(A)  Air Barriers formulated to have an air permeance not exceeding 0.004
cubic feet per minute per square foot under a pressure differential of 1.57
pounds per square foot (0.004 cfm/ft> @ 1.57 psf), [0.02 liters per square
meter per second under a pressure differential of 75 Pa (0.02 L/(s m2) @
75 Pa)] when tested in accordance with ASTM E2178; and/or

(B)  Water Resistive Barriers formulated to resist liquid water that has
penetrated a cladding system from further intruding into the exterior wall
assembly and is classified as follows:

(1) Passes water resistance testing according to ASTM E331, and
(ii) Water vapor permeance is classified in accordance with ASTM
E96/E96M.
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40)(11) COATING is a material which is applied to a surface in order to beautify,
protect, or provide a barrier to such surface.

@H(12) COLORANTS are solutions of dyes or suspensions of pigments.

(13) COLOR INDICATING SAFETY COATINGS are industrial maintenance

coatings for safety management of process streams to prevent or minimize the
consequences of the release of toxic, reactive, flammable or explosive substances,
and include chemical and thermal color indicating coatings.

@2(14) CONCENTRATES are coatings supplied in a form that must be diluted
with water or an exempt compound, prior to application, according to the

architectural coatings manufacturer’s application instructions in order to yield the
desired coating properties.

£3)(15) CONCRETE-CURING COMPOUNDS are coatings formulated for or
applied to freshly poured concrete to retard the evaporation of water. Concrete-
curing compounds manufactured and used for roadways and bridges (does not
include curbs and gutters, sidewalks, islands, driveways and other miscellaneous
concrete areas) are those concrete-curing compounds that meet ASTM
Designation C309, Class B, and meet a loss of water standard of less than 0.15-
kg/m? in 24 hours as determined by the California Transportation Department,
California Test 534.

&4)(16) CONCRETE SURFACE RETARDERS are coatings containing one or
more ingredients such as extender pigments, primary pigments, resins, and
solvents that interact chemically with the cement to prevent hardening on the
surface where the retarder is applied, allowing the mix of cement and sand at the
surface to be washed away to create an exposed aggregate finish.

(17) DEFAULT COATINGS are specialty coatings (those other than flat or nonflat
coatings) that are not defined in section (b) as any other coating category.

5)(18) DRIVEWAY SEALERS are coatings that are applied to worn asphalt
driveway surfaces in order to:

(A)  Fill cracks;
(B)  Seal the surface to provide protection; or
(C)  Restore or preserve the surface appearance.
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6)(19) DRY-FOG COATINGS are coatings which are formulated only for spray
application so that when sprayed, overspray droplets dry before falling on floors
and other surfaces.

£H(20) EXEMPT COMPOUNDS (See Rule 102-Definition of Terms.)

£8)(21) FAUX FINISHING COATINGS are coatings that meet one or more of the
following subcategories:

(A) CLEAR TOPCOATS are clear coatings used to enhance, seal and protect
a Faux Finishing coating that meets the requirements of subsection
(b)(21)(B), (C), (D) or (E). These clear topcoats must be sold and used
solely as part of a Faux Finishing or graphic arts coating system, and must
be labeled in accordance paragraph (d)(7).

(B) DECORATIVE COATINGS are coatings used to create a gonioapparent
appearance, such as metallic, iridescent, or pearlescent appearance, that
contain at least 48 grams of pearlescent mica pigment or other iridescent
pigment per liter of coating as applied (at least 0.4 pounds per gallon).

AYC) GLAZES;-whieh are coatings formulated and recommended to be used (or
to be mixed with another coating) desigred-for:

()  wWet-in-wet techniques, where a wet coating is applied over
another wet coating —used—to create artistic effects, including
simulated marble or wood grain, or

(i) Wet-in-dry techniques, where a wet coating is applied over a pre-
painted or a specially prepared substrate or base coat and is either
applied or is treated during the drying period with various tools,
such as a brush, rag, comb, or sponge to create artistic effects such
asbut-net-hmited-te dirt, old age, smoke damage, simulated marble
and wood grain finishes, decorative patterns, or color blending-and

{S)(D) JAPANS—which are pure concentrated pigments, finely ground in a slow
drying vehicle used by Motion Picture and Television Production Studios
to create artistic effects; including, but not limited to, dirt, old age, smoke
damage, water damage, and-simulated marble, and wood grain.

1113-4



Proposed Amended Rule 1113 (Cont.) (PAR FEebruary 5, 2016)

B)(E) TROWEL APPLIED COATINGSwhich are coatings exclusively applied
by trowel that are used to create aesthetic effects; including, but not
limited to, polished plaster, clay, suede and dimensional, tactile textures.

£49)(22) FIRE-PROOFING COATINGS are opaque coatings formulated to protect
the structural integrity of steel and other construction materials and listed by
Underwriter's Laboratories, Inc. for the fire protection of steel.

20)(23) FLAT COATINGS are coatings that register a gloss of less than 15 on an
85-degree meter or less than 5 on a 60-degree meter_according to ASTM Test
Method D 523-as-specified-in-paragraph-(e}(5).

21H(24) FLOOR COATINGS are opaque coatings that are formulated for or
applied to flooring; including, but not limited to, flooring for garages, decks, and
porches. Floor coatings also include;-and clear coatings formulated for or applied
to concrete flooring. Floor coatings but-do not include Industrial Maintenance
Coatings.

22(25) FORM RELEASE COMPOUNDS are coatings designed for or applied to
a concrete form to prevent the freshly poured concrete from bonding to the form.
The form may consist of metal, wood, or some material other than concrete.
Form release compounds will be exempt from Rules 1113 and 314 upon adoption
of Rule 1161 — Release Agents or any other Regulation X1 Rule limiting the VOC
content of form release compounds.

23)(26) FORMULATION DATA is the actual product recipe which itemizes all
the ingredients contained in a product including VOCs and the quantities thereof
used by the manufacturer to create the product. Material Safety Data Sheets
(MSDS) are not considered formulation data.

24(27) GONIOAPPARENT means a change in appearance with a change in the
angle of illumination or the angle of view, as defined according to ASTM E 284.

25)(28) GRAMS OF VOC PER LITER OF COATING OR COLORANT, LESS
WATER AND LESS EXEMPT COMPOUNDS, is the weight of VOC per
combined volume of VOC and coating or colorant solids and can be calculated by
the following equation:
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Grams of VOC per Liter of Coating, Less = Ws - Ww - Wes

Water and Less Exempt Compounds Vm - Vw - Ves
Where: Ws = weight of volatile compounds in grams
Ww = weight of water in grams
Wes = weight of exempt compounds in grams
Vm = volume of material in liters
Vw = volume of water in liters
Ves = volume of exempt compounds in liters

For coatings that contain reactive diluents, the Grams of VOC per Liter of
Coating, Less Water and Less Exempt Compounds, shall be calculated by the
following equation:

Grams of VOC per Liter of Coating, Less = Ws - Ww - Wes
Water and Less Exempt Compounds Vm - Vw - Ves
Where: Ws = weight of volatile compounds emitted during
curing, in grams
Ww = 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, in liters
Vw = volume of water emitted during curing, in liters
Ves = volume of exempt compounds emitted during

curing, in liters

{26)(29) GRAMS OF VOC PER LITER OF MATERIAL is the weight of VOC per
volume of material and can be calculated by the following equation:

Grams of VOC per Liter of Material = Ws - Ww - Wes
Vm
Where: Ws = weight of volatile compounds in grams
Ww = weight of water in grams
Wes = weight of exempt compounds in grams
vm = volume of the material in liters
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2H(30) GRAPHIC ARTS COATINGS (Sign Paints) are coatings formulated for
hand-application by artists using brush or roller techniques to indoor and outdoor
signs (excluding structural components) and murals, including lettering enamels,
poster colors, copy blockers, and bulletin enamels.

28)(31) HIGH-TEMPERATURE INDUSTRIAL MAINTENANCE COATINGS
are industrial maintenance coatings formulated for or applied to substrates
exposed continuously or intermittently to temperatures above 400 degrees
Fahrenheit.

29)(32) INDUSTRIAL MAINTENANCE COATINGS are coatings, including
primers, sealers, undercoaters, intermediate coatings and topcoats, formulated for
or applied to substrates, including floors, that are exposed to one or more of the
following extreme environmental conditions:

(A)  Immersion in water, wastewater, or chemical solutions (aqueous and non-
aqueous solutions), or chronic exposure of interior surfaces to moisture
condensation;

(B)  Acute or chronic exposure to corrosive, caustic or acidic agents, or similar
chemicals, chemical fumes, chemical mixtures, or solutions;

(C)  Repeated exposure to temperatures in excess of 250 degrees Fahrenheit;

(D)  Repeated heavy abrasion, including mechanical wear and repeated
scrubbing with industrial solvents, cleaners, or scouring agents; or

(E)  Exterior exposure of metal structures.

36)(33) INTERIOR STAINS are stains labeled and formulated exclusively for use
on interior surfaces.

BH(34) LACQUERS are clear or pigmented wood finishes topcoats;retuding- or
clear lacquer sanding sealers, both formulated with nitrocellulose or synthetic
resins to dry by evaporation without chemical reaction.

B832(35) LOW-SOLIDS COATINGS are coatings containing one pound or less of
solids per gallon of material.

33)(36) MAGNESITE CEMENT COATINGS are coatings formulated for or
applied to magnesite cement decking to protect the magnesite cement substrate
from erosion by water.

B84)(37) MANUFACTURER is any person, company, firm, or establishment who
imports, blends, assembles, produces, packages, repackages, or re-labels an
architectural coating, excluding retail outlets where labels or stickers may be
affixed to containers or where colorant is added at the point of sale.
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35)(38) MARKET means to facilitate sales through third party vendors; including,
but not limited to, catalog or ecommerce sales that bring together buyers and
sellers. For the purposes of this rule, market does not mean to generally promote
or advertise coatings.

36)(39) MASTIC COATINGS are coatings formulated to cover holes and minor
cracks and to conceal surface irregularities, excluding roof coatings, and applied
in a thickness of at least 10 mils (dry, single coat).

3H(40) METALLIC PIGMENTED COATINGS are decorative coatings,
excluding industrial maintenance and roof coatings, containing at least 0.4 pounds
per gallon (48 grams/liter) of coating, as applied, of elemental metallic pigment
(excluding zinc).

38)(41) MULTI-COLOR COATINGS are coatings which exhibit more than one
color when applied, and-which-are packaged in a single container; and applied in a
single coat.

39(42) MULTI-COMPONENT COATINGS are reactive coatings requiring the
addition of a separate catalyst or hardener before application to form an
acceptable dry film.

£406)(43) NONFLAT COATINGS are coatings that are-net-defined-underany-other
definition-in-this-rule-and-that-register a gloss of 5 or greater on a 60 degree meter
and a gloss of 15 or greater on an 85 degree meter according to ASTM Test
Method D 523-as-specified-in-paragraph(e}5).

“H(44) NON-SACRIFICIAL ANTI-GRAFFITI COATINGS are clear or opaque
Industrial Maintenance Coatings formulated and recommended to deter adhesion
of graffiti and to resist repeated scrubbing and exposure to harsh solvents,
cleansers, or scouring agents used to remove graffiti.

“42(45) PEARLESCENT means exhibiting various colors depending on the angles
of illumination and viewing, as observed in mother-of-pearl.

£43)(46) PIGMENTED means containing colorant or dry coloring matter, such as
an insoluble powder, to impart color to a substrate.

“44)(47) POST-CONSUMER COATINGS are finished coatings that would have
been disposed of in a landfill, having completed their usefulness to a consumer,
and does not include manufacturing wastes.

{45)(48) PRE-TREATMENT WASH PRIMERS are coatings which contain a
minimum of 2 0.5 percent acid, by weight, applied directly to bare metal
surfaces to provide necessary surface etching.

1113-8



Proposed Amended Rule 1113 (Cont.) (PAR FEebruary 5, 2016)

46)(49) PRIMERS are coatings applied to a surface to provide a firm bond
between the substrate and subsequent coats.

£48)(50) QUICK-DRY ENAMELS are non-flat, high gloss coatings which comply
with the following:

(A)  Shall be capable of being applied directly from the container by brush or
roller under normal conditions, normal conditions being ambient
temperatures between 60°F and 80°F; and

(B)  When tested in accordance with ASTM D 1640 they shall:- set-to-touch in
two hours or less, dry-hard in eight hours or less, and be tack-free in four
hours or less by the mechanical test method. Coatings classified as quick-
dry enamels are subsumed by the non-flat coating category.

“49)(51) QUICK-DRY PRIMERS, SEALERS, AND UNDERCOATERS are
primers, sealers, and undercoaters which are intended to be applied to a surface to
provide a firm bond between the substrate and subsequent coats and which are
dry-to-touch in one-half hour and can be recoated in two hours when tested in
accordance with {ASTM D 1640). Coatings classified as quick-dry primers,
sealers, and undercoaters are subsumed by the primer, sealer, undercoater
category.

£56)(52) REACTIVE DILUENT is a liquid, whieh+s-a-VVOC during application and
one in which, through chemical and/or physical reaction, such as polymerization,
becomes an integral part of the coating.

SBH(53) REACTIVE PENETRATING SEALERS are clear or pigmented coatings
labeled and formulated for application to above-grade concrete and masonry
substrates to provide protection from water and waterborne contaminants;
including, but not limited to, alkalis, acids, and salts. _Reactive Penetrating
Sealers must meet the following criteria:

(A)  Used only for reinforced concrete bridge structures for transportation
projects within 5 miles of the coast or above 4,000 feet elevation; or for
restoration and/or preservation projects on registered historical buildings that
are under the purview of a restoration architect.

(B)  Penetrate into concrete and masonry substrates and chemically react to
form covalent bonds with naturally occurring minerals in the substrate.
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(C)  Line the pores of concrete and masonry substrates with a hydrophobic
coating, but do not form a surface film.

(D)  Improve water repellency at least 80 percent after application on a
concrete or masonry substrate. This performance must be verified on
standardized test specimens, in accordance with one or more of the
following standards: ASTM C67, or ASTM C97/97M, or ASTM C140.

(E)

apphication—on—a—conerete—or—masenry—substrate—Provide a breathable

waterproof barrier for concrete or masonry surfaces that does not prevent

or substantially retard water vapor transmission. This performance must

be verified on standardized test specimens, in accordance with ASTM
E96/E96M _or ASTM D6490.

(F) Meet the performance criteria listed in the National Cooperative Highway

Research Report 244 (1981), surface chloride screening applications, for
products labeled and formulated for vehicular traffic.

29(54) RECYCLED COATINGS are coatings manufactured by a certified
recycled paint manufacturer and formulated such that 50 percent or more of the
total weight consists of secondary and post-consumer coatings and 10 percent or
more of the total weight consists of post-consumer coatings.

53(55) RESTORATION ARCHITECT is an architect that has a valid certificate
of registration as an architect issued by the California State Board of Architectural
Examiners or the National Council of Architectural Registration Boards and
working on registered historical restoration and/or preservation projects.

549(56) RETAIL OUTLET means any establishment at which architectural
coatings are sold or offered for sale to consumers.

37 ROOF COATINGS are coatings formulated for application to exterior
roofs for the primary purpose of preventing penetration of the substrate by water,
or reflecting heat and ultraviolet radiation.

56)(58) RUST PREVENTATIVE COATINGS are coatings formulated for use in
preventing the corrosion of metal surfaces in residential and commercial
situations.

H(59) SACRIFICIAL ANTI-GRAFFITI COATINGS are non-binding, clear
coatings which are formulated and recommended for applications that allow for

the removal of graffiti primarily by power washing.

1113-10



Proposed Amended Rule 1113 (Cont.) (PAR FEebruary 5, 2016)

{58)(60) SANDING SEALERS are clear wood coatings formulated for or applied
to bare wood for sanding and to seal the wood for subsequent application(s) of
coatings.

59)(61) SEALERS are coatings applied to either block materials from penetrating
into or leaching out of a substrate, to prevent subsequent coatings from being
absorbed by the substrate, or to prevent harm to subsequent coatings by materials
in the substrate.

£66)(62) SECONDARY (REWORK) COATINGS are fragments of finished
coatings or finished coatings from a manufacturing process that has converted
resources into a commodity of real economic value, but does not include excess
virgin resources of the manufacturing process.

61)(63) SHELLACS are clear or pigmented coatings formulated solely with the
resinous secretions of the lac insect (laccifer lacca). Shellacs are formulated to
dry by evaporation without a chemical reaction providing a quick-drying, solid,
protective film for priming and sealing stains and odors; and for wood finishing
excluding floors-effectiveJanuary-1,2007.

62)(64) SOLICIT is to require for use or to specify, by written or oral contract.

63)(65) SPECIALTY PRIMERS are coatings formulated for or applied to a
substrate to seal fire, smoke or water damage,; or to condition excessively chalky
surfaces. An excessively chalky surface is one that is defined as having chalk
rating of four or less as determined by ASTM D-4214 — Photographic Reference
Standard No. 1 or the Federation of Societies for Coatings Technology “Pictorial
Standards for Coatings Defects”.

{64)(66) STAINS are opaque or semi-transparent coatings which are formulated to
change the color but not conceal the grain pattern or texture.

65)(67) STATIONARY STRUCTURES include, but are not limited to, homes,
office buildings, factories, mobile homes, pavements, curbs, roadways, racetracks,
and bridges.

{66)(68) STONE CONSOLIDANTS are coatings that are labeled and formulated
for application to stone substrates to repair historical structures that have been
damaged by weathering or other decay mechanisms. Stone Consolidants must
meet all of the following criteria:

(A)  Used only for restoration and/or preservation projects on registered historical
buildings that are under the purview of a restoration architect.

(B)  Penetrate into stone substrates to create bonds between particles and
consolidate deteriorated material.
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(C)  Specified and used in accordance with ASTM E2167.

6H(69) SWIMMING POOL COATINGS are coatings specifically formulated for

or applied to the interior of swimming pools; including, but not limited to, water
park attractions, ponds and fountains, to resist swimming pool chemicals.

£68)(70) SWIMMING POOL REPAIR COATINGS are chlorinated, rubber-based

(71)

coatings used for the repair and maintenance of swimming pools over existing
chlorinated, rubber-based coatings.
TILE AND STONE SEALERS are clear or pigmented sealers that are used for

sealing tile, stone or grout to provide resistance against water, alkalis, acids,
ultraviolet light or staining and which meet one of the following subcategories:
(A)  Penetrating sealers are polymer solutions that cross-link in the substrate
and must meet the following criteria:
(1) A fine particle structure to penetrate dense tile such as porcelain
with absorption as low as 0.10 percent % per ASTM C373, ASTM
C97/C97M, or ASTM C642,
(i) Retain or increase static coefficient of friction per ANSI A137.1,
(ili)  Not create a topical surface film on the tile or stone, and
(iv)  Allow vapor transmission per ASTM E96/96M.

(B) Film forming sealers which leave a protective film on the surface.

69(72) TINT BASE is an architectural coating to which colorants are added.

(73)

TOPCOAT is any final coating, applied in one or more coats, to the interior or

exterior of a stationary structure or their appurtenances.

0)(74) TRAFFIC COATINGS are coatings formulated for or applied to public

(75)

streets, highways, and other surfaces including, but not limited to, curbs, berms,
driveways, and parking lots.
TUB AND TILE REFINISHING COATINGS are clear or opaque coatings that

are used exclusively for refinishing the surface of a bathtub, shower, or sink and

whieh-must meet all of the following criteria:

(A)  Have a scratch hardness of 3H or harder and a gouge hardness of 4H or
harder as determined on bonderite 1000 in accordance with ASTM D3363,

(B) Have a weight loss of 20 milligrams or less after 1000 cycles as
determined with CS-17 wheels on bonderite 1000 in accordance with
ASTM D4060,

(C)  Must withstand 1,000 hours or more of exposure with few or no #8 blisters
as determined on unscribed bonderite in accordance with ASTM D4585,
and ASTM D714, and
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(D) Must have an adhesion rating of 4B or better after 24 hours of recovery as
determined on unscribed bonderite in accordance with ASTM D4585 and
ASTM D3359.

H(76) UNDERCOATERS are coatings formulated for or applied to substrates to

provide a smooth surface for subsequent coats.

&2(77) VARNISHES are clear or pigmented wood finishes-topcoats formulated

with various resins to dry by chemical reaction.

3)(78) VOLATILE ORGANIC COMPOUND (VOC) is as defined in Rule 102 —

Definition of Terms. For the purpose of this rule, tertiary butyl acetate (tBAc)
shall be considered exempt as a VOC only for purposes of VOC emissions
limitations or VOC content requirements and will continue to be a VOC for
purposes of all recordkeeping, emissions reporting, photochemical dispersion
modeling, and inventory requirements which apply to VOCs, when used in
industrial maintenance coatings, including zinc-rich industrial maintenance
coatings and non-sacrificial anti-graffiti coatings.

4)(79) WATERPROOFING SEALERS are coatings which are formulated for the

primary purpose of preventing penetration of porous substrates by water.

£5)(80) WATERPROOFING CONCRETE/MASONRY SEALERS are clear or

(81)

pigmented sealers that are formulated for sealing concrete and masonry to provide
resistance against water, alkalis, acids, ultraviolet light, or staining.
WOOD COATINGS are film forming coatings used for application to wood

(82)

substrates only, which are applied to substrates including floors, decks and
porches. The Wood Coating category includes all lacquers, varnishes and sanding
sealers, regardless of whether they are clear, semi-transparent or opaque.

WOOD CONDITIONERS are coatings that are formulated for or applied to

prepare-bare wood, for prior to applying a staining, to provide uniform penetration
of the stain.

£76)(83) WOOD PRESERVATIVES are coatings formulated to protect wood from

decay or insect attack by the addition of a wood preservative chemical registered
by the California Environmental Protection Agency.

H(84) WORKSITE means any location where architectural coatings are stored or

applied.

£78)(85) ZINC-RICH INDUSTRIAL MAINTENANCE PRIMERS are primers

formulated to contain a minimum of 65 percent metallic zinc powder (zinc dust)
by weight of total solids for application to metal substrates.
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(© Requirements
1) Except as provided in paragraphs (c)(3), (c)(4)-and-designated-coatings-averaged
under—e}(6), no person shall supply, sell, offer for sale, market, manufacture,
blend, repackage, apply, store at a worksite, or solicit the application of any
architectural coating within the District:_that is listed in the Table of Standards 1
and contains VOC (excluding any colorant added to tint bases) in excess of the

corresponding VOC limit specified in the table, after the effective date specified.

2 No person within the District shall, at the point of sale of any architectural coating
subject to paragraph (c)(1), add to such coating any colorant at-the-peint-of-sale
that is—Hsted—inr—the—Table—of-Standards—2—and—contains VOC in excess of the
corresponding applicable VOC limit specified in the Table of Standards 2—after

the-effective-datespeciited.
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TABLE OF STANDARDS 1
VOC LIMITS

(PAR February 5, 2016)

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

COATING CATEGORY Category | Ceiling | Current Effective Date Small
Codes Limit' | Limit? Container
Exemption
1/1/14 | 1446
Date of
adoption
Bond Breakers 5 350 v
Building Envelope Coating 62 100 v
Clear Wood Finishes 275
Varnish 4647 350 275
Sanding-Sealers 36 350 275
Laequer 20 275
Concrete-Curing Compounds 7 100 v
Concrete-Curing Compounds 7 350 V3
For Roadways and Bridges®
Concrete Surface Retarder 58 250 50 v
Default 51 50 50 v
Driveway Sealer 52 10050 v
Dry-Fog Coatings 8 150 50 v
Faux Finishing Coatings
Clear Topcoat 9a 350100 100 v
Decorative Coatings 9 350 v
Glazes 9b 350 v
Japan 9c 350 v
Trowel Applied Coatings 9d 35050 50 v
Fire-Proofing Coatings 10 356150 150 v
Flats 13 250 50 V'3
Floor Coatings 14 100 50 v
Form Release Compound 16 250100 100 v
Graphic Arts (Sign) Coatings 17 560200 150 200 v
Industrial Maintenance (IM) Coatings 19 420 100 V3
Color Indicating Safety Coatings 480 v
High Temperature IM Coatings 18 420 V3
Non-Sacrificial Anti-Graffiti Coatings 19a 100 A
Zinc-Rich IM Primers 56 100 V3
Magnesite Cement Coatings 22 450 v3
Mastic Coatings 23 300100 100 v
Metallic Pigmented Coatings 24 500 500150 150 v
Multi-Color Coatings 25 250 v3
Nonflat Coatings 26,27, 150 50 V3
28
Pre-Treatment Wash Primers 29 420 v3
Primers, Sealers, and Undercoaters 30 100 v
Reactive Penetrating Sealers 59 350 v
Recycled Coatings 33 250 150 v
Roof Coatings 34 50 v
Roof Coatings, Aluminum 53 100 v
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COATING CATEGORY Category | Ceiling | Current Effective Date Small
Codes Limit' | Limit? Container
Exemption |
7446 | 1A 1/1/14| 14416 1/1/19
8 | 2 Date of
adoption

Roof Primers, Bituminous 4 350 V3
Rust Preventative Coatings 35 460 100 V3
Sacrificial Anti-Graffiti Coatings 60 10050 50 v3
Shellac

Clear 37 730 v

Pigmented 38 550 v
Specialty Primers 39 100 v
Stains 41 350 100 v

Stains, Interior 40 250 250 v
Stone Consolidants 61 450 V3
Swimming Pool Coatings

Repair 43 340 v3

Other 42 340 v3
Tile and Stone Sealers 63 100 v
Traffic Coatings 45 100 v
Tub and Tile Refinishing Coatings 64 420 V4
Waterproofing Sealers 48 100 v
Waterproofing Concrete/Masonry Sealers 49 100 v
Wood Coatings 275

Varnish 46,47 350 275

Sanding Sealers 36 356 275

Lacquer 20 275
Wood Conditioners 65 100
Wood Preservatives 359

Below-Ground 50 350 v3

Other 55 350 v3

1. 2:The specified limits remain in effect unless revised limits are listed in subsequent columns in the Table of
Standards.

2. 3-Does not include compounds used for curbs and gutters, sidewalks, islands, driveways and other
miscellaneous concrete areas.

3. Effective 04/01H2616(date of adoption), the small container exemption no longer applies per (f)(1).

4. Effective 01/01/2018, the small container exemption no longer applies per ()(1).
Effective 01/01/2019, the small container exemption is further restricted per ()(1).

TABLE OF STANDARDS 1 (cont.)
VOC LIMITS

Grams of VOC Per Liter of Material

COATING Limit
Low-Solids Coating 120
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TABLE OF STANDARDS 2
VOC LIMITS FOR COLORANTS

Grams of VOC Per Liter of Colorant
Less Water and Less Exempt Compounds

COLORANT ADDED TO Limit*
Architectural Coatings, excluding IM Coatings 50
Solvent-Based IM 600
Waterborne IM 50

3) Coating Categorization

(A) If anywhere on the container of any coating listed in either Table of
Standards, on any sticker or label affixed thereto, or in any sales or
advertising literature, any representation is made that the coating may be
used as, or is suitable for use as, a coating for which a lower VOC
standard is specified in the table or in paragraph (c)(1), then the lowest
VVOC standard shall apply.

(B)  The provisions of paragraph (c)(3)(A) shall not apply to a coating
described in part as a flat_coating;; nonflat_coating;; -e+primer, -sealer,-
and undercoater—eeating;; or represented in part for use on flooring,
provided that all of the following requirements are met:

Q) The coating meets the definition of a specific coating category for
which a higher VOC standard is specified in the Table of
Standards, and

(i) The coating is labeled in a manner consistent with the definition
and all the specific labeling requirements for that specific coating
category, and

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

(C)  The provisions of paragraph (c)(3)(A) shall not apply to recycled coatings.

4 Sell-Through Provision

(A) Any coating that is manufactured prior to the effective date of the
applicable limit specified in the Table of Standards 1, and that has a VOC
content above that limit (but not above the limit in effect on the date of
manufacture), may be sold, supplied, offered for sale, or applied for up to
three years after the specified effective date.—Fhe—manufacturer—shall
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()

(B) Any coating sold in a one-liter or smaller container that has a VOC
content above the applicable limit specified in the Table of Standards 1 for
that coating, which is manufactured prior to the effective date of the
elimination or restriction of the small container exemption listed in
subparagraph (f)(1)(B) through (f)(1)(E), may be sold, supplied, offered
for sale, or applied for up to two years after the specified date.

All architectural coating or colorant containers from which the contents -are used

by pouring, siphoning, brushing, rolling, padding, ragging or other means, shall

be closed when not in use. These containers include, but should not be limited to:
drums, buckets, cans, pails, trays or other storage or application containers.
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£A(6) No person shall apply or solicit the application within the District of any

industrial maintenance coatings, except non-sacrificial anti-graffiti coatings, for
residential use or for use in areas such as office space and meeting rooms of
industrial, commercial or institutional facilities not exposed to such extreme
environmental conditions described in the definition of industrial maintenance
coatings.

{8)(7) General Prohibition

No person shall supply, sell, market, offer for sale, manufacture, blend, or
repackage any architectural coating or colorant in the District subject to the
provisions of this rule with any materials that contain in excess of 0.1%_percent
by weight any Group Il exempt compounds listed in Rule 102. Cyclic, branched,
or linear, completely methylated siloxanes (VMS) are not subject to this
prohibition.

(d) Administrative Requirements

(1)

(2)

(3)

Containers for all coatings, or any colorants manufactured on and after January 1,
2017, subject to this rule shall display the date of manufacture of the contents or a
code indicating the date of manufacture. The manufacturers of such coatings or
colorants shall file with the Executive Officer of the District and the Executive
Officer of the Air Resources Board an explanation of each code.

Containers for all coatings subject to the requirements of this rule shall carry a
statement of the manufacturer's recommendation regarding thinning of the
coating. This requirement shall not apply to the thinning of architectural coatings
with water. The recommendation shall specify that the coating is to be employed
without thinning or diluting under normal environmental and application
conditions, unless any thinning recommended on the label for normal
environmental and application conditions do not cause a coating to exceed its
applicable standard.

Each container of any coating, or any colorant manufactured on and after January
1, 2017, subject to this rule shall display the maximum VOC content in grams per
liter, as follows:
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(4)

()

(A)

(B)

(©)

(D)

(E)

For coatings or colorants packaged in a single container, the VOC per liter
of coating (less water and less exempt compounds, and excluding any
colorant added to the tint base) as supplied, after any recommended
thinning;
For multi-component coatings, the VOC per liter of coating (less water
and exempt compounds, and excluding any colorant added to the tint base)
after mixing the components, as recommended for use by the architectural
coatings manufacturer;
For concentrates, the VOC per liter of coating (less water and exempt
compounds, and excluding any colorant added to the tint base) at the
minimum dilution recommended for use by the architectural coatings
manufacturer;
For low solids coatings, the VOC per liter of material (excluding any
colorant added to the tint bases) after any recommended thinning; and
VOC content displayed may be calculated using product formulation data,
or may be determined using the test method in subdivision (e). VOC
content calculated from formulation data shall be adjusted by the
manufacturer to account for cure volatiles (if any) and maximum VOC
content within production batches. EffectiveJanuary-1,20614.tThe VOC
content shall be displayed on the coating container such that the required
language is:
Q) Noticeable and in clear and legible English;
(i)  Separated from other text; and
(iii)  Conspicuous, as compared with other words, statements, designs,
or devices in the label as to render it likely to be read and
understood by an ordinary individual under customary conditions
of purchase or use.

The labels of all rust preventative coatings shall prominently display #elude the
statement “For Metal Substrates Only”-preminenthy-displayed.

The labels of all specialty primers shall prominently display one or more of the
following descriptions:

(A)
(B)
(©)
(D)

For fire-damaged substrates.

For smoke-damaged substrates.
For water-damaged substrates.
For excessively chalky substrates.
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(€)

(6)

(7)

(8)

(9)

The labels of concrete-curing compounds manufactured and used for roadways
and bridges shall prominently display irelude-the statement "FOR ROADWAYS
AND BRIDGES ONLY (Not for Use on Curbs and Gutters, Sidewalks, Islands,
Driveways and Other Miscellaneous Concrete Areas)"-prominenthy-displayed.

All Clear Topcoat for Faux Finishing coatings shall prominently display the

statement “This product can only be sold as a part of a Faux Finishing coating
system”.

A manufacturer, distributor, or seller of a coating meeting the requirements of this
rule, who supplies that coating to a person who applies it in a non-compliant
manner, shall not be liable for that non-compliant use, unless the manufacturer,
distributor, or seller knows that the supplied coating would be used in a non-
compliant manner.

Manufacturers of recycled coatings shall submit a letter to the Executive Officer
certifying their status as a Recycled Paint Manufacturer.

Test Methods
For the purpose of this rule, the following test methods shall be used:

1)

VOC Content of Coatings and Colorants

The VOC content of coatings subject to the provisions of this rule shall be

determined by:

(A)  U.S. EPA Reference Test Method 24 (Determination of Volatile Matter
Content, Water Content, Density, Volume Solids, and Weight Solids of
Surface Coatings, Code of Federal Regulations Title 40, Part 60,
Appendix A) with the exempt compounds’ content determined by Method
303 (Determination of Exempt Compounds) in the South Coast Air
Quality Management District's (SCAQMD) "Laboratory Methods of
Analysis for Enforcement Samples™ manual, or

(B)  Method 304 f(Determination of Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC) in
Various Materials)} in the SCAQMD's "Laboratory Methods of Analysis
for Enforcement Samples" manual.

(C)  Method 313 f(Determination of Volatile Organic Compounds VOC by
Gas Chromatography-Mass  Spectrometry)} in the SCAQMD’s
“Laboratory Methods of Analysis for Enforcement Samples” manual.

(D)  ASTM Test Method 6886 (Standard Test Method for Determination of the
Weight Percent Individual Volatile Organic Compounds in Waterborne
Air-Dry Coatings by Gas Chromatography).
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(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

{S)(E) Exempt Perfluorocarbons
The following classes of compounds:
cyclic, branched, or linear, completely fluorinated alkanes
cyclic, branched, or linear, completely fluorinated ethers with no
unsaturations
cyclic, branched, or linear, completely fluorinated tertiary amines
with no unsaturations
sulfur-containing perfluorocarbons with no unsaturations and with
sulfur bonds only to carbon and fluorine
will be analyzed as exempt compounds for compliance with subdivision
(c), only when manufacturers specify which individual compounds are
used in the coating formulations. In addition, the manufacturers must
identify the U.S. EPA, CARB, and SCAQMD approved test methods,
which can be used to quantify the amount of each exempt compound.
Acid Content of Coatings
The acid content of a coating subject to the provisions of this rule shall be
determined by ASTM Test Method D 1613-85 (Acidity in Volatile Solvents and
Chemical Intermediates Used in Paint, Varnish, Lacquer, and Related Products).
Metal Content of Coatings
The metallic content of a coating subject to the provisions of this rule shall be
determined by Method 318 (Determination of Weight Percent Elemental Metal in
Coatings by X-Ray Diffraction) in the SCAQMD's "Laboratory Methods of
Analysis for Enforcement Samples” manual.
Drying Times
The set-to-touch, dry-hard, dry-to-touch, and dry-to-recoat times of a coating
subject to the provisions of this rule shall be determined by ASTM Test Method D
1640 (Standard Test Methods for Drying, Curing, or Film Formation of Organic
Coatings at Room Temperature). The tack-free time of a coating subject to the
provisions of this rule shall be determined by ASTM Test Method D 1640,
according to the Mechanical Test Method.
Gloss Determination
The gloss shall be determined by ASTM Test Method D 523 (Specular Gloss).
Gonioapparent Characteristics for Coatings
A coating will be determined to have a gonioapparent appearance by ASTM E
284 (Standard Terminology of Appearance).
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(7) Performance criteria for WaterRepeHeneyfor-Reactive Penetrating Sealers shall
be determined by any-of the following:
(A)  Water Repellency
A)i) ASTM C67 (Standard Test Methods for Sampling and Testing
Brick and Structural Clay Tile);
B)(ii) ASTM C97/97M (Standard Test Methods for Absorption and Bulk
Specific Gravity of Dimension Stone); or
£S)(iii) ASTM C140 (Standard Test Methods for Sampling and
Testing Concrete Masonry Units and Related Units).

(B)  Water Vapor Transmission

(1) ASTM E96/96M (Standard Test Methods for Water Vapor
Transmission of Materials); or

(i)  ASTM D6490 (Standard Test Method for Water Vapor
Transmission of Nonfilm Forming Treatments Used on
Cementitious Panels).

(C)  Chloride Screening shall be determined using the National Cooperative
Highway Research Report 244 (1981), “Concrete Sealers for the
Protection of Bridge Structures”.

(8) Performance criteria for Water—\/aper—Fransmission—for—Reactive—Penetrating

Sealers-and-Building Envelope Coatings shall be determined by the following:

(A)  Air Barriers:

——ASTM E2178 (Standard Test Method for Air Permeance of
Building Materials).
(B)  Water Resistive Barriers
(1) ASTM E331 (Standard Test Method for Water Penetration of
Exterior Windows, Skylights, Doors, and Curtain Walls by
Uniform Static Air Pressure Difference); and
(i)  ASTM E96/96M (Standard Test Methods for Water Vapor
Transmission of Materials).
9) Selection and Use of Stone Consolidants shall be determined by ASTM E21767
(Standard Guide for Selection and Use of Stone Consolidants).
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(10)

Performance criteria for Tub and Tile Refinishing Coatings shall be determined

(11)

by the following :

(A) ASTM D3363 (Standard Test Method for Film Hardness by Pencil Test);

(B) ASTM D4060 (Standard Test Method for Abrasion Resistance of Organic
Coatings by the Taber Abraser);

(C©) ASTM D4585 (Standard Practice for Testing Water Resistance of
Coatings Using Controlled Condensation);

(D) ASTM D714 (Standard Test Method for Evaluating Degree of Blistering
of Paints); and

(E) ASTM D3359 (Standard Test Methods for Measuring Adhesion by Tape

Test).

Performance criteria for penetrating Tile and Stone Sealers shall be determined by

(12)

the following:

(A)

Penetration of dDense tTile

(1) ASTM C373 (Standard Test Method for Water Absorption, Bulk
Density, Apparent Porosity, and Apparent Specific Gravity of
Fired Whiteware Products, Ceramic Tiles, and Glass Tiles);

(ii) ASTM C97/C97M (Standard Test Methods for Absorption and
Bulk Specific Gravity of Dimension Stone); or

(iii)  ASTM C642 (Standard Test Method for Density, Absorption, and
Voids in Hardened Concrete).

(B) Static Coefficient of Friction by American National Standard Specification
for Ceramic Tile (ANSI A137.1).
(Q) Water Vapor Transmission by ASTM E96/96M (Standard Test Methods

for Water Vapor Transmission of Materials).

Deagree of Chalking Determination

ASTM D4214 (Standard Test Methods for Evaluating the Degree of Chalking of

Exterior Paint Films).

£15H(13) Equivalent Test Methods

Other test methods determined to be equivalent after review by the Executive
Officer, CARB, and the U.S. EPA, and approved in writing by the District
Executive Officer may also be used.

£&2(14) Multiple Test Methods

When more than one test method or set of test methods are specified for any
testing, a violation of any requirement of this rule established by any one of the
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specified test methods or set of test methods shall constitute a violation of the
rule.

£3)(15) All test methods referenced in this subdivision shall be the version most

recently approved by the appropriate governmental entities.

)] Exemptions
Small Container Exemption

(1)

met—EﬁeewwanuaFy—l—ng—tThe provisions of the Table of Standards 1 and
paragraph (c)(1) of this rule shall not apply to—any architectural coatings in

containers having capacities of one liter (1.057 quart) or less, exeluding-but shall
apply to the foIIowmq ele&weed—ﬁaﬁ%s%&mﬁhes—sandnﬁ—seale&

(A)  Wood Coatings, including Lacquers, Varnishes, and Sanding Sealers.

(B) Effective January-1,-2016(date of adoption), Concrete-Curing Compounds

For Roadways and Bridges; Magnesite Cement Coatings; Multi-Color

Coatings; Pre-Treatment Wash Primers; Roof Primers, Bituminous;
Sacrificial Anti-Graffiti Coatings; Stone Consolidants; Repair and Other

Swimming Pool Coatings; and Below-Ground and Other Wood
Preservatives.

(C)  Effective January 1, 2018, Tub and Tile Refinishing Coatings; Clear and
Pigmented Shellacs; and Reactive Penetrating Sealers.

(D)  Effective January 1, 2019, Flats, Nonflats, and Rust Preventative Coatings
that are sold:

(1) In containers having capacities greater than eight fluid ounce, or
(i) SeldfFor purposes other than touch up.

(E) Effective January 1, 2019, Industrial Maintenance Coatings, including
Color Indicating Safety Coatings, High Temperature IM Coatings, Non-
Sacrificial Anti-Graffiti Coatings, and Zinc-Rich IM Primers that are sold:
() In containers having capacities greater than one liter, or
(i) SeldfFor purposes other than touch up, or
(iii) _ Displayed or advertised for sale at a retail outlet.
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(2) The small container exemption only applies if the following conditions are met:

B)(A) The manufacturer reports the sales in the Rule 314 Annual Quantity and
Emissions Report. The loss of this exemption due to the failure of the
manufacturer to submit the Rule 314 Annual Quantity and Emissions
Report shall apply only to the manufacturer.

£€)(B) The coating containers of the same specific coating category listed in the
Table of Standards 1, are not bundled together to be sold as a unit that
exceeds one liter (1.057 quarts), or eight fluid ounces for coatings under
subparagraph (f)(1)(D) as of January 1, 2019, excluding containers packed
together for shipping to a retail outlet.

B)(C) The label or any other product literature does not suggest combining
multiple containers so that the combination exceeds one liter (1.057
quarts)_or eight fluid ounces under (f)(1)(D) as of January 1, 2019.

&)} (3) The provisions of subparagraph (d)(1) through (d)(7) shall not apply to
architectural coatings in containers having capacities of two fluid ounces (59mL)
or less.

£3)}(4) The provisions of this rule shall not apply to:

(A)  Architectural coatings supplied, sold, offered for sale, marketed,
manufactured, blended, repackaged or stored in this District for shipment
outside of this District or for shipment to other manufacturers for
repackaging.

(B)  Emulsion type bituminous pavement sealers.

(C)  Aerosol coating products.

(D)  Use of stains and lacquers in all areas within the District at an elevation of
4,000 feet or greater above sea level or sale in such areas for such use.

4)(5) The provisions of paragraph (c) shall not apply to facilities which apply coatings
to test specimens for purposes of research and development of those coatings.

(9) Solvent Cleaning
1) Solvent cleaning that is conducted as part of a business including solvent cleaning
of architectural coating application equipment and the storage and disposal of
VOC-containing materials used in cleaning operations are subject to the
provisions of Rule 1171 - Solvent Cleaning Operations.
2 Solvent cleaning that is not conducted as part of a business and solvent thinning
of coatings including solvent cleaning of architectural coating application
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equipment and solvent thinning of architectural coatings are subject to the
provisions of Rule 1143 — Consumer Paint Thinner and Multi-Purpose Solvents.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Rule 1113 - Architectural Coatings, was originally adopted by the South Coast Air Quality
Management District (SCAQMD) on September 2, 1977, to regulate the Volatile Organic
Compound (VOC) emissions from the application of architectural coatings, and has since
undergone numerous amendments. The 2012 Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP), included
Control Measure CM#2012 CTS-01 — Further VOC Reductions from Architectural Coatings, to
achieve 2 —4 tons of VOC emission reductions per day by 2019. Rule 314 — Fees for Architectural
Coatings, was adopted on June 6, 2008, requiring manufacturers to pay fees, as well as report sales
and emissions of architectural coatings into the SCAQMD. Based on the sales data collected from
Rule 314, numerous site visits, technical research, and working group meetings, staff has
developed PAR 1113 in regard to the following:

PAR 1113:

« Eliminate and restrictimit the small container exemption (SCE) for certain categories

» Include a two year sell-through provision for the SCE phase out

« Propose new categories with VOC limits and eliminate categories that will be regulated
under a prospective new different-rule

 Clarify existing definitions and requirements, as necessary

» Reduce the VOC limit of some architectural coating categories to reflect currently available
coatingsirventory

 Include colorants in the labeling requirements
* Include several new test methods
« Remove outdated language

Staff has held six working group meetings, a Public Workshop, and Public Consultation Meeting
with stakeholders beginning June 5, 2014, as well as met with individual architectural coating
manufacturers and the American Coatings Association (ACA). The current proposal
incorporates and addresses numerous comments and concerns expressed by the stakeholders.

Staff proposes the following amendments to achieve emission reductions and clarify rule
implementation issues for improved enforceability:

PAR 1113:
« Remove all references to the averaging provision which sunset on January 1, 2015.
« Remove outdated language.

« Add 8 definitions,; amend 10 definitions, delete 1 definition, and phase out 2 definitions:
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= Add - Building Envelope, Building Envelope Coatings, Color Indicating Safety
Coatings, Default Coatings, Tile and Stone Sealers, Topcoat, Tub and Tile Refinishing
Coatings, and Wood Conditioners.

= Amend — Clear Wood Finishes (renamed to Wood Coatings), Faux_Finishing Coatings

Glazes, Flat Coatings, Floor Coatings, Lacquers, Mastic Coatings, Nonflat Coatings,
Laecquers; Reactive Penetrating Sealers, Shellacs, and Varnishes;—anrd—Clear—Woed

Finish (re-named Wood Coatings).

= Delete definition — Product Line.

= Phase out — Bond Breakers and Form Release Compounds.

Clarify the requirements in paragraph (c)(1) and (c)(2).

Establish a VOC limit for the following new coating categories:

= Building Envelope Coatings, Color Indicating Safety Coatings, Tile and Stone Sealers,
Tub and Tile Refinishing Coatings, and Wood Conditioners.

* Reduce the VOC limit on the following categories:
= Building Envelope Coatings and Recycled Coatings.
« Amend and update the Table of Standards (TOS) 1 for clarifications.
«_Include an exception for Rrecycled Ceoatings fromte the most restrictive clause (c)(3).

* Include colorants in the labeling requirements for the date of manufacturer and the VOC
content.

* Include the following test methods:
= VOC content:

o SCAQMD Method 313 (M313) - Determination of Volatile Organic Compounds
VOC by Gas Chromatography(GC)-Mass Spectrometry(MS).

o ASTM Test Method D6886 (M6886) - Standard Test Method for Determination of
the Weight Percent Individual Volatile Organic Compounds in Waterborne Air-Dry

Coatings by GC Gas-Chromatography.
= Reactive Penetrating Sealers

=  ASTM D6490 - Standard Test Method for Water Vapor Transmission of Non-Film
Forming Treatments Used on Cementitious Panels.
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= Building Envelope Coatings:

©)

©)

ASTM E2178 - Standard Test Method for Air Permeance of Building Materials.

ASTM E331 - Standard Test Method for Water Penetration of Exterior Windows,
Skylights, Doors, and Curtain Walls by Uniform Static Air Pressure Difference.

ASTM E96/96M - Standard Test Methods for Water Vapor Transmission of
Materials.

= Tub and Tile Refinishing Coating:

o

o

o

o

ASTM D3363 - Standard Test Method for Film Hardness by Pencil Test.

ASTM D4060 - Standard Test Method for Abrasion Resistance of Organic
Coatings by the Taber Abraser.

ASTM D4585 - Standard Practice for Testing Water Resistance of Coatings Using
Controlled Condensation.

ASTM D714 - Standard Test Method for Evaluating Degree of Blistering of Paints.
ASTM D3359 - Standard Test Methods for Measuring Adhesion by Tape Test.

= Tile and Stone Sealers:

(@]

ASTM C373 - Standard Test Method for Water Absorption, Bulk Density,
Apparent Porosity, and Apparent Specific Gravity of Fired Whiteware Products,
Ceramic Tiles, and Glass Tiles.

ASTM C97/C97M - Standard Test Methods for Absorption and Bulk Specific
Gravity of Dimension Stone.

ASTM C642 - Standard Test Method for Density, Absorption, and Voids in
Hardened Concrete.

American National Standard Specification for Ceramic Tile (ANSI A137.1).

ASTM E96/96M - Standard Test Methods for Water Vapor Transmission of
Materials.

= Degree of Chalking (method was referenced in section (b) but not section (g)):

(@]

ASTM D4214 - Standard Test Methods for Evaluating the Degree of Chalking of
Exterior Paint Films.

. Amend the SCE Smal-Container-Exemption-such that:

= The exemption is eliminated for high-VOC specialty coatings and coating categories
not using peeding-the exemption,
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= Restrict the exemption for Flat Coatings, Nonflat Coatings, Rust Preventative Coatings,
and Industrial Maintenance Coatings, and

» Include a two year sell-through provision for the SCE phase out

. Clarify the language.

The overall estimated emission reductions from PAR 1113 are-8 0.88 tons per day (tpd) by January
1, 2019, and will implement portions of CM#2012 CTS-01.

BACKGROUND

Architectural coatings are one of the largest non-mobile sources of VOC emissions in the
SCAQMD. Rule 1113 is applicable to manufacturers, distributors, specifiers, and end-users of
architectural coatings. These coatings are used to enhance the appearance of and to protect
stationary structures and their appurtenances, including homes, office buildings, factories,
pavements, curbs, roadways, racetracks, bridges, other structures; and their appurtenances, on a
variety of substrates. Architectural coatings are typically applied using brushes, rollers, or spray
guns by homeowners, painting contractors, and maintenance personnel. Rule 1113 was first
adopted in 1977, and has undergone numerous amendments, most recently on September 6, 2013,
to provide regulatory relief for labeling requirements of containers holding four fluid ounces or
less. Although successive amendments to Rule 1113 contributed to significantly reduced
emissions, architectural coatings continue to be one of the largest sources of VOC emissions in the
SCAQMD, with the exception of consumer products and mobile sources.

Rule 314, which is the fee and reporting rule that applies to architectural coatings, affects about
200 architectural coatings manufacturers. Beginning in 2009 and each subsequent calendar year,
Rule 314 requires architectural coatings manufacturers to report to the SCAQMD the total annual
quantity (in gallons) and emissions of each of their architectural products distributed or sold into
or within the SCAQMD for use in the SCAQMD, during the previous calendar year. Fees are
assessed on the manufacturers’ reported annual quantity of architectural coatings as well as the
cumulative VOC emissions from the reported annual quantity of coatings. Data collected from
the manufacturers also provides SCAQMD with an annual emissions inventory that is used for
planning purposes.

The 2012 AQMP projected the 2014 Annual Average Emissions for architectural coatings would
be 16 tonrsper-day-{tpd}, with a Summer Planning Inventory of 19 tpd. According to more recent
Rule 314 data for products shipped in 2014, the emissions in the SCAQMD that can be attributed
to architectural coatings is approximately 10 tpd with another 0.2 tpd and 0.4 tpd contributed by
colorant and clean-up solvent. Staff notes that the Rule 314 data has not been fully audited, and
volumes and emissions may be under or over-reported. The data may be revised upon more
detailed audits and subsequent compliance reviews. The following represents the sales and
emissions totals. Note the data is not finalized and could change as additional and/or amended
data is received.
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Figure 1: Rule 314 Quantity and Emissions Summary — 2008 - 2014
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RULE DEVELOPMENT PROCESS

Staff initiated outreach with stakeholders regarding the intent to amend Rule 1113 in April 2014,
20 months prior to the scheduled Public Hearing. Over that period, staff held six working group
meetings and a Public Workshop, see Figure 2%, including several meetings with sub-groups for
more in-depth discussions on Faux Finishing Coatings and VOC Test Methods. Numerous
stakeholders participated both in person and via teleconference. Over the course of the
discussions, the ACA and the manufacturers provided feedback on rule language, requirements,
and appropriate effective dates for the rule proposal. Additionally, staff met individually with
local and national manufacturers, both large and small, to discuss the proposal and obtain feedback
on the status of technology and desired implementation dates.
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Figure 2: Rule Development Flow Chart
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STAFF ASSESSMENT FOR THE PROPOSED AMENDMENTS

PAR 314

Staff initially proposed to amend Rule 314 to include a tiered sales fee in lieu of the 25 g/L VOC
limits for Fflat coatings, Nronflat Ceoatings, and Pprimer, Ssealer, Uundercoaters_(PSU). The
proposal was for a lower fee for coatings that contain less than 25 g/L ($0.01 from $0.04) and a
higher fee for coatings exceeding the VOC limit, e.g. coatings sold under the SCE or self-reported
violations ($0.40 from $0.04). The proposal is being removed to allow time for additional data
analysis and research regarding the impact of a recent court decision regarding fees.

PAR 1113

Applicability

Staff is removing the reference to the phased out averaging compliance option (ACO) plan which
sunset on January 1, 2015. Based on feedback at the Public Workshop and Public Consultation
Meeting, staff is changing the wording of the first sentence to make it clear that the rule applies to
all coatings manufacturers who sell architectural coatings into and within the District and not just
architectural coating manufacturers that operate within the District. Staff further clarified the
language to indicate that individuals who sell architectural coatings outside the District are not
necessarily culpable for coatings that end up being used within the District._Staff receivedheard a
concern during the Stationary Source Committee Meeting about coatings that could be sold at a
retailer outside of the SCAQMD jurisdiction, unbeknownst to the retailers, and is applied within
the SCAQMD. The proposed rule language clarifies this concern. In addition, the manufacturer
and retailer will not be liable because subsection (d)(8) of the rule makes it clear they are not liable
for that non-compliant use.

Definitions
For rule clarification, staff is proposing several new or amended definitions and is proposing to
delete several definitions.

Bond Breakers and Form Release Compounds

Staff is proposing to phase out these two definitions upon the future adoption of Rule 1161 —
Release Agents or any other Regulation XI rule limiting the VOC content of bond breakers or form
release compounds, which will directly address these categories.

Building Envelope and Building Envelope Coatings

Staff is proposing a new coating category for Building Envelope Coatings. These coatings
currently fall under the waterproofing sealer category, but there has been confusion amongst
manufacturers if Rule 1113 applies to these coatings. Staff is proposing to include a specific
category for these coatings to make it clear that Rule 1113 applies to Building Envelope Coatings,
as this is a growing category. Staff is proposing a VOC limit of 100 g/L, the current VOC limit
for waterproofing sealers, with a future reduction to 50 g/L by 2019. The 2019 VOC limit for this
category is based on feedback from the majority of manufacturers of these types of products,
stating that they can achieve it by that future date.
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Color Indicating Safety Coatings

As the SCE is being further restricted, certain small niche categories need to be carved out in the
rule. Amongst those coatings are Color Indicating Safety Coatings. These coatings are used by
refineries as a safety precaution and include coatings that change color to indicate an acid leak as
well as coatings that change color to indicate a temperature change. Staff is proposing a VOC
limit of 480 g/L, which is the current VOC content for these coatings, and as such, these coatings
will not be given the SCE as it should not be needed.

Default Coating

Rule 1113 has always contained a default category for specialty coatings that are not listed in the
Fable-of Standards{TOS). This category was not defined or included in the TOS but was described
in subparagraph (c)(1)(B). For clarification, staff is proposing to add an entry in the TOS and a
definition in section (b).

Faux Finishing Coatings

Staff is changing the order of the subcategories to reflect their alphanumeric order. In addition,
staff is proposing to update the definition of a Faux Glaze to reflect what is being offered in the
marketplace. The Faux definitions underwent considerable revisions during the 2011 rule
amendment, but the Gglaze definition was not altered significantly at that time. Since the 2011
changes, staff became aware that most of what was being offered in the marketplace did not reflect
staff’s interpretation of the current Glaze definition. Considerable time and effort was put into the
proposed definitions, such that both SCAQMD staff and the regulated industry agree as to what
exactly can be categorized as a Faux Glaze. The Faux Trowel definition is also being amended to
indicate that these coatings must be applied by trowel to meet the definition.

Flat Coating
Staff is proposing to amend the definition of a Fflat coating to harmonize it with the Nronflat
definition by including the ASTM method for measuring gloss.

Floor Coating
Staff is proposing to amend the floor coating definition for clarification.

Lacquers

Staff is proposing to amend the definition of a Ltacquer to clarify that the Llacquer category only
applies to Liacquer topcoats and sanding sealers. There has been confusion in the past that
Llacquer undercoaters are allowed for architectural use at a 275 g/L VOC limit. Lacquer
undercoaters with a VOC limit of 275 g/L are allowed in Rule 1136; but they have always been
categorized as PSUsprimer-sealer,-undercoaters with a VOC limit of 100 g/L in Rule 1113. This
change is for rule clarification.

Mastic Coating

Staff is proposing to amend the definition of a Mwmastic Ceoating in response to a comment
received at the Public Workshop. The Roof Coatings Manufacturers Association expressed
concern the current definition could lead to confusion on commonly used mastic cements that fall
under Rule 1168 — Adhesives and Sealants. Excluding roof coatings from the Rule 1113 definition
of Mmastic Ceoatings will address this confusion.
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Nonflat Coating

Staff is proposing to amend the definition of a Nronflat Ceoating because as written, it overlapped
with the Default definition. A Nonflat Coating will now only be defined by the gloss level, which
is the same approach used for the Flat Coating definition.

Product Line
Staff is proposing to delete this definition because it is no longer necessary and obsolete. It was
only referenced in the ACO and it has been phased out.

Reactive Penetrating Sealer

Staff is proposing to amend the definition of this coating category that was added in 2011. These
coatings were added to address the needs of the California Department of Transportation
(CalTrans) for infrastructure projects near the coast or above 4,000 feet. The definition was
adopted based on the California Air Resources Board (CARB) Suggested Control Measure (SCM).
Since adoption of the category, CalTrans has conducted a series of tests on potential coatings, and
none of them could pass the criteria listed in current Rule 1113 paragraph (51)(E) defining
Reactive Penetrating Sealers that includes not reducing the water transmission rate by more than
2 percent after application on a concrete or masonry substrate. Based on the extensive testing
conducted, staff is proposing to change that criterion. In addition, since this niche category was
adopted with a high-VOC limit to reflect the coatings that were available, staff is also proposing
to restrict this category from using the SCE.

Shellacs

Staff is proposing to remove the outdated effective date. Also, staff is proposing to remove this
category from the SCE as it currently has a high-VOC limit to reflect the limitations of the shellac
chemistry (e.g. coatings formulated solely with the resinous secretions of the lac insect cannot be
reformulated to a lower VOC limit due to the unique chemistry of the resin).

Tile and Stone Sealers

Staff is proposing to add a definition for Tile and Stone Sealers. These coatings are currently
included under the broad category of Waterproofing Concrete and Masonry Sealers (WPCMS).
Tile and Stone Sealers, which include both penetrating sealers and film forming sealers, are a
smaller subset of the WPCMS and carving out a category will assist staff in tracking the sales of
these products.

Topcoat
Staff is proposing to add a definition for Ttopcoat as the term is included in the definitions of
Llacquers and Vvarnishes.

Tub and Tile Refinishing Coatings

This is another category carve out that is necessary as the SCE is being further restricted. Staff
has always interpreted these coatings as Industrial Maintenance Coatings (IMC) that are sold under
the SCE, but manufacturers have been reporting these coatings in Rule 314 as either Flat, Nonflat,
or Default Coatings; therefore, staff did not add this category under the IMC umbrella. The
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proposed definition and VOC limit is based on CARB’s SCM, and since this is a high-VOC
category carve out, the SCE will not be allowed.

Varnish
Staff is proposing to amend the definition of a varnish to clarify that for the purposes of Rule 1113,
Vwvarnishes only refer to topcoats and not to undercoats.

Volatile Organic Compound

Prior to the August 25, 2015 Public Workshop, staff proposed to amend the definition of a volatile
organic compound (VOC) to include 2-Amino-2-Methyl-1-Propanol (AMP) as an exempt
compound. On September 15" the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA)
issued their final interim reference exposure levels (RELs) for AMP which were low enough to
cause concern about the proposed exemption. AMP would largely replace ammonia in low-VOC
coatings. AMP is primarily used as a neutralizer to control the pH of waterborne coatings. Some
manufacturers switched from AMP to ammonia or sodium hydroxide, as the latter are not defined
as VOCs. AMP is used in small quantities in some waterborne coatings, between 0.1% - 1.0%.
Based on data from a paint manufacturer and the volatility of ammonia, more ammonia is needed
to replace AMP. The initial proposal to exempt AMP was thought to lower the toxicity of coatings
as it was assumed that ammonia was more toxic than AMP but the new RELSs do not support that
conclusion:

Table 1: AMP and Ammonia RELs

Acute REL Chronic REL

AMP 990 pg/m3 1 pg/m3
Ammonia 3200 pg/m3 200 pg/m3

Staff used a simple box model to estimate if the exposure of painting a small room (10 x 10 x 8)
could approach the RELs for AMP-and-therefore, constitutinge a risk for the painter or homeowner.
Staff assumed it would take two2 gallons of paint with a density of 1.4 g/mL and assumed the
AMP will volatilize into the air with the exposure duration. The following are the estimated
concentrations of AMP in the room during the painting operation:
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Table 2: AMP Exposure Calculations

Air Exchange 0.3 1 2 5

Rate (hourl

Acute 1,799,546 1,169,705 779,803 389,902
Concentration

(Lg/m3)

Chronic 428,463 278,501 185,667 @ 92,834
Concentration

(Mg/m3)

Based on the above exposure calculations and the RELs of AMP, staff is not proposing to exempt
AMP from the definition of a VOC at this time.

Wood Coatings

Staff is proposing to change the Clear Wood Finish definition to Wood Coatings. This change is
to address the inconsistency of having pigmented Lacquers and Varnishes fall under the Clear
Wood Finish umbrella_even though they are not “clear”. In addition, the definition is being
changed to more closely reflect the definition in the CARB SCM, but with limited categories
included (e.g. only Vvarnish topcoats, Liacquer topcoats and sanding sealers). The definition is
also being changed to clearly indicate that it only applies to Lacquer and Varnish topcoats and not
to undercoaters.

Requirements
Several changes are being proposed to subdivision (c):

e Paragraph (c)(1): staff is proposing the following amendments:

o Remove references to the default category and the VOC limit for the default
category since it will now be included in the TOS.

o Remove the reference to the ACO

e Paragraph (c)(2): based on feedback from the Public Workshop, staff is proposing to
amend (c)(2) to further clarify that the VOC limit for colorants apply to colorant that is
added to architectural coatings at the point of sale. This change is just for clarification.
The reference to the effective date is also being removed as the effective date has already
passedt.

e Paragraph (c)(3) — the most restrictive clause: staff is proposing to amend the paragraph
to indicate that Rrecycled Ceoatings are exempt from the most restrictive clause. This
change will allow coatings that contain 50 percent or more of secondary and post-consumer
coatings to be marketed for use as coating categories other than Fflat, Nnonflat or
PSUsprimer—sealer—undercoaters. This change was prompted by an inquiry during the
Public Workshop about a potential future market, using Rrecycled Ceoatings as a base for
a waterproofing coating. Staff further evaluated the usages of Rrecycled Ceoatings and
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realized the current sales of sacrificial anti-graffiti coatings (a common application of
Rrecycled Ceoatings) runs afoul of the most restrictive clause. Since Rule 1113 contains
a coating category for sacrificial anti-graffiti coatings with a lower-VOC limit (50 g/L),
those coatings must comply with the 50 g/L VOC limit and not the 250 g/L VOC limit for
Rrecycled Ceoatings. It is not the intent to discourage this usage of Rrecycled Ceoatings;
therefore, staff is proposing to exempt Rrecycled Ceoatings from (c)(3). This change will
not likely result in higher emissions from Rrecycled Ceoatings but staff will track the sales
volumes and future coating categories where they are used.

Paragraphs (c)(4) and (c)(6): staff is removing all references to the phased out averaging
compliance option.

Table of Standards (TOS)
Several changes are being proposed to the TOS for clarification.

Category Column: the newly proposed categories are being added to the coating category
column.

Category Codes: a column for the CARB category codes is being included. These codes
are used for Rule 314 reporting so including them in the TOS could be helpful for reporting
purposes.

Ceiling Limit: the ceiling limit in the rule was used for the averaging-comphiance-options
{ACO). As the ACO has been phased out, this column is no longer needed and will be

eliminated.

Current Limit: this column is being renamed Limit because if there is a limit listed to the
right of that column, the limit listed is not actually the current limit. In addition, all of the
VOC limits listed are being updated to reflect any lower limits that have passed the
effective date.

Effective Dates:

o 7/1/08 and 1/1//12 columns are being removed as they are already in effect and the
three year sell--through period either is expired or will soon expire.

o 1/1/14 column is being retained for purposes of tracking the three-year sell-
through.
o 1/1/16 column is being added to include an increase in the VOC limit for graphic

arts coatings.

o 1/1/19 column is being included to address a future effective date for a VOC
reduction for Building Envelope Coatings and Recycled Coatings.

o SCE column is being added as staff is proposing several changes to this exemption.
Including a column will help clarify the requirements.
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VOC Limit Changes
As stated above, staff is proposing to change the following VOC limits:

Building Envelope Coatings

These coatings would currently fall under the waterproofing sealer category which has a VOC
limit of 100 g/L. Staff is proposing to initially set the VOC limit at 100 g/L which will be lowered
to 50 g/L effective January 01, 2019. Based on manufacturer feedback, the 50 g/L limit will affect
some currently or future available coatings but is achievable in that timeframe. Staff researched
the coatings that are currently being offered for sale in the SCAQMD and found the following:

South Coast Air Quality Management District 13 February 2016



Final Staff Report Proposed Amended Rule 1113

Table 3: Building Envelope Coatings Available in 2014

Adjusted # #
SWA SWA product product

Volume VOC VOC Emissions # over s over Potential Potential
(gallons)  (g/L) (g/L) (tpd) products 100g/LL 50g/L  Emissions* Reductions**

20,295 86 22 0.012 12 2 3 0.01 0.005

Based on staff’s findings, from both coatings reported under Rule 314 and coatings not reported
under Rule 314, all but three coatings meet the future VOC limit. Of those three, two do not meet
the current VOC limit; therefore, are not currently legal for sale. Eliminating the two non-
compliant coatings, the sales weighted average is 22 g/L. Staff feels the 50 g/L VOC limit
originally proposed and supported by the manufacturers is achievable. The added expense of re-
testing products that do not meet the future limit is limited to one product, the other two must be
re-tested to be sold into the SCAQMD based on the current limit. For this category, staff was
striving to set the VOC limit at the current baseline but not so high as to allow higher VOC coatings
to enter the market in the future.

Graphic Arts Coatings

During the 2011 amendment to Rule 1113, staff reduced the VOC limit for graphic arts coatings
from 500 g/L to 150 g/L based on the coatings that were available at that time. Staff projected an
emission reduction of 0.003 tpd when the lower limit was adopted. Since that amendment, the
manufacturer who was producing the graphic arts coatings that were less than 150 g/L went out of
business. The only graphic arts coatings currently available are being sold under the SCE. The
largest manufacturer of these coatings has stated that they will not reformulate to 150 g/L but they
can be formulated to 200 g/L. As there currently are no compliant sales of these coatings, staff is
not projecting any emissions increase from this change.

Recycled Coatings

Based on the currently available Rrecycled Ceoatings in our jurisdiction, the maximum VOC
content is 130 g/L. Staff is proposing to lower the VOC to just above that level at 150 g/L. This
change is not to seek emission reductions, but to have the VOC limits reflect what is being offered
for sale_and prevent any future increases. As Rrecycled Ceoatings are blended from locally
available unused paints, it follows that the VOC content of these coatings would decrease over
time. Further, with the adoption of PaintCare, the volume of Rrecycled Ceoatings has increased.
PaintCare was adopted in California on October 19, 2012, and is a paint stewardship program that
requires paint manufacturers to develop a financially and environmentally sustainable program to
manage postconsumer coatings. There are currently 738 drop-off sites in California for consumers
to bring unused paint. The following table demonstrates the trends in Rrecycled Ceoating sales:
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Figure 3: Recycled Coatings Sales and Emissions
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Staff is striving to have the VOC limits as low as possible to reflect the currently available
products, such that the lower emissions achieved from market driven forces can be submitted under
the State Implementation Program (SIP) as enforceable reductions. If all of the Rrecycled
Ceoatings sold in 2014 (121,355 gallons) were formulated to the currently allowable VOC limit
of 250 g/L limit (approximately 100 g/L VOC of Material), the emissions would be 0.14 tpd. The
emissions at the proposed VOC limit of 150 g/L (approximately 60 g/L material) would be 0.08
tpd, so this change results in a SIP enforceable reduction of 0.06 tpd.

Based on feedback following the Public Workshop, and subsequent site visits with local Rrecycled
Ceoatings manufacturers, staff is proposing to delay the effective date for this VOC change until
January 1, 2019. Even though all of the coatings reported under Rule 314 were below the proposed
150 g/L limit (most were well below), the manufacturers had concerns over the required testing of
these coatings. Unlike conventional coatings, the Rrecycled Ceoating manufacturers cannot
control the coatings they receive, which serve as their raw materials. Various coatings collected
by PaintCare or through household waste collections may still contain old, higher-VOC
waterborne coatings. According to the Rrecycled Ceoating manufacturers, even some 15 year old
coatings can still be good enough to use as a raw material. Staff acknowledges there are
occasionally 200 g/L containers of coating collected, but it is offset by increasing quantities of less
than 50 g/L coatings, including many ‘zero-VOC’ coatings.

The manufacturers may blend 1,000 batches annually but only test the VOC content quarterly, and
they are concerned over the added cost of testing. One of the biggest selling points of Rrecycled
Ceoatings is the lower cost. Some of the manufacturers have a difficult time finding a market for
their products, partially due to the high-VOC content as end users seeking Rrecycled Ceoating are
also seeking low-VOC coatings. Recycling unused paint is an important mission and the
SCAQMD does not want to discourage this practice; therefore, staff is proposing to delay the
effective date until January 1, 2019. Over time, the quantities of higher-VOC coatings will
diminish. This delay will also mitigate the cost for relabeling coating containers, though one
manufacturer already labels their recycled product as less than 100 g/L.
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Some manufacturers would prefer not to have any VOC limit for Rrecycled Ceoatings, however,
staff opposes this concept. Recently, staff discovered a re-use store stocking 250 g/L Nnonflat
Ceoating that was shipped in from Florida. Enforcement staff put an end to this practice. Leaving
the VOC limit for Rrecycled Ceoatings at 250 g/L. could further encourage the practice of
importing high-VOC coatings as a raw material. With a population of over 17.5 million people
and over 35 million gallons of paint sold annually, staff feels there is more than enough unused
coating available locally to serve the local needs for Rrecycled Ceoatings.

Averaging Compliance Option (ACO)
All references to the ACO are being removed as this provision was phased out January 1, 2015.
This change affects sections (a) Applicability, (c)(4) Sell-Through Provision, (¢) Averaging
Compliance Option, and Appendix A.

Administrative Requirements

Colorants were added to subparagraphs (d)(1) and (d)(3) to indicate that the VOC and date code
labeling requirements apply to colorant containers. Although most colorants already contain the
proposed labeling requirements, based on industry feedback, staff is proposing to allow
manufacturers until January 1, 2017 to comply with this requirement.

Tertiary Butyl Acetate (tBAc)

Questions arose during the January 5, 2016 Stationary Source Committee meeting regarding the
toxicity of tBAc and how that may affect Rule 1113. Currently tBAc is given a limited exemption
as a VOC for use in industrial maintenance and non-sacrificial anti-graffiti coatings under Rule
1113; however, staff is aware that OEHHA is developing new toxicity information for this
compound. OEHHA is planning to finalize their determination on the toxicity of tBAc in the first
half of 2016. When tBAc was made exempt as a VOC for certain coatings under Rule 1113 in
2006, the environmental analysis did not have official toxicity criteria available from OEHHA and
it is assumed that workers using products with tBAc would wear personal protective equipment
(PPE), and tBAc was therefore found to not present a significant health risk. Using the draft
OEHHA tBAc toxicity information, workers that do not use PPE may have significant health risks.
While health risks to workers using PPE would be substantially reduced, the remaining risk may
still be significant. The proposed rule amendment does not address the tBAc exemption provision
in Rule 1113 at this time. However, a Governing Board adoption resolution is proposed to direct
staff to immediately begin a re-evaluation of potential toxic risk to workers due to exposure
to tBAc, such that upon finalization of the assessment by the OEHHA, staff will be
prepared to quickly propose amendments to SCAQMD rules, as needed, to reduce potential
risks. Any change to the current status of tBAc may have repercussions for VOC emissions, other
toxic effects, or product performance issues for compounds that might be used as a substitute,
which were not analyzed as part of the current rulemaking.
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Test Methods

Several test methods are being added to the rule, most of which are now included to define new
coating categories. The following test methods are added as additional performance criteria to
reflect the new definitions for specific coating categories:

« ASTM E2178 - Standard Test Method for Air Permeance of Building Materials

« ASTM E331 - Standard Test Method for Water Penetration of Exterior Windows,
Skylights, Doors, and Curtain Walls by Uniform Static Air Pressure Difference

« ASTM D3363 - Standard Test Method for Film Hardness by Pencil Test

« ASTM D4060 - Standard Test Method for Abrasion Resistance of Organic Coatings by the
Taber Abraser

« ASTM D4585 - Standard Practice for Testing Water Resistance of Coatings Using
Controlled Condensation

+ ASTM D714 - Standard Test Method for Evaluating Degree of Blistering of Paints
« ASTM D3359 - Standard Test Methods for Measuring Adhesion by Tape Test

In addition to the test methods above, staff is proposing to add SCAQMD Method 313 -
Determination of Volatile Organic Compounds VOC by GCGas—Chrematography-MSMass
Spectrometry and ASTM Test Method D6886 (M6886) - Standard Test Method for Determination
of the Weight Percent Individual Volatile Organic Compounds in Waterborne Air-Dry Coatings
by GCGas-Chrematography to measure the VOC content of coatings. There has been a need for
an improved VOC test method for a long time, and there has also been consensus that the GC
approach used in SCAQMD Method 313 (M313)/M6886 is one way to improve the testing. This
approach is already being used by the SCAQMD laboratory and industry laboratories, and
therefore is proposed for inclusion in Rule 1113. It is the current practice by both the SCAQMD
laboratory and most manufacturers to use a GC method for VOC analysis, and staff intends to
clarify this practice in Rule 1113. Methyl Palmitate (MP) will serve as a marker for differentiation
between VOCs and semi-volatile VOCs (SVOCs). SVOCs are compounds that have lower
volatilities, evaporate less quickly, and have a significant fraction of their mass in both the gas and
particle-phase in the atmosphere. Some compounds, such as glycerol, elute or appear in the GC
column; although, they are not considered VOCs and should not be included in the VOC
calculation. Therefore, M313 will include a reference to the Exclusion Method for Early Eluting
SVOCs, and a list of compound(s) that have been determined not to leave the paint film. Staff is
open to review methods that consider compounds other than straightforward solvents, such as
amines. M313 will also include a precision and bias statement that has been approved by the US
E.P.A.

It is current practice for the SCAQMD laboratory to analyze all coating samples using USEPA
Method 24 (M24), with a supplemental analysis for low-VOC, high-water coating with a material
VOC content of less than 150 g/L using SCAQMBMethod-313-(M313). The USEPA and
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SCAQMD staff, along with industry and academia, recognize M24 does not yield accurate results
for low-VOC, high-water-containing coatings. M24 is an indirect VOC measurement where the
water (titration) and non-volatiles (oven) are measured and everything else is assumed to be VOC.
As the VOCs in a coating approach zero, the indirect VOC measurement becomes unreliable.
M313 is a direct VOC measurement technique which includes dilution of samples and analysis
using Gas-Chremategraphy{GC). The VOCs present are separated in a GC, identified by a Mass
Spectrometer and quantified by a Flame lonization Detector.

The GC approach of M313 is similar to the approach developed at California Polytechnic State
University, San Luis Obispo (CAL Poly SLO) that was adopted by ASTM as M6886 in 2003.
ASTM s the largest developer of consensus standards, and the committee is comprised of
members of industry, academia, and regulatory agencies. M313 differs because of additional
quality control requirements, and was the first GC method to include a marker compound to
indicate when a compound should no longer be counted as a VOC, which was always an issue
with the GC approach. The SCAQMD has participated in round robin studies (M313 versus
M6886) with strong correlation between the two methods. It is staff’s understanding that industry
relies on M6886 for in house or third party testing of their products. Staff is proposing to include
M6886 as well as M313 in Rule 1113 because manufacturers rely on this test_to ensure their
coatings are in compliance. For compliance purposes, the SCAQMD laboratory will rely on the
more rigorous M313, and provide a guidance document to explain the differences between the two
methods such that a manufacturer utilizing M6886 will be aware of how their results could differ
from results obtained by the SCAQMD laboratory.

The 1991 version of M313 (Method 313-91) is approved for inclusion in the State Implementation
Plan (SIP) and the SCAQMD laboratory staff has been working with the USEPA, CARB, CAL
Poly SLO and industry on revising M313 to enhance quality control parameters, include an
endpoint, update the equipment, and address industries concerns about compounds that might
remove by washing with a solvent (elute) earlier than the endpoint, but are not driven off when
tested by M24. The 1991 version of the method references older technology which is currently
not in common use. The addition of Methyl-Palmitate{MP} as the marker compound serves as a
delineation between VOCs and semi-velatle VVOCs{SVOCs)}which-should-net-be-included-in-the
MOC-—caledlation. This marker compound was selected to yield consistent results to M24 and the
original M313-91. This marker compound was further validated based on its non-volatility under
ambient evaporation testing over a 6 month period. Prior to the use of MP as a marker compound,
everything detected was measured as a VOC. This ‘bright line’ approach is used as a straight
forward, relatively simple mechanism to determine if a compound should be counted as a VOC.

As VOC testing transitioned to a GC method, the lack of an endpoint created a significant source
of uncertainty as to what should be included as a VOC. Formulators have themselves struggled
with determining whether a particular product was compliant or not, using M24 or M313/M6886
without an endpoint. The intent in choosing MP was to provide clarity on the question of what is,
and what is not, counted as a VOC, while at the same time keeping VOC results tethered to M24
over a broad range of samples and compounds, an important characteristic to demonstrate
equivalence to the USEPA.

South Coast Air Quality Management District 18 February 2016



Final Staff Report Proposed Amended Rule 1113

This bright line approach lead to some concerns from industry. M24 determines volatility based
on what is driven off in a 110°C forced air oven in an hour, and some compounds are only partially
driven off under those conditions. Alternatively, M313 measures everything that elutes prior to
MP as 100% VOC, and everything that elutes after MP as 100% non-VOC, thus over counting
small amounts of SVOCs that elute prior to the marker compound, but undercounting small
amounts of SVOCs that elute after the marker compound.

The issue of SVOCs and how they are treated in M313 versus M24 has been a topic of discussion
and research since the formation of the VOC Working Group in 2010, the first time staff proposed
including M313 in Rule 1113. The research conducted at Cal Poly SLO, the SCAQMD laboratory,
and sponsored by some industry representatives over the past year and a half has been very
enlightening, resulting in a general consensus as to how to treat these compounds. The following
is a discussion of the progression of that work and the final conclusions.

During the initial 2014 Working Group meetings, many manufacturers brought up concerns about
compounds that were not measured as 100% volatile when tested neat by M24. For example, a
compound that is 82% volatile when tested neat by M24 would be measured as 100% volatile
when analyzed by M313 leading to a potential bias in the method. There was initial concern that
if the compound of interest were in a fully formulated coating, even less of it would volatilize
leading to a greater bias. These discussions lead to development of an exclusion method for early
eluting SVOCs. One concept that was discussed in the Working Group was to perform a film
extraction test after completing the oven testing in M24 to determine how much of the compound
of interest is retained in the coating. A similar approach was included in a draft version of M6886,
but the method was considered too onerous for routine analysis. Under M24, the compounds of
interests remaining in the paint film are not considered VOCs. The compounds of interest are
primarily high boiling solvents that are designed to leave the paint film, but it is plausible ir-theery
some of the solvent could get trapped within the film_and therefore, not considered as VOCs.

The SCAQMD laboratory and Cal Poly SLO conducted film extractions studies using different
approaches. The SCAQMD laboratory found very little of any compound retained in the film after
conducting a M24 solids analysis (1 hour in a 110°C oven). The results were not conclusive
because it could not be demonstrated if the lack of compounds detected was due to the compounds
leaving the film or because the film extraction was not effective. Cal Poly SLO used a slightly
different approach where they performed a film extraction after 30 minutes, 1 hour, and 2 hours in
the oven under M24 conditions. This study showed that the compounds could be detected after 30
minutes, and the concentration of the retained compounds decreased over time. Both studies
seemed to indicate that most compounds were in fact not retained in the paint film, but the testing
was onerous to perform and there was resistance to continue this line of research.

The next phase of the research focused on evaluating the neat compounds. Industry provided staff
with a list of almost 100 compounds to evaluate, and the working group worked to develop an
easier method to screen the list of compounds with a simplified neat test to pare down the list.
This proved more difficult than anticipated because the USEPA preferred to retain M24 conditions
for this testing; however, M24 does not yield reproducible results for SVOCs. M24 is very
repeatable for film forming coatings or any matrix that reaches a stable weight after the hour oven
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test. Due to their nature, SVOCs do not reach a stable weight, and therefore yield variable results.
A method proposed by Cal Poly SLO to address this was to perform M24 on the compound of
interest with the reference compound included in the same sample pan. The mixture could be
analyzed on a GC before and after the M24 analysis. This was an innovative approach; however,
it strayed from a pure neat analysis, and the matrix affects lead to unpredictable results with
significant variability. This approach was not deemed viable.

The next approach under consideration was to use a thermogravimetric analysis (TGA) with M24
type parameters. While the SCAQMD laboratory was considering this approach, testing was
underway on another Cal Poly SLO designed experiment, film spiking. Cal Poly SLO has
conducted a study where they spiked a fully formulated coating and a resin with 1% of a compound
of interest, and performed a TGA to determine if the weight loss of that compound could be
accurately measured. The SCAQMD took that idea and modified it by spiking the coating/resin
with 1%, 3% and 5% of the compound of interest, and then performed a M24 test. As the matrix
is a fully formulated coating, M24 was expected to yield repeatable results and duplicate or
triplicate sample pans could be tested simultaneously. In addition to the compounds of interest, a
reference compound was also tested. The laboratory had difficulty getting the marker compound
MP to mix with the coatings, so they experimented with Dibutyl Phthalate (DBP) as a surrogate.
Since DBP elutes after MPethy-Palmitate, it is already considered a SVOC. This experiment
proved successful, relatively simple, and repeatable.

Also during this time, the SCAQMD started to look at vapor pressures as a way to screen the list
of 100 neat compounds. The technique uses measured vapor pressures, or where measured vapor
pressures are not available, modeled vapor pressures based on the USEPA EPI Suite. This proved
an effective screening test that could take the place of a laboratory test on the neat compounds.

A year and a half into this research, staff is proposing to use the following flow chart to evaluate
early eluting SVOCs that should not be included in the VOC calculation when detected by M313:

South Coast Air Quality Management District 20 February 2016



Final Staff Report Proposed Amended Rule 1113

Figure 4: Exclusion Pathway Flowchart for non-Reactive Early Eluting SVOCs

SCAOMD Method 313
Compound elutes after Methyl Palmitate YES Mot a VoC
(PP} under Method 313 conditions.

Vapor Pressure (VP) of Neat Compound
The measured or modeled (based on the USEPA EPI
voC MO Suite) VP of the compound of interest is less than or
equal to than MP.

Gravimetric Test on a Formulated Coating
Compound of interest is retained in a paint film at
voC NO the same or greater rate than DEP* when spiked at YES Mot a VOC
1%, 3% & 5% in a coating and tested under Method
24 conditions.

* Dibutyl Phthalate (DBP) is being used as a suroggate for Methyl Palmitate (MP) as MP is not miscible with
most coatings or resins. DBP is less volatile than MP and elutes after MP on in Method 313.

Note: the only compound that has been demonstrated thus far to stay in the film of the coating was
pentaethylene glycol (EG5). Staff is recommending that EG5 not be counted as a VOC when

measured by M313 or M6886.
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Staff is proposing several changes to the SCE to achieve VOC emission reductions, address rule
circumvention in the field, and reduce market disincentives for new technologies that may have a
higher cost. Staff is focusing on the SCE because of the significant emissions from the relatively
small volume of sales as the following pie charts demonstrate:

Figure 5: 2014 Sales and Emission Summary for Coatings Sold Under the SCE
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The SCE is proposed to be eliminated for specialty categories that are already allowed a high-VOC
limit and for the coating categories that have not used the exemption for many years (according to
information reported by the manufacturers under Rule 314). The SCE removal will be effective
Jandary-1-2016 upon rule adoption, and includes the following categories:

Concrete-Curing Compounds For Roadways and Bridges

Magnesite Cement Coatings

Multi-Color Coatings

Pre-Treatment Wash Primers
Roof Primers, Bituminous
Sacrificial Anti-Graffiti Coatings

Stone Consolidants

Repair and Other Swimming Pool Coatings

Wood Preservatives

Staff is also proposing to phase out the exemption for the following high-VOC specialty coatings
that have used the SCE to a very small extent, but to extend the effective date to January 1, 2018:

South Coast Air Quality Management District

Clear and Pigmented Shellacs (VOC limit 730g/L/550g/L)
Reactive Penetrating Sealers (VOC limit 350 g/L)
Tub and Tile Coatings (proposed VOC limit 420 g/L)
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Staff initially proposed to phase out these categories by January 1, 2016 but received feedback that
more time was needed, especially for tub and tile coatings. This is a newly proposed category and
the VOC limit is based on CARB’s SCM. The manufacturers of these coatings stated that through
the SCM they can utilize tBAc in their formulations and rely on the SCE. Staff changed the
proposed amendment to allow for several years for the reformulation of tub and tile coatings and
included other categories where small quantities of high-VOC coatings were sold under the SCE.
The following are the estimated VOC reductions from this change:

Table 4: Specialty Coating Phase out from SCE

Category Est. Emissions

Reduction (tpd
Tub and Tile 0.01
Reactive Penetrating Sealers 0.0001
Shellacs 0.0007
Total 0.01

In addition, staff is proposing to phase out the exemption for coating categories utilizing this
exemption for a large volume of sales. Staff has always acknowledged that the SCE is necessary
for certain small niche usages, and for touch up where a small amount of a high-VOC coating
could lead to lower emissions than repainting an entire object with a lower-VOC coating. The
intent of the SCE is not as a mechanism for end users to utilize large volumes of high-VOC
coatings. Staff has been tracking the usage under the SCE since 1999 to look for categories having
a high volume of sales or an increase in sales. Based on the current analysis of high volume usage,
staff is proposing to phase out the SCE for Flat, Nonflat Coatings and Rust Preventative Coatings
(RPCs). Staff is proposing to retain the SCE for 8 fluid ounce or less sample containers for touch
up usage only. In regard to touch up as the justification for retaining the SCE, the end user would
have to contact the manufacturer of the pre-painted object to determine the exact coating used, in

order to perform the proper touch up. Ha-such-an-instancehaving the-high-VOCproductsavatable
on+etat-shelves-would-notbe-necessary-

Due to potential crossover between IMC and RPCs, staff is also proposing to restrict the SCE for
IMCs. While staff does not believe these coatings are interchangeable, staff does foresee creative
marketing to circumvent this rule change. To address the needs for touch up on larger projects,
staff is proposing to allow IMC, and the subcategories falling under IMCs (Color Indicating Safety
Coatings, High Temperature IM Coatings, Non-Sacrificial Anti-Graffiti Coatings, and IM Zinc-
Rich Primers) to be sold over the VOC limits in one liter containers or less, but restrict the
exemption to touch up only, and restrict the sales to direct sales (e.g. not allow sales at retail
outlets). The inclusion of the IMC subcategories is not intended for emission reductions since the
SCE is only used for minimal sales. They would have been included along with other coatings not
using the exemption, but staff included them with IMC coatings in case of a need for touch up.

One of the reasons for the further restriction on the SCE is to prevent end user rule circumvention.
With limited resources, SCAQMD inspectors cannot be at all worksites on any given day
considering the jurisdiction contains almost 11,000 square miles. The inspection staff enforcing
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Rule 1113 during their field activities have encountered several instances of end users utilizing the
SCE for higher volume projects to circumvent the VOC limits in Rule 1113. As mentioned, the
feedback staff has received from manufacturers is the SCE is necessary for small niche projects,
and for touch up of a substrate previously coated with a higher-VOC coating. During field
activities, SCAQMD inspection staff received positive feedback about compliant coatings.
Contractors have stated they prefer using compliant coatings as opposed to higher-VOC coatings,
sold under the SCE, due to the lack of odor, ease of use, quick drying times, and simple clean-up.
The use of compliant coatings keeps their inventory lower, thus resulting in less overhead costs.
Many new construction products are LEED (Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design)
certified and require the use of lower-VOC coatings.

SCAQMD inspection staff has received feedback from larger retailers about paint contractors
purchasing coatings above the allowable VOC limits in small containers, and then combining them
into larger containers to provide uniform color. This practice is not permitted under the SCE. Staff
has also received feedback that contractors order large quantities of small containers, which is
supported by the Rule 314 data. In addition, regarding one high-VOC product specifically labeled
for use on metal substrates only, SCAQMD inspection staff ascertained from a local retailer the
product could be used on wood. Sales staff at this local retailer stated that they do not recommend
its use on wood, but if the customer is insistent, then they will recommend the use of a good primer
prior to its application. Staff believes this practice is more widespread than first thought.

One example of rule circumvention encountered in the field occurred in the spring of 2014. During
an inspection at a sizable construction project, staff discovered the use of large quantities of non-
compliant RPCs. The original product was in one gallon containers and had a VOC content of 400
g/L. Since the VOC limit for RPCs is 100 g/L, the product was not compliant with Rule 1113. If
that same product was in quarts, then the SCE would apply. On a return inspection to the site,
staff discovered the local retailer sold the paint contractor empty, labeled quart containers. The
contractor then emptied the one gallon container into four quart containers-a-an-attempt-to-comply
with-the-rale. Furthermore, when they applied the product at the site, they then emptied the quarts
into a larger 5 gallon bucket in order to facilitate roller application. The inspection resulted in a
Notice of Violation and another example of the circumvention of the rule by taking advantage of
the SCE.

In another example, staff spoke with a local paint contractor who was concerned because a coating
sales representative had included a high-VOC coating in a specification for a metal fence project.
The contractor noted the coating specified was not compliant with Rule 1113. He felt the high-
VOC coating was an inferior product compared to new waterborne technologies; therefore,
included a waterborne coating in his proposal. His assertion was the waterborne technology had
much better color retention, and would not oxidize as quickly as the oil based coating being
specified. The sales representative, who is also the manufacturer of the non-compliant product
specified, disagreed with this assertion and stated he specifies this non-compliant product on every
iron project he manages. The contractor stated he was trying to do the right thing in regards to the
rule requirements. He expressed his concerns to staff about getting cited for applying non-
compliant coatings as the sales representative directed him to combine the small containers into a
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larger container in order to apply the coating, a practice that is not allowed in Rule 1113. This
project required 25 gallons of high-VOC coating that could only be purchased in small containers,
which reflects up to 100 individual quart size containers. The contractor did not contract for the
job; however, another contractor did. This is an example of the SCE being utilized in ways
inconsistent with the intent of the exemption. This demonstrates the use of small containers for
large projects is not cost prohibitive and is not used only for specialty niche projects.

The assumed cost disincentive of purchasing products in small containers is also not supported by
a recent shelf survey of retail prices. Most quart containers had a retail price between $10.00 and
$15.00, whereas similar products in a gallon container were approximately $40.00 to $60.00, about
the same cost per quart. In some instances, the gallon price of new, lower-VOC technologies such
as waterborne alkyds emulsions were slightly higher on a per quart basis, thus creating an incentive
to purchase multiple small containers of higher-VOC conventional solvent based
alkyds. Additionally, during a recent retail store inspection, staff saw discounts offering four
quarts for the price of three (e.g. buy 3 get one free) accompanied by boxes containing four quarts
of higher VOC product Rule 1113 speC|f|caIIy prohlblts bundllng smaII container products of the

While companies may sell the same or similar products in gallons (lower-VOC) and quarts
(potentially higher VOC under the SCE) at about the same cost, the older, higher-VOC technology
costs less to manufacture with higher profit margins. All manufacturers have at least one low-
VOC compliant product line, many manufacturers have already phased out the older technology,
and some have entirely moved away from solvent based coatings. Those manufacturers who
continue to sell the older technology under the SCE are benefitting from significantly higher profit
margins, have not had to spend the resources to develop lower-VOC technologies and, in some
cases, through lower pricing, create a competitive disadvantage for companies that have already
switched to lower-VOC compliant products. One factor suppressing the market share of lower-
VOC technology, is the availability of the older high-VOC technology at similar or lower prices.
Staff has received feedback from a manufacturer who has made the switch to lower-VOC coatings,
stating that if the SCE remains in place, they will go back to reformulating the higher-VOC product
because they are currently giving up market share to their competitors.

Based on feedback from manufacturers, conventional alkyds, which are typically used as RPCs,
can be replaced with either waterborne or exempt solvent technologies. As mentioned, some
manufacturers eliminated their solvent based alkyd coatings years ago, others feel they eventually
will phase them out, while still others have made it their business model to sell predominately
solvent based coatings in small containers. In regard to the waterborne alkyds, several
manufactures have stated those products are as good if not better than the solvent based products
they replaced (better gloss retention, no chalking, better long term durability, less yellowing) while
others contend they are currently inferior in performance (inferior corrosion protection, inferior
penetration and adhesion, and application issues). For those companies who want to continue to
sell solvent based coatings, compliant alkyd coatings can be formulated using exempt
solvents. The drawback of both waterborne and exempt solvent based alkyd RPCs is they cost
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more to produce, resulting in a smaller profit margin or a higher cost product for the end user. This
is at least one reason these technologies have not made larger inroads in the marketplace.

The VOC limit for RPCs was reduced from 400 g/L to 100 g/L effective July 1, 2006. At that
time, a sufficient number of compliant products were available to justify the 100 g/L VOC limit.
The following table shows the number of compliant products from the 2006 Annual Staff Report
compared to currently available coatings.

Staff received feedback from a manufacturer selling a cabinet refinishing Kit, comprised of several
small coating containers totaling a volume greater than one liter. The Kits are designed to provide
convenience for the consumer with all the necessary materials to refurbish a Kitchen cabinet. The
intent of the anti-bundling language is to eliminate the bundling of small containers of the same
coating. As a result staff feels the anti-bundling provision should not apply to these bundled
restoration Kits because the coatings included are all different types of coatings and not the same
specific coating category. As a result, new proposed rule language has been added to provide
clarification. Because these small containers could be sold separately, staff does not believe that
allowing sales in a bundled unit will increase emissions.

Table 5: Comparison of Compliant Rust Preventative Coatings

Total Products Total Sales Products below the 100 g/L VOC Limit
Listed Volume (gallons) # of Sales % of
[0)
Products Volume Products cRi
2000 Sales Volumes o 0
from 2001 CARB survey 81 180,522 3 1,047 4% 1%
2014 Data 314 Report 227 299,229 50 141,103 20% 47%

Staff conducted a technology assessment of RPCs (referred to as RP below) that was conducted
by the University of Missouri — Rolla Coatings Institute (UMR) and completed in November of
2005 (Final Report “Architectural & Industrial Maintenance Coatings Technology Assessment.”,
2006). The following is a conclusion of that study:

“The overall results for the Phase Il testing can be broken down into two
categories, RP and IMC. Specifically for RP coatings, the low-VOC products had
superior dry time characteristics, prohesion, and flash rusting. They were similar
in terms of hide, taber abrasion, impact resistance, and adhesion (Battele). ”

The technology assessment was designed and developed by the Technical AdvisoryFechnology
Advancement Committee, which consisted of members representing industry, other regulatory
agencies, academia, the National Paint and Coatings Association, an engineer, and a specifier.
They determined the appropriate performance tests to conduct and the coatings to test. The testing
was performed by UMR, cyclic prohesion and flash rust tests were recommended and conducted
to assess the corrosion protection of the RPCsrust-preventative-coatings. Those tests demonstrated
the superior performance of the low-VOC coatings.
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As a result of the technology assessment, the Governing Board concluded that the 100 g/L VOC
limit was technologically feasible. Based on the Rule 314 data, the percent of compliant products
sold had increased from 2008 to 2012 but has since started to decline, as noted in the following

table:
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Table 6: Compliant versus Non-Compliant Rust Preventative Sales

Non Compliant
Sales SCE Sales Sales or Sell

<100g/L >100g/L Through Total Sales % Sales
(gal) (gal) > 100g/L (gal) (gal) <100g/L

74,990 123,411 146,090 344,491
2009 104,247 145,367 88,463 338,077 31%
2010 174,590 171,675 17,434 363,700 48%
2011 174,281 190,586 10,284 375,150 46%
2012 200,068 149,381 8,736 358,186 56%
2013 166,289 158,027 7,407 331,722 50%
2014 141,103 151,237 6,889 299,228 47%

The following table demonstrates the potential emission reductions from the restrictions on the
SCE:

Table 7: Estimated Emission Reductions from Small Container Exemption Restriction

Category Estimated Emission Effective
Reduction (tpd) Year
Flat Coatings 0.002 01/01/19
Industrial Maintenance Coatings 0.01 01/01/19
Color Indicating Safety Coatings N/A 01/01/19
High Temperature IM 0.001 01/01/19
Non-Sacrificial Anti-Graffiti N/A 01/01/19
Coatings
Zinc--Rich Primers 0.003 01/01/19
Nonflat Coatings 0.15 01/01/19
Reactive Penetrating Sealers 0.0001 01/01/18
Rust Preventative Coatings 0.63 01/01/19
Shellacs 0.0007 01/01/18
Tub and Tile 0.01 01/01/18
TOTAL* 0.81

*Note: This total is only from the SCE, it excludes emissions reductions from VOC limit changes.

Sell-Through Provision

Staff has received feedback from some coating manufacturers requesting an extended effective
date for the phase out of the SCE for RPCs and a sell-through provision for the removal of existing
inventory at retail outlets. Representatives from two manufacturers requested an implementation
date of 2021 with a three year sell-through after the Special Stationary Source Committee meeting
on January 5, 2016. Staff received comments from one manufacturer later requesting an
implementation date of 2021 with a two year sell-through provision. However, a smaller
manufacturer has reguested-staffto-keepsupported the proposed implementation date of 2019 with
no sell-through because they have compliant coatings.

Rule 1113 includes a three year sell-through provision when there is a VOC limit change in the
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Table of Standards. As currently written, that is the only time the sell-through provision applies.
The sell-through provision allows time for the coatings to sell at the retail level, so the
manufacturer does not have to incur the expense of clearing retail or commercial shelves.
Depending on the size of the retailer, the coatings may sell-through much guicker than three years
(big box store versus a small mom and pop paint shop). In 2006, when the SCE was removed for
the Clear Wood Finish category, a one year sell-through period was allowed.

Based on all comments received, the proposed rule will include a two year sell-through period for
all coating categories phased out of the SCE and retain the existing proposed effective dates. No
additional environmental impacts are expected to occur with a sell-through provision. Staff does
not believe an extended effective date is necessary because compliant coatings already exist,
technology is currently available for reformulation, and a competitive disadvantage exists for
manufacturers with compliant coatings.

Rule Clean Up
Staff is proposing to remove the effective dates that have now passed. In addition, provisions that
have passed their sunset dates have been struck (i.e. averaging compliance option).

ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS

CM#2012 CTS-01 — Further VOC Reductions from Architectural Coatings had three options for
achieving the 2 — 4 tpd reductions:

1. Lower the VOC limits of Fflat, Nronflat and PSUs to 25 g/L
2. Include transfer efficiency standards
3. Phase out or restrict the SCE

During the rule making process, the 25 g/L option was deemed to be of the most concern to
manufacturers, and staff met with the most resistance to this approach. This change would require
extensive reformulations, and feedback from the manufacturers was that the performance and
application properties of the coatings would be compromised. In addition, if staff moved forward
with this change, there would have to be many subcategories carved out where the high-VOC
coatings were needed. An alternative approach suggested by manufacturers was to alter the fee
structure in Rule 314. The lower fees for coatings containing less than 25 g/L will reflect the lower
cost of compliance for those coatings. The proposal is being removed to allow time for additional
data analysis and research regarding the impact of a recent court decision regarding fees.

In regard to transfer efficiency, staff decided not to include spray equipment requirements to
improve the transfer efficiency for applying architectural coatings. Instead, staff is going to work
with industry, the Los Angeles Painting and Finishing Contractors Association, and possibly local
retailers to develop a Best Practices Guideline for painting architectural structures, including a
certification program for contractors and end users. This could serve as a pilot project to improve
transfer efficiency and reduce paint usage in the SCAQMD.
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Staff is moving forward with the proposed restrictions on the SCE, but is not proposing to phase
out the exemption entirely. Staff acknowledges that the exemption is useful for specialty uses, and
for introducing innovative products into the marketplace. Staff will continue to monitor all coating
categories that will retain the exemption, and consider conducting a technology assessment of high
usage categories such as stains and tile and stone sealers as new, lower-VOC technology become
available.

Potential Tradeoffs of Using Low-VOC Coatings

Issues were raised by industry representatives in Working Group meetings and Public Workshops
regarding the efficacy and potential tradeoffs that may occur as a result of using low-VOC
coatings. Some of these tradeoffs included the potential need for more priming, more topcoats,
more touch-ups and repair work, and more frequent recoating associated with the use of low-VOC
coatings. A detailed analysis was conducted on these potential issues in the May 4, 1999 Final
Subsequent Environmental Assessment for Proposed Amended Rule 1113 — Architectural
Coatings. Notably, similar claims have been raised and found to not have merit in litigation on
CEQA documents prepared for previous versions of Rule 1113 (e.g., Sherwin-Williams v.
SCAQMD, (2001) 86 Cal.App.4th 1258, Dunn-Edwards v. SCAQMD, (1993) 19 Cal.App.4th 519).
In all of the above potential tradeoff scenarios, the following was concluded:

e Priming — It was concluded that the material needed and time necessary to prepare a surface
for coating is approximately equivalent for conventional and low-VOC coatings. More
Primers were not needed because low-VOC coatings possess comparable coverage to
conventional coatings, similar _adhesion qualities and consistent resistance to stains,
chemicals and corrosion. Low-VOC coatings tend not to require any special surface
preparation different from what is required before applying conventional coatings to a
substrate. Therefore, it was found that claims of significant adverse air guality impacts
resulting from more priming were unfounded.

e Topcoats — It was concluded that both low-VOC and conventional coatings had comparable
coverage and performance. The low-VOC coatings possess scrub and stain resistant
gualities, as well as blocking and resistance to UV exposure for the exterior coatings. Both
low-VOC and conventional IM coatings tend to have chemical and abrasion resistant
gualities, gloss and color retention, and comparable adhesion qualities. With comparable
coverage and equivalent durability qualities, it was found that additional topcoats for low-
VOC coatings should not be required.

e Touch-ups and Repair Work — Based on the durability characteristics information
contained in the coating product data sheets, low-VOC coatings and conventional coatings
had comparable durability characteristics. As a result, it was not anticipated that more
touch up and repair work would need to be conducted with usage of low-VOC coatings.
Consequently, claims of significant adverse air quality impacts resulting from additional
touch-up and repair for low-VOC coatings were concluded to be unfounded.
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e Recoating — A review of coatings manufacturers’ own data sheets indicated that the low-
VOC coatings for both architectural and industrial maintenance applications are durable
and long lasting. Any durability problems experienced by the low-VOC coatings are not
different than those seen with conventional coatings. It was also noted that recent coating
technology has improved the durability of new coatings. Because the durability qualities
of the low-VOC coatings were comparable to the conventional coatings, it was concluded
that more frequent recoatings would not be necessary.

SCAQMD’s research and analysis of resin manufacturers’ and coating formulators’ product
information sheets in the 1999 Supplemental EA prepared for Rule 1113 concluded on each
separate issue that the low-VOC compliant coatings had comparable performance as current
coatings, and therefore, the potential tradeoff issues were unfounded. Since this time, the coating
technologies have advanced, and it is staff’s current understanding that there is still no additional
need to increase coatings usage due to low-VOC requirements of the proposed amendments to
Rule 1113.
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COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS
The following analysis compares Rule 1113 with the CARB SCM and the USEPA Architectural

Section
Applicability

Definition
Modifications
and VOC
Content Limits

Rule 1113 Architectural
Coatings

This rule is applicable to any
person who supplies,
sells, markets, offers for
sale, or manufactures any
architectural coating that
is intended to be field
applied within the District
to stationary structures or
their appurtenances, and
to fields and lawns; as
well as any person who
applies, stores at a
worksite, or solicits the
application of any
architectural coating
within the District. The
purpose of this rule is to
limit the VOC content of
architectural coatings
used in the District.

Bond Breakers (350 g/L) and
Form Release
Compounds (100 g/L)—
phased out

Building Envelope (100 g/L)
— New Category

Color Indicating Safety
Coatings (480 g/L) —
subcategory of IM
coatings that was sold
under SCE

Default Coatings (50 g/L) —
defined instead of just
referenced

Faux Glaze (350 g/L) —
includes wet-in-wet and
wet-in-dry applications
(artistic as well as
architectural uses)

Flat Coatings (50 g/L) —
references gloss test
method

South Coast Air Quality Management District

Coatings rule. The comparison includes proposed changes to Rule 1113 where applicable.

California Air Resources
Board 2007 Suggested
Control Measure

1.1 Except as provided in
subsection 3, this rule is
applicable to any person
who:

1.1.1 Supplies, sells, or offers
for sale any architectural
coating for use within the
District; or

1.1.2 Manufactures, blends, or
repackages any architectural
coating for use within the
District; or

1.1.3 Applies or solicits the
application of any
architectural coating within
the District.

Bond Breakers (350 g/L) and
Form Release (250 g/L)
remain

No Category

Fall under IMC (250 g/L),
sold under SCE

Un-defined coatings fall under
Flat (50 g/L), Nonflat (100
g/L) or Nonflat — High
Gloss (150 g/L)

Faux Glaze (350 g/L) includes
textured coatings

Flat Coatings (50 g/L) —
equivalent definition

32

40 CFR, Subpart D
National Volatile Organic
Compound Emission
Standards for Architectural

Coatings

(a) Except as provided in
paragraphs (b) and (c) of this
section, the provisions of
this subpart apply to each
architectural coating
manufactured on or after
September 13, 1999 for sale
or distribution in the United
States.

(b) For any architectural
coating registered under the
Federal Insecticide,
Fungicide, and Rodenticide
Act (7 U.S.C. Section 136,
et seq.), the provisions of
this subpart apply to any
such coating manufactured
on or after March 13, 2000
for sale or distribution in the
United States.

Bond Breakers (600 g/L) and

Form Release (450 g/L)
remain

No Category

Fall under IMC (450 g/L), sold
under SCE

Un-defined coatings fall under
Flat (250 g/L) or Nonflat
(380 g/L)

Faux Glaze (700 g/L) only
includes wet-in-wet
techniques

Flat Coatings (250 g/L) —
equivalent definition
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Section

Rule 1113  Architectural
Coatings
Lacquer (275 g/L) — specifies
they are only topcoats and
sanding sealers

Mastic Coatings (100 g/L) —
excludes roof coatings

Nonflat (50 g/L) — removed
clause stated they are not
defined by another
category as those coatings
could fall under default

Reactive Penetrating Sealer
(350 g/L) — changed the
2% water vapor
transmission rate to
provide a breathable
waterproof barrier

Recycled Coatings (150 g/L)
—VOC limit change only

Tile and Stone (100 g/L) —
new subcategory of
waterproofing
concrete/masonry sealer

Topcoat — new definition as
the term is used in several
proposed definitions

Tub and Tile Refinishing
Coatings (420 g/L) — new
high-category that was
sold under SCE

Varnish (275 g/L) - specifies
they are only topcoats

Wood Coatings (275 g/L) —
modified from Clear
Wood Finish definition to
address pigmented
Llacquers and Vwvarnishes

Wood Conditioners (100 g/L)
— new category to provide
clarification, products
used to fall under PSU

South Coast Air Quality Management District

California Air Resources
Board 2007 Suggested
Control Measure

Lacquer (275 g/L) — includes
undercoaters

Mastic Texture Coating (100
g/L) — does not exclude roof
coatings

Nonflat (100 g/L) — equivalent
definition but also includes
a Nonflat — High Gloss (150

g/L)

Reactive Penetrating Sealer
(350 g/L) — includes the 2%
water vapor transmission
rate

Recycled Coatings (250 g/L)

Concrete/Masonry Sealer (100
g/L) — Broader Category

Not defined

Tub and Tile Refinishing
Coatings (420 g/L) —
equivalent definition

Wood Coatings (275 g/L) -
could include undercoaters

Wood Coatings (275 g/L) —
includes undercoaters,
penetrating oils, clear stains,
wood conditioners, and
wood sealers

Wood Coatings (275 g/L) —
includes wood conditioners

33

40 CFR, Subpart D
National Volatile Organic

Compound Emission
Standards for Architectural
Coatings
Lacquer (680 g/L) — includes
clear Llacquer sanding
sealers, not Llacquer stains

Mastic Texture Coating (300
g/L) — does not exclude roof
coatings

Nonflat (380 g/L) — equivalent
definition

Waterproofing Sealers and
Treatments (600 g/L) — no
performance requirements

Recycled Coatings - adjusted-
VOC content is determined by
multiplying the percentage of
postconsumer content of the
coating by the VOC content of
the Rrecycled Ceoating, which
is then subtracted from the
VOC content of the end
product.

Waterproofing Sealer and

Treatments (600 g/L) —
Broader Category

Not defined

Industrial Maintenance (450
g/L) — due to the immersion
in water and heavy abrasion
clauses

Varnish (450 g/L) — could
include undercoaters

No umbrella category, just
Lacquer (including sanding
sealers) (680 g/L) and
Varnishes (450 g/L)

Primers, Sealers, and
Undercoaters (450 g/L) —
broader category
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Section
Requirements

Rule 1113 Architectural
Coatings
Default limit (50 g/L) applies
or
VOC limits specified in the
Table of Standards on
listed effective dates.

California Air Resources
Board 2007 Suggested
Control Measure

Coatings default to Flat (50
g/L), Nonflat (100 g/L) or
Nonflat — High Gloss (150
g/L) or

VOC content not to exceed

applicable limit in Table 1.

40 CFR, Subpart D
National Volatile Organic

Compound Emission
Standards for Architectural
Coatings
Coatings default to Flat (250
g/L) or Nonflat (380 g/L) or
VOC content not to exceed

applicable limit in Table 1 to
Subpart D.

Sell-Through
Provision

Removed ACO language

No ACO provision

No ACO provision

Administrative
Requirements

Require VOC and date of
manufacturer on colorant
containers

No requirements for colorants

No requirements for colorants

New Test
Methods

VOC Test Methods:

Method 313 [Determination
of  Volatile  Organic
Compounds VOC by
GCGas-Chromategraphy-
MSass—Speetrometry] in
the SCAQMD’s
“Laboratory Methods of
Analysis for Enforcement
Samples” manual.

ASTM Test Method 6886
(Standard Test Method
for Determination of the

Weight Percent
Individual Volatile
Organic Compounds in
Waterborne Air-Dry
Coatings by GCGas
Chrematography).

Requires Reference Method
24

Requires Reference Method 24

Reactive Penetrating Sealer:

Included ASTM  D6490
(Standard Test Method
for Water Vapor
Transmission of Non-

Film Forming Treatments
Used on Cementitious
Panels along with ASTM
E96/96 M.

Only references ASTM
E96/96M.

No Reactive Penetrating Sealer
Category

South Coast Air Quality Management District
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40 CFR, Subpart D
National Volatile Organic

California Air Resources Compound Emission
Rule 1113 Architectural Board 2007 Suggested Standards for Architectural
Section Coatings Control Measure Coatings

Building  Envelope  Test No Building Envelope No Building Envelope

Methods: Category Category
ASTM E2178 (Standard Test

Method for Air
Permeance of Building
Materials).

ASTM E331 (Standard Test
Method for  Water
Penetration of Exterior
Windows, Skylights,
Doors, and Curtain Walls
by Uniform Static Air
Pressure Difference).

ASTM E96/96M (Standard
Test Methods for Water
Vapor Transmission of

Materials).
Tub and Tile Refinishing = Same test methods referenced | No Tub and Tile Coatings
Coatings category

ASTM D3363 (Standard Test
Method for Film
Hardness by Pencil Test)

ASTM D4060 (Standard Test
Method for Abrasion
Resistance of Organic
Coatings by the Taber
Abraser)

ASTM D4585 (Standard
Practice for Testing Water
Resistance of Coatings
Using Controlled
Condensation)

ASTM D714 (Standard Test
Method for Evaluating
Degree of Blistering of
Paints)

ASTM D3359 (Standard Test
Methods for Measuring
Adhesion by Tape Test).
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40 CFR, Subpart D
National Volatile Organic

California Air Resources Compound Emission
Rule 1113 Architectural Board 2007 Suggested Standards for Architectural
Section Coatings Control Measure Coatings

Tile and Stone Sealer No Tile and Stone Sealers No Tile and Stone Sealers
ASTM C373 (Standard Test category. category.

Method for Water

Absorption, Bulk

Density, Apparent

Porosity, and Apparent
Specific Gravity of Fired

Whiteware Products,
Ceramic Tiles, and Glass
Tiles).

ASTM C97/C97M (Standard
Test Methods for
Absorption and Bulk
Specific  Gravity  of
Dimension Stone).

ASTM C642 (Standard Test
Method for  Density,
Absorption, and Voids in
Hardened Concrete).

Static Coefficient of Friction
by American National
Standard Specification for
Ceramic  Tile (ANSI
Al137.1).

ASTM E96/96M (Standard
Test Methods for Water
Vapor Transmission of
Materials).
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40 CFR, Subpart D
National Volatile Organic

California Air Resources Compound Emission
Rule 1113 Architectural Board 2007 Suggested Standards for Architectural
Section Coatings Control Measure Coatings

Exemptions  Small Container Exemption:  Rule does not apply to any The provisions of subpart D do
Effective Jaruary-1; architectural coating that is not apply to any architectural
2016upon rule adoption, sold in a container with a coating that is sold in a
remove exemption for: volume of one liter (1.057 container with a volume of
Concrete-Curing quart) or less one liter or less
Compounds For
Roadways and Bridges;
Magnesite Cement
Coatings; Multi-Color
Coatings; Pre-Treatment
Wash Primers; Roof
Primers, Bituminous;
Sacrificial Anti-Graffiti
Coatings; Stone
Consolidants; Repair and
Other Swimming Pool
Coatings; and Wood
Preservatives
Effective January 1, 2018,
remove exemption for:
Tub and Tile Coatings;
Clear and Pigmented
Shellacs; and Reactive
Penetrating Sealers
Effective January 1, 2019,
limit exemption to 8 fluid
ounce touch up for:
Flats, Nonflat, and RPCs
Rust-Preventative

Coatings
Effective January 1, 2019,

limit exemption to one
liter for touch up only,
limit sales to non-retail
for: Industrial
Maintenance Coatings,
including Color
Indicating Safety
Coatings, High
Temperature IM
Coatings, Non-Sacrificial
Anti-Graffiti Coatings,
and Zinc-Rich IM
Primers

Averaging Removed all references to No ACO provision No ACO provision

Compliance ACO, including

Option Appendix A as ACO

sunset effective January
1, 2015
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SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL EMISSION REDUCTIONS
The following table represents the potential emission reductions:

Table 8: Summary of Potential Emission Reductions from PAR 1113

Rule Change Estimated Emission Effective Year

Reduction (tpd)

VOC Limit Change

Building Envelope Coatings 0.01 01/01/19
Recycled Coatings 0.06 01/01/19
SCE Restrictions
Flat Coatings 0.002 01/01/19
Industrial Maintenance Coatings 0.01 01/01/19
High Temperature IMC 0.001 01/01/19
Zinc-Rich Primers 0.003 01/01/19
Nonflat Coatings 0.15 01/01/19
Reactive Penetrating Sealers 0.0001 01/01/18
Rust Preventative Coatings 0.63 01/01/19
Shellacs 0.0007 01/01/18
Tub and Tile Coatings 0.01 01/01/18
Totals 0.88

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA)

ertification—concy —with—the—consideration—for—adoption—ofPAR PAR 1113 is
considered a “project” as defined by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), and the
SCAQMD is the lead agency. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 815252 and SCAQMD Rule 110,
SCAQMD staff reviewed PAR 1113 and concluded that an Environmental Assessment (EA) with
no significant effects was the appropriate CEQA document for the proposed project. Staff released
the Draft EA for a 30-day public review period from September 15, 2015 to October 15, 2015. One
comment letter was received and the response to the comments have been included in the Final
EA. Since the close of the comment period, revisions have been proposed to PAR 1113. Staff has
analyzed these proposed revisions and have determined that they do not trigger recirculation
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 815073.5.

COST EFFECTIVENESS
VOC Reductions (Recycled Coatings and Building Envelope Coatings)

The reductions for Rrecycled Ceoatings will not have any associated costs as the coatings are
already formulated at the lower level. Staff has found no evidence of any Rrecycled Ceoatings
currently being offered for sale that exceed the proposed VOC limit. Staff received feedback that
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extra VOC testing would be required because of the proposed lower VOC limit. Staff addressed
this by extending the effective date of the lower limit to January 1, 2019 to allow time for the
higher-VOC coatings collected at drop off sites to be processed into Rrecycled Ceoatings.
Overtime, there will be less of the high-VOC coatings collected and more low and near-zero VOC
coatings collected.

The building envelope coatings may have a high cost associated with reformulation and
recertification, if the manufacturer decides to certify the coatings (this is not a requirement of Rule
1113). Staff found only one currently compliant coating that was over the proposed 50 g/L VOC
limit. The sales volume of this product was so low that the manufacturer will likely stop sales of
this product within the SCAQMD instead of re-formulating. That same manufacturer has a product
that meets the 50 g/L VOC limit.

SCE Phase out for Specialty Products (Reactive Penetrating Sealers, Shellacs, & Tub and Tile
Coatings)

For reactive penetrating sealers, there is only one product that is slightly over the VOC limit (by
27 g/L). This manufacturer also has several compliant coatings and will likely discontinue the
higher-VOC product.

For Shellacs, there are three out of ten products over the 550 g/L VOC limit for pigmented shellacs
and one out of twenty four products over the 730 g/L VOC limit for clear shellacs. The
manufacturer can either slightly reduce the VOC content or discontinue marketing those coatings
in the SCAQMD. There are new waterborne shellac replacements currently available and staff
disagrees that there is any guestions-the-need for pigmented and clear shellacs available for sale
and use in the SCAQMD with a VOC limit of 550 and 730 g/L.

Tub and tile coatings are a new carve out requested by industry as the SCE is being restricted for
Fflat, Nronflat and IM coatings. Staff set the limit consistent with the CARB SCM as to not be
less restrictive. The VOC limit agreed upon by CARB and industry back in 2007 was 420 g/L,
and yet the seven out of twelve coatings reported as tub and tile coatings under Rule 314 exceed
this VOC limit. Based on manufacturer’s feedback, the reformulated coatings are estimated to
cost 20% more than current formulations. These products are supplied in quarts, and the increase
would be approximately $9/quart.

SCE Phase out for High-Volume Products (Flats, Nonflats, IMCs, & RPCs)

For the SCE restrictions, the lower-VOC products are already available fromby most, if not all
manufacturers. There will be some higher-VOC product lines that will no longer be available in
the SCAQMD, but in all instances, significant quantities of compliant coatings are currently being
sold:
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Table 9: Small Container Exemption - Compliant versus non-Compliant Sales

2014 Sales
Compliant | SCE Sales
Sales (gal) (ED) Sales
Flat Coatings 11,311,224 5,983 100%
Industrial Maintenance Coatings 677,054 2,687 100%
Color Indicating Safety Coating 0 0
High Temperature IMC 4,377 PD 99%
Non-Sacrificial Anti-Graffiti 0 0
Zinc--Rich Primers 9,670 PD 100%
Nonflat Coatings 11,566,568 83,772 99%
Reactive Penetrating Sealers PD PD 7%
Rust Preventative Coatings 141,103 151,237 48%
Shellac PD PD 96%
Tub and Tile Coatings PD PD 19%

PD = Protected data, less than three companies reported sales.

In the case of RPCs, the restriction on the SCE could result in some reformulation costs and/or
reduced profit margins for the manufacturers who have not already switched to compliant
technologies. In those instances, the manufacturer could choose to only sell their compliant
product lines in the SCAQMD and the market share from the high-VOC sales would be
redistributed amongst the available compliant products. Consumers who otherwise would
purchase the high-VOC products could purchase the lower-VOC products without a compromise
in performance. Alternatively, the manufacturers selling the high-VOC products could replace the
higher-VOC products sold in quarts with their compliant products that they now sell in gallons.
As previously stated, all manufacturers have a compliant RPC product line. Shelf surveys of the
coatings currently being offered for sale in the field, show that the exempt product formulations of
RPCs cost a few cents less than the higher-VOC RPCs sold in quart containers. Packaging and
shipping in gallon containers instead of 4 quarts is also less expensive for the manufacturer. One
manufacturer has indicated that their waterborne line of RPCs is less expensive due to the resin
cost and the cost of water versus solvent. Based on this, staff feels that-the removal of the SCE
will lead to an overall cost savings. However, one manufacturer has indicated that the change in
formulation will yield a 100% increase to the cost of their quart containers. This manufacturer is
the same one selling the exempt solvent version of their product for several cents less than the
high-VOC product. Staff acknowledges that some exempt solvents and low-VOC replacement
solvents are more expensive than conventional solvents. As for reformulation costs for switching
to the exempt solvent version of RPCs, feedback from the one manufacturer who does not feel the
waterborne coatings perform adequately indicated the only work needed is color matching of their
current product line.
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Staff estimates that the cost per ton for PAR 1113 is $46,043.93-1,150 per ton. As described
previously, there are additional reasons for removing the SCE for certain categories other than
VOC emissions reductions (circumvention, pricing disincentives for consumers, and competitive
disadvantages).

SOCIOECONOMIC ASSESSMENT

PAR 1113 affects all architectural coating manufacturers who sell architectural coatings into or
within the SCAQMD. The purpose of PAR 1113 is to implement, in part, Control Measure
CM#2012 CTS-01 — Further VOC Reductions from Architectural Coatings, limit the SCE smal
containerexemption-for certain categories, propose new categories with VOC limits and eliminate
categories once they are regulated under a different rule, reduce the VOC limit of some
architectural coating categories to reflect currently available inventory, clarify rule language,
strengthen the enforceability of the rule, and remove and update outdated provisions.

Affected Facilities

The proposed amendments will affect approximately 28200 faeHitiesmanufacturers and
wholesalers who sell architectural coatings into or within the SCAQMD. Of those 200 facilities,
54 are located in the Basin. FwentyThirty-three of the affected facilities are located in Los Angeles
County, while six-facilities-and-two-facilities- 16 facilities are located in Orange County, 2 facilities
are located in ard-San Bernardino Countyies+espectively, and 3 facilities are located in Riverside
County. The affected facilities belong to the sectors of Chemical Manufacturing (NAICS 325),
Petroleum and Coal Products Manufacturing (NAICS 324), and Non-Metallic Mineral Product
Manufacturing (NAICS 327) and Wholesale Trade (NAICS 423). Table 10 shows the distribution
of these facilities by industry.

Table 10: Number of Affected Facilities

Industry (NAICS) NFuarcr:litI)iiire:f
Chemical Manufacturing (325) 242
Petroleum and Coal Products Manufacturing (324) 34
Non-Metallic Mineral Product Manufacturing (327) 45
Wholesale Trade (42) 23
Total 2854

Cost of Compliance

Based-on-the-assumptions—in-the-staff reportfor PAR-1113-tThe annual cost of compliance of
$46,000 is estimated to be approximately $368,000 for each implementation year from 2016 to

2019 $15,000-on-average-from-2016-t0-2019. AsTable11illustrates-mManufacturers of tub and
tile coatings would incur 100% of this cost._Since only 19% of their products sold recently would
be compliant,: Fthese manufacturers are expected to incur costs for reformulation and other related
expenses, which is anticipated to be approximately a 20% increase based on staff analysis and
stakeholder feedback. No tub and tile manufacturers qualify as small businesses.
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Manufacturers of waterborne RPCs are wiH-not expected to incur any additional costs from PAR
1113 given that waterborne RPCs are similarly priced as 37-cents-cheaperthan-their higher VOC,
solvent-based counterparts in the current marketplace_and the manufacturers have already

deveIoped both high- and low- VOC product lines. Gwenws—pﬁe&d#ererrtral—the&nnu%eest-

However |f H-manufacturers choose to contlnue Worklng Wlth exempt solvents rather than

switching production to solely waterborne—ed RPCs, then these manufacturers wouldiH incur
additional production costs. This will likely have no impact on consumers who can switch to
waterborne RPCs, which are not only cheaper, but have also been shown to be equal to, if not
superior than, higher VOC RPC products.t

It has been standard socioeconomic practice that, when the annual compliance cost is less than one
million current U.S. dollars, the Regional Economic Impact Model (REMI) is not used to simulate
jobs and macroeconomic impacts. Fhis-is-because-the-impact-would-mest-likely-be-diminutive
and-would-falwithin-the-neise-ef the-medel This is because the resultant impacts of approximately
10 jobs created or not created is relatively small compared to the baseline economy of about 10
million jobs; therefore, these results would be considered too unreliable to use. REMI results
constitute a major component of the SCAQMD’s socioeconomic analysis. Therefore, when annual
compliance cost is less than one million dollars and REMI is not used, the socioeconomic report
can be brief and be included in the staff report, unless otherwise determined on a case-by-case
basis.

LEGISLATIVE AUTHORITY

The California Legislature created the SCAQMD in 1977 (The Lewis Presley Air Quality
Management Act, Health and Safety Code Section 40400 et seq.) as the agency responsible for
developing and enforcing air pollution controls and regulations in the Basin. By statute, the
SCAQMD is required to adopt an AQMP demonstrating compliance with all state and federal
ambient air quality standards for the Basin [California Health and Safety Code Section 40440(a)].

! See Response to Comment 3-12.
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Furthermore, the SCAQMD must adopt rules and regulations that carry out the AQMP [California
Health and Safety Code Section 40440(a)].

AQMP AND LEGAL MANDATES

The California Health and Safety Code requires the SCAQMD to adopt an AQMP to meet state
and federal ambient air quality standards in the South Coast Air Basin. In addition, the California
Health and Safety Code requires the SCAQMD to adopt rules and regulations that carry out the
objectives of the AQMP.

DRAFT FINDINGS UNDER CALIFORNIA HEALTH AND SAFETY CODE

Health and Safety Code Section 40727 requires that prior to adopting, amending or repealing a
rule or regulation, the SCAQMD Governing Board shall make findings of necessity, authority,
clarity, consistency, non-duplication, and reference based on relevant information presented at the
hearing. The draft findings are as follows:

Necessity - The SCAQMD Governing Board has determined that a need exists to amend Rule
1113 - Architectural Coatings to clarify rule language, reduce emissions from the use of
architectural coatings, including previously unregulated colorants that are used to tint the coatings
at the point of sale, and improve rule compliance.

Authority - The SCAQMD Governing Board obtains its authority to adopt, amend, or repeal rules
and regulations from Health and Safety Code Sections 39002, 40000, 40001, 40440, 40702, and
41508.

Clarity - The SCAQMD Governing Board has determined that the proposed amendments to Rule
1113 - Architectural Coatings, are written and displayed so that the meaning can be easily
understood by persons directly affected by them.

Consistency - The SCAQMD Governing Board has determined that PAR 1113 - Architectural
Coatings, is in harmony with, and not in conflict with or contradictory to, existing statutes, court
decisions, federal or state regulations.

Non-Duplication - The SCAQMD Governing Board has determined that the proposed
amendments to Rule 1113 - Architectural Coatings do not impose the same requirement as any
existing state or federal regulation, and the proposed amendments are necessary and proper to
execute the powers and duties granted to, and imposed upon, the SCAQMD.

Reference - In adopting these amendments, the SCAQMD Governing Board references the
following statutes which the SCAQMD hereby implements, interprets or makes specific: Health
and Safety Code Sections 40001-(a) (air quality standards and enforcement of federal standards),
40440(a) (rules to carry out plan), 40440(b)(1) (BARCT), 40702 (adopt regulation to execute
duties), and Federal Clean Air Act Sections 116 (state standards at least as stringent as federal

standards) {rules-to-achieve-ambient-air-guality-standards),-40440(a){rules-to-carry-out-the A
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REFERENCES

40 CFR Part 59, Subpart D — National Volatile Organic Compound Emission Standards for
Architectural Coatings, September 11, 1998.

COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

The following are the comment letters and emails, which have the paragraphs numbered to
reference staff responses, that were received after the August 25" Public Workshop and the
September 17" Public Consultation Meeting.
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The following are comments from the Institute for Research and Technical Assistance —
Comment Letter #1.

Institute for Research and IRTA
Technical Assistance H
a nonprofit organization

August 28, 2015 Comment Letier #1

Heather Farr

South Coast Air Quality
Management District

218835 Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, CA 91765

Dear Ms, Farr:

I am writing with comments on the proposed changes to Rule 1113 "Architectural Coatings.”
I am Director of the Institute for Research and Technical Assistance (IRTA), an
environmental technical nonprofit arganization that develops and demonstrates low-VOC,
low toxicity altermatives, primarily in solvent applications. I attended the workshop on
August 26 and provided testimony; I am following up the testimony with written comments.

My letter focuses on two issues that are related. First, the District is proposing to exempt
2-methyl-2-amino propanal (AMP), a chemical used in coating formulations as a pH adjuster.
SCAQMD asked Dr. Julia Quint to evaluate the toxicity of AMP. Dr. Quint is a toxicologist
-1 and the former head of the Hazard Evaluation System and Information Service (HESIS), a
state agency concerned with worker exposure. Dr. Quint indicates that AMP may be a
developmental toxicant and that the chemical itself or impurities in it may lead to the
formation of nitrosamines which are potent carcinogens. She goes on to say that, unless it
can be demonstrated that these toxic endpoints will not arise, the District should not
exempt the chemical. Her review and references was sent to you and is in the record.

The District has asked OEHHA to evaluate the toxicty of AMP and that ewaluation is
apparently still underway. If the OEHHA review indicates that the developmental toxicity
endpoint and nitrosamine formation are not viable, then the District could move forward
with the exemption. IRTA agrees with Dr. Quint and opposes the exemption unless OEHHA
determines that these endpoints are not of concemn.

The second issue concerns an exemption the District adepted many years ago for tert-butyl
acetate (TBAC) in Industrial Maintenance (IM) coatings. TBAC forms a metabolite, tert-
butyl alcohol, which is a carcinogen. The issue of exempt chemicals and toxicty has been a
problem for the District in several rules over the last three or four years. In two other rules,
Rule 1107 "Coating of Metal Parts and Products™ and Rule 1168 “Adhesives and Sealant
Applications,” amendments were cancelled because the District proposed an exemption for
TBAC in certain applications and the issue became controversial. In Rule 1168, the District
proposed exempting TBAC for use in adhesive applications used in roofing, The District's
12 CEQA staff calculated wery high risks to workers and community members based on a
cancer unit risk value OEHHA had developed earlier. The District argued that Personal
Protective Equipment (PPE) could be used to reduce the risk to workers but there was a
question as to the effectiveness of PPE and whether or not the District had the authority to
require it. The risks calculated by the CEQA staff also indicated the risk to surrounding
community members was very high and, in that case, PPE could not be used for mitigation.

To address the issue of exempt chemical toxicty, which had become an important policy
question, the District held a symposium in October of last year where experts provided
presentations on the topic. Virtually all the participants indicated that the best option for
reducing or eliminating the risk of a toxic chemical is to use a safe alternative and that PPE
should be used only as a last resort.

#579 Skyfine Drive
Los Angekes, CA S0046
Phone (323) 656-1121 Fax (323) 656-1122
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The District prepared white papers on various topics over the last several months, The VOC
white paper addressed the issue of exempt chemical toxicity and it stated that the District
would use the precautionary approach to exempting chemicals. The precautionary approach
mieans that chemicals should not be used unless it can be shown that they do not pose a
risk. When a chemical is exempted, its use is encouraged and, indeed, promoted. Based on
OEHHA's evaluation of toxicity for TBAC and the District's white paper position, TBAC should
not have an exemption in any District rule.

Because TBAC became so controversial and because it does pose a carcinogenic risk,
OEHHA conducted a further analysis to decide om a final proposed cancer wnit risk. In
OEHHA's earlier evaluation, the agency indicated that the cancer wnit risk factor was 4 ¥ 10-
7 per microgram per meter cubed. Dr. Quint, when she was Chief of HESIS, had calculated
a risk to workers using the OEHHA risk factor of 74,000 in a million at the current
Permissible Exposure Limit [PEL). OEHHA's new evaluation, which iz on their website, is
that the cancer unit risk factor is now higher, at 1.9 X 10-6 per microgram per meter cubed.
This translates into 3 worker risk of 330,000 in a million at the current PEL. Ancther way to
put the new unit risk factor in perspective is to note that it is almost twice the cancer unit
risk factor for methylene chloride which is a potent carcinogen.

Based on the revised OEHHA value for TBAC and the fact that the District is wsing a
precautionary approach, IRTA is requesting that the District remove the exemption for TBAC
in Rule 1113, Removing an exemption does not necessarily restrict a chemical. Rather it
simply removes the preference given it by reason of the exemption. Once the exemption is
remaoved, it is just considered to be a VOC like many other chemicals. Ower the next few
mionths, because of the risk posed by TBAC, the District should also consider covering it in a

toxics regulation so users would have to meet the significance level when they use it

In summary, then, IRTA opposes the exemption of AMP in Rule 1113 wnless or until DEHHA
indicates the chemical is definitively not a developmental toxin and does not lead to the
formation of nitrosamines, IRTA also reguests that the District remove the exemption in
Rule 1113 for TBAC in industrial maintenance coatings.

1 appredate the opportunity to comment on this important issue. If you have questions on
miy comments, please call me at (323) 656-1121.

Sincerely,

Katy Welf, Ph.D.
Director

cci Philip Fine, Jill Whynot

Response to comment 1-1

As mentioned in the staff report, the OEHHA analysis on AMP was released September 15, 2015. Based
on the RELSs, which are expected to be the final RELs unless further studies are conducted and submitted

for review, staff has removed the proposal to exempt AMP from the definition of a VOC.

Response to comment 1-2

OEHHA s still in the process of finalizing their analysis on tBAc. Until there is a final peer reviewed

analysis on tBAc, staff will not propose any changes to the current tBAc exemption.
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The following are comments from the Angus Chemical Company— Comment Letter #2.

H Comment Letter 82

CHEMICAL COMPANY
August 31, 2015

Ms, Heather Farr

Air Quality Specialist

South Coast Air Quality Management District
21865 Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, CA 91765

Subject: Comments on Draft Rule for 1113
Dear Ms. Farr,

ANGUS Chemical Company (ANGUS) supports the South Coast Air Quality Management
District's (SCAQMD) recent proposal to exempt 2-Amino-2-Methyl-1-Propanol (AMP) as a
volatile organic compound (VOC) accarding to Rule 1113 covering Architectural and Industrial
Maintenance (AIM) coatings.

ANGUS appreciates the opportunity to comment on the amendments to Rule 1113, The
following comments are specific to the VOC exemption for AMP.

As you are aware, AMP's use in AIM coatings is not a new application. AMP has been used for
decades without adverse health effects as a multifunctional additive in paints and coatings. Only \
recently have paint manufacturers moved away from AMP, due to AMP's classification as a

VOC. As stated during the public workshop, SCAQMD has |learned that paint manufacturers

prefer to use AMP over ammonia in many of their low to zero-VOC paints.

In the final ruling exempling AMP as a VOC, the U.S. EPA wrote that "AMP’s performance as a
multifunctional neutralizer, combined with its reduced ozone potential and favorable toxicity data,
makes this product a preferred one compared to more toxic chemicals usad for the same
purpose.”

The U.S. EPA agreed with the findings of Dr. Carter from the University of California, Riverside
who determined that AMP forms negligible to no tropospheric ozone, and that under certain
scenarios AMP can actually inhibit the formation of tropospheric ozone to a small degree. The
U.S. EPA also concluded that AMP has a low potential to contribute to global warming and AMP
will not deplete stratospheric ozone. As a result, exempting AMP as a VOC will assist SCAQMD
in meeting its clean air goals.

AMP is an established, widely studied compound which is typically used in concentrations at or

below cne percent of a total formulation. As a specialty amino alcohol, AMP cannot be used in

high concentrations in the manner associated with industrial solvents. In addition to AIM

coatings, it is used in personal care applications such as hair sprays, hair gels, semi-permanent J
and permanent hair colors as well as hand sanitizers, where it is valued for its buffering capacity

as well as its mildness. AMP also has FDA clearance to be used in adhesives for indirect food

contact (such as food packaging).

1500 E. Lake Cook Road, Buffalo Grove, IL 60089 USA WE MAKE THE BEST PERFORM BETTER. 3 angus.com
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ANGUS

CHEMICAL COMPANY

In summary, AMP provides paint manufacturers a safe alternative for improving the performance
of their low- to ~zerc-VOC paint formulations. In anticipation of a favorable assessment from the
Office of Environment Health Hazard Assessment in September, we support and look forward to
SCAQMD's recommendation and approval to exempt AMP as a VOC at its upcoming board
meeting currently scheduled for November,

Thank you for gthe p'po nity to provide comments. Please contact me at your convenience if
you have any/neg "fog/additional information

Sincerely,

Mike Lewis —~ ——————
Business Vice President
ANGUS Chemical Company
E mdlewss@angus.com

O +1 847 808 3435

M +1 847 828 5988

Response to comment 2

As mentioned in the staff report and in response to comment 1-1, based on the OEHHA analysis on AMP,
staff is no longer proposing to exempt AMP from the definition of a VOC due to toxicity concerns and
potential AMP exposure during painting.
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The following are comments from the Dunn-Edwards Corporation— Comment Letter #3.

L]

THE #1 CHOICE OF
PAINTING PRONFESSIOMNALS?

DUNN-EDWARDS CORPORATION
4885 East 5™ Placa, Los Angolas, CA S0068

Comment Letier #3

EMVIRTINMEMTAL AFFAIRS
Prona: (123) G205
Faoe (X} B26-2083

September 3, 2015

V1A EMAIL
hfarr@agmd.gov

Heather Farr

Air Quality Specialist
S0UTH COAST AQMD
21865 Copley Drive
Diamond Bar, CA 31765

RE: PROPOSED AMENMDED RULES 1113 & 314
Diear Ms. Farr:

Dunn-Edwards Corporation is a Californiz-based manufacturer and distributor of architectural
coatings, serving the Southwestern United States. Our Main Office, one of two factories, and
almost half of cur retail cutlets are located in the Sowth Coast Air Quality Management District
(SCAQMD), where we employ more than 300 people directly, and contribute indirectly to the
livelihoods of thousands more professional painting contractors and maintenance staff painters
throughout the region.

This letter iz a follow-up to the oral comments offered on behalf of Dunn-Edwards Conporation
at the Public Workshop on Proposed Amended Rules 1113 (Architectural Coatings) and 314
(Fees fior Architectural Coatings) on Wednesday, August 26, 2015 Comments are presented
here in order by rule section.

RULE 1113: ARCHITECTURAL COATINGS

(a) Applicability

We agree with the deletion of reference to averaging of coatings, since the Awveraging
Compliance Option is no longer operative in the rule. We notice, however, that the first

3 sentence of this paragraph, through an apparent mis-wording, inadvertently excludes from rule
applicability manufaciurers located owtside the District: “This rule is applicable to any person
who..manufactures any architectural coating in the District.._.” This can be remedied by moving
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Heather Farr
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the phrass “in the District” [or “within the District” to be consistent with the second half of the
sentence) as follows: “This rule is applicable to any person who supplies, sells, markets, offers
for sale, or manufactures any architectural coating that s intended to be field applisd to
stationary structures or their appurtenances within the District..." etc.

ib) Definitions

{21){c) GLAZES: While the definition is now accurate and acceptable, we think a mincr change in
the first sentence would make the intent clearer, as follows: “GLAZES are coatings formulated
and recommended to be used (or to be mixed with another coating) for:” etc.

(23] FLAT COATINGS: Unlike the definition of Monflat Coatings, this definition lacks specification
of the test method to be used for determination of gloss levels. We recommend including the
same language used in the Monflat Coatings definiticn, as follows: “FLAT COATINGS are coatings
that register a gloss of less than 1% on an 85-degres meter or less than 5 on a 80-degree meter
| according to ASTM Test Methed D 523 as specified in paragraph [2)(5)."

(81) WOOD COATINGS: In the interest of maintaining consistent definitions of catezories, which
we belisve promotes efficient compliance and enforcemeant, we suggest making this definition
functionally equivalent to the definition given this category when it was created in the ARB
2007 SCM, as follows: “WOOD COATINGS are film-forming coatings formulated and labeled for
application enly to wood substrates, including floors, decks, and porches. The Wood Coatings
category includes all lacguers, vamishes, and sanding sealers, whether clear, semi-transparent
or apaque. This category also includes penetrating oils, clear stains, wood conditioners for use
as undercoats, and wood sealers for use as topooats ™

The Draft 5taff Report indicates that the proposed definition was intended “to clearly indicate
that it only applies to Lacquer and Yamish topooats and not to undercoaters.” This seems to us
inappropriate, since Wood Coatings are typically applied as finishing systems that involve
multiple coats of multiple products. An opagque lacguer system applied to bare wood, for
example, requires an undercoater to penetrate and seal the wood before application of
topcoats. Options are limited; ideally, an opague lacquer undercoater would be used. Latex and
alkyd undercoaters are not compatible with lacquer topcoats. The only currently available
viable product would be pigmented shellac, which has much higher VOC content than the
opaque lacquer undercoater — the material VOC content of pigmented shellac is 4 to 5 times
greater than that of an opague lacguer undercoater.

{E2) WOOD CONDITIOMERS: This new definition includes the word “used” in a way that would
prevent any coating from being categorized as a Wood Conditioner before it is applied. A better
wording, consistent with other definiticns, would be: “WOOD CONMDMTIOMERS are coatings that
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Heather Farr
September 3, 2015

Page 3
35 are formulated and recommendad to prepare bare wood for staining, to provide uniform
Gamnt. penetration of stain.”

(c] Requirements

{2} No person within the District shall add colorant at the point of sale that is fisted in the Table
of Standards 2 and contains WOC in excess of the corresponding WO limit specified in the Table
of Standards 2 after the effective date specfied.

Because the effective date specified in Table of Standards 2 i= proposed 1o be deleted, the
35 above paragraph should delete reference to the effective date. Also, the wording of this
paragraph is somewhat awkward, making t vague and ambiguous as to what the colorant is
being added to, what is being sold, and what is listed in the Table of Standards 2. A simple
rewording would clarify this paragraph greatly, as follows:

{2] Mo person within the District shall, at the point of sale of any architectural coating subject to
paragraph [c}(1), add to such coating any colorant that is listed in the Table of Standards 2 and
coentains WOC in excess of the corresponding limit specified in the table.

TABLE OF STANDARDS 1

The table includes a proposed new VOU limit for Recyded Coatings, at 150 gfL to be effective
on January 1, 2016. We belisve this is inappropriate, and may be based on a misunderstanding
of the process by which Recycled Coatings are manufactured. The Draft 5taff Report indicates
that Recycled Coatings “are manufactured from locally available vnused paints.” This is not,
howeever, the case: unwanted leftover paints used by recyclers to make Recycled Coatings can
come from all over the Western United 3tates, or from even further away, and may be as much
s as 10 to 15 years old. All such usable coatings are blended together, with enby minor
adjustments to color, to make Recycled Coatimgs. These products are not “formulated” in the
same manner as virgin paints. Sorting by VOC content is not a feasible option because labels are
often obscured by paint drips, torn, or parhy missing. Also, such a sorting process would be too
time- and labor-intensive, and would make the price of Recycled Coatings too high for market
acceptance. This category should have been made exempt from Rule 1113 although recyclers
accepted the 250 g/L limit as equivalent tc exemption, since all latex coatings manufactured in
the past 20 years or more were at or generally below that level. We recommend leaving the
250 g/L limit in place.

(4] 52ll-Through Provision

Previously, this paragraph was amended to add certain recordkeeping requirements applicable
to those manufacturers who made use of the rule’s Averaging Compliance Option and its
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Heather Farr
September 3, 2015
Page 4

special Sell-Through Provision in Appendix A, Section (K). The portions of this added language
that make specific reference to the Averaging Compliance Option are now propoesed to be
deleted, leaving other portions intact. This would have the effect of imposing special
recordkeeping requirements on all manufacturers, not just those who made use of the
Averaging Compliance Option. This is burdensome and unnecessary, since adequate
recordkeeping requirements are already included in Rule 314 [Fees for Architectural Coatings).
We recommend deleting all of the language following the first sentence of this paragraph,
leaving the original Sal-Through Provizion, 35 follows: "Any coating that iz manufactured prior
to the effective date of the applicable limit specified in the Table of Standards 1, and that has a
VOC content above that limit {but not above the limit in effect on the date of manufactura),
may be sold, supplied, offered for sale, or applied for up to three years after the specfied
effective date.”

(d} Administrative Reguirements
Paragraphs (1) and {3} of this section are proposed to be amended to make containers of
colorants subject to requirements for displaying date of manufacture and VOC content. As a
practical matter, it appears that most colorant manufacturers are already doing 50. As a new
reguirements for any colorant manufacturer, however, we belizve it must include an effective
date such that the requirements apply only to coloramts manufactured on and after the
effective date. This is because, without that provision, it is not dear who would have
responsibility for relabeling containers of colorants, wherever they may be located: at the
manufacturer's warshouse, a distributor's warehouse, or numerous retail lecations. Restricting
the new reguirements to product manufactured on and after the effective date means that a
relatively short implementation pericd is possible, even as little as six months.

)

{1}: This paragraph should be reworded to include the effective date in sither one of two ways,
as follows:

“Containers for all coatings, and for colorants manufactured on znd after [effective date],

subject to this rule shall display the date of manufacture of the contents or & code indicating

the date of manufacture. The manufacturers of such coatings and colorants shall file with the
_ Executive Officer of the Air Resources Board an explanation of each code.”

OR

“Containers for all coeatings and colorants subject to this rule shall display the date of
manufacture of the contents or a code indicating the date of manufacture. The manufacturers
of such coatings and colorants shall file with the Executive Officer of the Air Resources Board an
explanation of each code. The provisions of this paragraph (d){1} shall not apply to any colorant
manufactured prior to [effective date] #
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Heather Farr
September 3, 2015
Page 5

{3]): This paragraph needs to have a new subparagraph (E) added, as follows: (E] For colorants
manufactured on and after [effective date], the VOC per liter of colorant {less water and
exempt compounds).

(f] Exemptions

{1} Small Container Exemption

{B): It seems that the exclusion of numerous categories of coatings that are acknowledged to
have made little, if any, use of the Small Container Exemption is an unnecessary complication to
the rule and accomplishes nothing of value. The Small Container Exemption remains a
neceszary “safety valve” in the rule, to allow for small guantities of specialty coatings for uses
that may not be anticipated.

[C): As we have discussed previously, Dunn-Edwards would be adversely impacted by deletion
of the Small Container Exemption for Bust Preventative Coatings, since it would cause the
shutdown of our Los Angeles Factory, which today manufactures only solventborme alkyd Rust
Preventative Coatings that are distributed primarily under the Small Contaimer Exemption in the
SCAOMD, owr major marketing region. This would result in the loss of high-paying union jobs,
while having no measurable impact on air quality.

Dunn-Edwards manufactures waterbome Rust Preventative Coatings at our factory in Arizona,
as well as the solventborne alkoyds in Los Angeles. The performance characteristics of
solventborne afkyd Rust Preventative Coatings cannet be fully duplicated in lower-WOC
waterbome alternatives at present. Solventborne alkyds have better penetration and adhesion
on lightly rusted substrates; require less surface preparation and priming; develop higher gloss
and harder finishes; and protect better because of supericr film build, flow and leveling.

Additionally, cur solventbome alkyds contain primarily low-reactivity mineral spirits [ARB
Hydrocarbon Bin 11, MIR value: 0.7) and therefore have little, if any, impact on czone
formation. if no longer available, we belisve that some portion of the solventborne alkyd Rust
Preventative Coatings would be replaced by aerosol Rust Preventative Coatings, whidh emit
more WO, and more reactive VOC, per unit of area coated.

For these reasons, among others, we reguest that the Small Container Exemption for Bust
Preventative Coatings be retained. We believe that off-setting emission reductioms might be
claimed in a variety of alternative ways, and we look forward to discussing these with you at
future meetings.
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Heather Farr

September 3, 2015
Page &

RULE 314: FEES FOR ARCHITECTURAL COATINGS

(gl ZHAMN): It is difficult to evaluate whether the proposed graduated fees are appropriately

“revenuse neutrzl” as intended, given the limited data available to us. Consequently, we request

certain data that were likely used in developing the proposed fees, specifically the following: (1)

total 2014 gallons reported under Rule 314; (2] total 2014 Annual JQuantity Fees paid; (3] a

13 breakdown of 2014 total gallons by WOC range as given in the Fee Rate table, including a further
breakdown of the first range into 0 to 5 g/L and =5 to 10 g/L; and the number of gallons that
would fall into the “above applicable VOC limit" category. In addition to the numeric data
requested, we would also like to know any assumptions that may have been relisd upon in
setting the proposed feas.

Thank you for your consideration of our comments. If you have any questions regarding this
etter or the suggested revisions, please feel free to call me at (323) 826-2663, or respond by
email to <robert.wendel @ dunnedwards. com>

Very truly yours,

DUNMN-EDWARDS CORPORATION

RWesndall

Robert Wendol
Director of Environmental Affairs

CC: David Darling, ACA

Response to comment 3-1

Staff concurs with this suggested rule change, but altered the suggested language slightly to address another
manufacturer’s concern about coatings sold at a retailer outside of the SCAQMD that, unbeknownst to the
retailers, is applied within the SCAQMD.

Response to comments 3-2, 3-3, 3-5, 3-6, 3-8, & 3-9
Staff concurs with these suggested rule changes.
Response to comment 3-4

Staff attempted to harmonize the definition of a wood coating in Rule 1113 with the definition in the SCM,
but the 2007 SCM definition of a wood coating is much more broad than the Rule 1113 clear wood finish
definition. The proposed amendment to the definition was to address the inconsistency of having white
pigmented Ltacquers as a subcategory of clear wood finishes, and not to expand the definition. The CARB
definition includes:
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e Penetrating oils and clear stains, which are categorized as stains in Rule 1113 with a VOC limit of
100 g/L or 250 g/L.

¢ Wood Conditioners, which are categorized as PSU in the current version of Rule 1113 (a separate
category is being proposed) with a VOC limit of 100 g/L.

e Undercoaters, which are categorized as PSUs with a VOC limit of 100 g/L.
The definition of Lacquer in Rule 1113 does not include Lacquer undercoaters. inregard-to-tacquer

undercoaters are shellacs_;—which-have-a-higher OCHmit—is not true. Switching-to—a-\Wwaterborne

Llacquer alternatives can be used and system would result in lower VOC emissions.

Response to comment 3-7

Staff worked with the local Rrecycled Ceoating manufacturers on the suggested change to the VOC limit
and there was a consensus that delaying the implementation date to January 1, 2019 would alleviate
concerns over the lower VOC limit. This time frame would also allow for the current labels on the
containers to be consumed to avoid re-labeling costs. Staff found that one major Rrecycled Ceoating
manufacturer already labels their products as less than 100 g/L, which is lower than the suggested VOC
limit. Further, Dr. Dane Jones of California Polytechnic University in San Luis Obispo, where numerous
architectural coatings are tested for the VOC content, stated that in the last four years they have tested over
250 Rrecycled Ceoatings and none were over 120 g/L, most were under 80 g/L. According to the Rule 314
data, the highest VOC reported for Rrecycled Ceoatings in 2014 was 130 g/L.

Response to comment 3-10

Staff agrees with the statement that clarification is needed on how to determine the VOC content for
colorants. Paragraph (d)(3) contains language for determining the VOC content of multi-component
coatings, concentrates, low solids coatings, etc. Staff included colorants in subparagraph (d)(3)(A) as the
metric for determining the VOC content of colorants is the same as for architectural coatings packaged in
a single container.

Response to comment 3-11

Staff is proposing to phase out the exemption for the SCE in part to prevent backsliding. During the rule
amendment process, industry argued that they should get SIP credit for market driven emissions reduction
as the current 2014 inventory (approximately 11 tpd) is below the inventory that was projected for 2014 in
the 2012 AQMP (12.2 tpd). The USEPA’s counterpoint to this argument is that industry could just
reformulate to the VOC limits at any time so the reductions that have been achieved are not permanent or
enforceable. By proposing to remove the exemption for coating categories that do not take advantage of
the ability to sell high-VOC coatings, staff is preventing backsliding. Industry’s argument that we should
retain the exemption in case there is a need in the future reinforces the position of the USEPA and
SCAQMD._If there is a need in the future, staff will consider potentially amending the rule.

Response to comment 3-12

In regard to the statement that the removal of the SCE for RPCs rust-preventative-coatings-will result in the
shutdown of Los Angeles plant. Based on the following statement from Dunn Edwards, they have more
than 120 stores and 80 dealers throughout the Southwest:
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“With more than 120 company stores in California, Arizona, Nevada, New Mexico and Texas, and
more than 80 authorized dealers throughout the Southwest, Dunn-Edwards is one of the nation’s
largest independent manufacturers and distributors of architectural, industrial and high
performance paints and paint supplies. Dunn-Edwards Paints international presence includes
authorized dealers in China, Guam, Lebanon, Lithuania, Mexico, Nigeria, Philippines, Saipan,
Singapore and South Korea. The company is dedicated to preserving and protecting the
environment, and produces its coatings in the world’s first and only LEED® Gold-certified
manufacturing plant. Based in Southern California, the company is composed of approximately
1,500 employees.”

According to the list of stores available from the Dunn Edward’s website, 58 out of 120 stores are located
in the SCAQMD. While the SCAQMD likely represents a significant market share for the company, this
is not the only location where their coatings are sold. Prior to the adoption of Rule 314, staff traditionally
estimated coating sales in the SCAQMD based on CARB surveys and based the sales volumes on
population. The sales in the SCAQMD were estimated to be approximately 45% of California sales. Dunn
Edwards also sells their products in Arizona, Nevada, New Mexico and Texas, as well as the countries
listed above. The loss of sales for the high-VOC RPCs rustpreventative-ceatings-in the SCAQMD cannet
would not be the sole cause of the closure of the Los Angeles manufacturing facility, since such coatings
would still be sold in many areas. Moreover, Dunn Edwards could convert its Los Angeles plant to
manufacturing compliant coatings.

In regard to the performance differences between solvent based and waterborne rust—preventative
coatingsRPCs, this issue was already addressed by the technology assessment conducted back in 2005 _by
UMR (Final Report “Architectural & Industrial Maintenance Coatings Technology Assessment.”,
2006). The overall results showed that for RPCs, the low-VOC products had superior dry time
characteristics, prohesion, and flash rusting. They were similar in terms of hide, taber abrasion, impact
resistance, and adhesion (Battele). These results were based on third party testing and resulted in the
SCAQMD Governing Board concluding that the 100 g/L VOC limit was technologically feasible in 2006.
Since that time, the technology has only improved and advanced. There is also an alternative to switching
to waterborne technology, which is exempt solvents. We have multiple statements by another major
manufacturer of high-VOC RPCs rust-preventative-coatings-that the exempt solvent formulation performs
just as well as their higher-VOC counterparts. In addition, we-have-statements from a smaller local
manufacturer, ef state their waterborne RPCsrustpreventative-coatings-those products perform just as well.
The MIR value of the exempt solvent formulation would be even lower than the current formulations and
this would eliminate any need to transition into aerosol products. Further, a switch to waterborne or exempt
solvent formulations would allow Dunn Edwards to retain manufacturing solvent based RPCs for sale in
the SCAQMD at their Los Angeles facility.

The following is an evaluation of the MIR of RPCs rust-preventative-coatings-with different VOC contents
that was conducted during the 2006 rule amendment:

VOC Regulatory Ranges (grams/liter)

0 51 101 151 201 251 301 351 401 451 501 551 601
50 100 150 200 250 300 350 400 450 500

550 600 650
RPC 0.04 0.11 0.14 0.22 1.25 1.36 0.41 0.64 0.42

The MIR values would be even lower if the RPCs rust-preventative-coatings-were formulated with exempt
solvents.
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Response to comment 3-13

Staff is no longer proposing to amend Rule 314 at this time.
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The following are comments from the Rust-Oleum Corporation— Comment Letter #4.

Comment Letter #4

Rust-Oleum Corporation ERUST-OLEUM

11 Haswthom Paway = Verngn Hill CORFaRATION

September 8, 2015

RE: SCAQMD Rule 1113/ Rule 314 Amendments; Rust-Cleum comments

Rust-Oleum appreciates the opportunity to submit written comments on the proposed
amendments to Rules 1113 and 314, We also appreciate the time staff has dedicated to
meeting with us regarding these amendments.

In a conversation with Heather Farr on %'3/2013, Rust-Oleum was told the draft Rule 314
41 will be revised to remove the $0.051, 0.061 and 0,071 fee tiers. This would leave a
maximum fee of $0.041per gallon for coatings that comply with their category VOC
limit. Rust-Cleumn supports this change and thanks staff for the consideration given to
comments made during the public workshop., Rust-Oleum does not oppose the proposed
fee of 30.41 per gallon for coatings sold over VOC limits. We feel this will incentivize
reformulation of products sold under the small container exemption to lower VOC where
feasible.

Rust-Cleum opposes the elimination of the small container exemption for st
preventative coatings from Rule 1113,

We do not believe this rule amendment is necessary. Staff has presented the amendments
a3 being necessary to achieve 2012 AQMP goals, However, curmrent VOC emission
reductions from architectural coatings already far exceed the 2-4 tons per day committed
to in the 2012 AQMP (preliminary 2014 Rule 314 data indicate a 9 tpd reduction over
2008 baseline). If historical trends continue, emissions will be even lower by the 2019
goal date. Staff acknowledges this, but states the amendments are intended to prevent
backsliding. However this argument lacks merit as, if coatings sales increase, YOO
emissions have the potential o increase no matter where VOC regulatory levels are set.
2 Staff has also stated the small container exemption elimination for rust preventative
coalings 15 necessary o prevent rule circumvention. Staff points o examples of paint
stores offering “Buy 3 get 1 free” deals for small containers and contractors buying many
amall containers and combining the contents in one large container, However, these
actions are in vielation of Rule 1113 as currently written.  Adequate wols are already at
the: District’s disposal to punish illegitimate use of small containers like these., The
conduct of these bad actors should not be wsed as an excuse to deprive those who need
small containers of coatings with unique properties access o these products.

The elimination of the small container exemption for rust preventative coatings will lead
manu facturers of these coatings, like Rust Oleum, with few options for compliance. The
District has pointed to waterbased alkyd enamel technology as a viable option for low

1o AP e
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Rust-Oleum Corporation B RUSTOLEUM
11 Hawthom Parkway = Varnon Hills, IL 60061 « B47 367-7 816 comFORATION

VOC rust preventative coatings, Rust-Oleum has obtained competitor’s products listed
by the district as examples of this technology — Vista's Protec 9900 and Dunn Edwards
W10 Syn Lusira. We tested these two alkyd enamel products against Rust-Oleum’s
Stops Rust product in a salt fog chamber. This is a standardized comosion test method,
used to check comosion resistance of surface coatings. These panels are normally tested
for 300 hours. The Dunn Edwards and Vista products had both rusted completely in
less than 92 hours and had to be removed from the test chamber. We have included
picnures of the Vista and Dunn Edwards salt fog panels after 92 hours in the chambcr
For contrast, we've also attached pictures of the Rust-Oleum Stops Rust panels after 3
hours in tie chamber.  The Stops Rust panels look far supenior to the Vista and Dunn
Edwards panels, even after running 3.5 times as long in the salt fog chamber. Currently
marketed waterbazed alkyd enamel products fail at the primary purpose of a rust
preventative coaling: préventing cormosion.

The preliminary draft staff report states “One factor suppressing the market share of
lower-VOC technology, is the availability of the older high-VOC technology at simular or
lower prives. Staff has received feedback from a manufacturer who has made the switch
to lower-YOC coatings, stating that if the SCE remains in place, they will go back to
reformulating the higher-VOC product because they are currently giving up market share
to their competitors. “Staff has presented data indicating low VOO and exempt, higher
VOC products are sold at approximately the same cost per gallan to consumers. The
cont reason lower VOO coatings are giving up market share is due i resulis like those seen in
our salt fog chamber testing: consumers are choosing higher VOC products because they
work better, not because they cost less,

If the small container exemption is eliminated for rust preventative coatings our only
option weuld be to reformulate these products with exempt solvents in order to provide
our customers the performance they expect from a Rust-Oleum Stops Rust paint. Given
the solverts currently exempted by the District for architectural coatings, we anticipate
the consumer would see the cost of one quart of our Stops Rust paint increase by nearly
100% in the South Coast By any measure, this would be a significant impact on Rust-
Oleum and the consumer living in the greater Los Angeles ares,

Although we do not feel further VOC reductichd from architecoural coatings are
necessary for the aforementioned reasons, iF Staff insists on rezlizing these reductions,
Rust-Oleum would be more in support of lowering the VOC limit for primers, sealers and
undercoaters to 50 g/L than the currently proposed small container exemption
eliminaticn. In the October 30, 2014 PARI 113 Waorking Group Meeting Slides, Staff
states that a reduction in the VOC limit for PSU to 30 g/l would result in a 0.57 ton per
day VIO reduction. This is virtually equivalent to the 0.63 tpd reduction that wounld he
realized fiom eliminating the small container exemption. This has the added benefit of
not forcing the elimination of the small container exemption for flats, non-flats and
industrial maintenance coatings to avoid manufacturer reclassiication. Rust-Oleum

1o BB e
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Rust-Oleum Corporation B RUSTOLEU
11 Hawihom Parsoway = Yemon Hills, IL 60061 = 847-367-7700 « Fax B47-616:2300 cnronavian

believes this compliance option was abandoned too early in the Working Group process
and would like to reopen this topic for discussion.

In conclusion, Rust-Oleum urges the district to continue to allow the use of low resctivity
solvents, such as the mineral spints commonly used in solventborne alkyds (ARB
Hydrocarbon Bin 11, MIR value: 0.7) in rust preventative coatings. To continue using
these solvents with low ozone forming potential, the small container exemption for st
preventalive coatings must be maintained. StafT is proposing a fee of $0.41 cents per
gallon for coatings sold over VIOU limits, which Rust-Oleum supports. This Fee will
naturally drive manufacturers using the small container exemption towards lower VOO
options as technology allows while not forcing them o market inferior coatings.

Thank vou for vour consideration of our comments. Please contact me with any questions
or concerns regarding the above position, or any other maftter related to Rules 1113 and

34,
Regards,

Mﬁ‘&%“- .—f(j./——-—-_-——-
MCEEJI Gaughun

Manager, US Regulatory
Rust-Oleurn Corporation

Staps Rust Glass White
334 Hours B117 5alt Fog
9/1/15

2 Coats
Scribed Unscribed Scribed Lnscribed
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Dunn Edwards W10 WB Syn-Lustro
92 Hours B117 Salt Fog

2 Coats
Scribed Unscribed Scribed Unscribed

Vista Protec 9900
92 Hours B117 Salt Fog

2 Coats
Scribed Unscribed Scribed Unscribed
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Response to comments 4-1

Staff appreciates Rust-Oleum’s support on the proposed fee changes in Rule 314 but is no longer proposing
a tiered sales fee.

Response to comments 4-2

Staff credits the strides the coatings industry has made in reducing VOC emission, including some above
and beyond the rule requirements. While staff acknowledges these trends and that the trends are
demonstrated in the Rule 314 Annual Quantity and Emissions Reports, these market driven reductions are
not permanent or enforceable. The industry makes that point when they argue against reducing the VOC
limits to reflect the currently available inventory (e.g. Rrecycled Ceoatings and building envelope coatings)
or phase out the SCE for categories not using the exemption. For emission reductions to be submitted for
SIP credit they need to be permanent and enforceable. During the 2012 AQMP, the SCAQMD committed
to achieving 2 — 4 tpd VOC reductions from architectural coatings. Staff is proposing to achieve
approximately 1 tpd from this amendment and find another 1 — 3 tpd from another VOC or Area Source
rule. The USEPA will not accept the currently achieved market driven reductions in place of enforceable
and permanent reductions.

In regard to the rule circumvention staff cited in the staff report, issues of end users taking advantage of the
SCE cannot be fully addressed through enforcement. The SCAQMD covers over 11,000 square miles with
countless jobsites and inspectors cannot be at every jOb site on any glven day When staff finds V|olat|ons
they issue violations, The

The manufacturers have multiple options for formulating compliant coatings, as can be demonstrated by
the quantity of compliant coatings already in the market place. Based on Rust-Oleum’s statements, their
exempt solvent based formulations perform just as well as their conventional high-VOC solvent based
coatings, the only drawback is the cost/loss of profits. Rust-Oleum’s claims regarding the low performance
of the waterborne alkyd enamel technology is also refuted by the manufacturers of waterborne products.
They acknowledge that more surface preparation is needed for the waterborne products, but question the
test protocol that was used for the Rust-Oleum cited testing, salt spray (ASTM B117 developed between

1910 — 1920 and standardized in 1939) versus cyclic prohesion (ASTM D5894 adopted in 1996 and revised
in 2005 and 2010). During the 2005 tFechnology aAssessment, the Technical AdvisoryAdvancement
Committee also agreed that cyclic prohesion and not salt spray testing was the most appropriate accelerated
test method to evaluate corrosion. The work was conducted at UMR, the lead professor on the project, Dr.
Michael R. Van De Mark, stated that at least since the 1990s, it has been known throughout the coatings
industry that salt spray results do not reflect real world results. The testing may be appropriate for marine
coatings, hence the higher VOC-limits allowed for marine coatings

Staff found a report from the manufacturer of the testing equipment (Prohesion Compared to Salt Spray
and Outdoors Cyclic Methods of Accelerated Corrosion Testing by N. D. Cremer, Managing Director - c.
& W. Specialist Equipment Ltd., Shropshire, England, presented at Federation of Societies for Coatings
Technology 1989 Paint Show;_http://www.g-lab.com/documents/public/dbdbd3fd-1e74-4749-9f3c-
f5de2f0f1035.pdf) that questions the validity of the salt spray test and how the results relate to real world
conditions:

“With the continual development of paint systems, there are many coatings available today which
are capable of standing the most severe of environments. However their performance is essentially
dependent on the adhesion of a primer to the base metal. Laboratory tests such as ASTM B117
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Salt Spray, Humidity and Sulphur Dioxide influence the development of coatings yet they still allow
coatings into the market place which then fail in practice. These accelerated tests consequently
bear little or no resemblance to natural weathering.

Foremost among these tests is the hot Salt Spray for example ASTM B117. This test method has
been and is still widely used and accepted as the definitive accelerated test to assess reliability.
However, it is in reality totally unrealistic, as the majority of products are not exposed to the
conditions of this test in their working environment.

When a chemist is looking at his results after Salt Spray testing, he often decides a coating with
good salt spray performance is accepted over a coating with poor salt spray performance.
Consequently if a coating passes its laboratory examination, then it is considered suitable and often
introduced to the market place.

If a coating fails its laboratory examination then it is discarded. With this philosophy a chemist
could have thrown away an ideal product for the natural world and a winner in the market place! ”

The paper states the salt spray test is useful for marine coatings but is now inappropriately used across the
board to predict long term weathering for many types of coatings. As early as 1962, it was observed that
coatings that performed excellently in outdoor environments tested poorly by salt spray. This lead to the
development of a cyclic test which allows for the wetting and drying of each test specimen to allow samples
the opportunity to absorb more water than in a continuous spray test. The conclusion of the paper is:

“Salt spray testing provides answers which are unrealistic in the natural world, yet Prohesion
provides realistic results which correlate with long term exterior exposure. These results also show
that with a change in raw material input, the long term performance of a coating can be effected
exactly opposite to what is predicted by salt spray testing. Results obtained from Prohesion testing
suggest that as an accelerated corrosion test method, it correlates with natural weathering
consequently providing realistic results.”

The following are some photographs from the paper cited above that demonstrate this point:

South Coast Air Quality Management District 63 February 2016



Final Staff Report Proposed Amended Rule 1113
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Vista’s Protec 9900 waterborne alkyd emulsion underwent prohesion testing (ATM D 5894) on steel panels
for 1,000 hours and found no corrosion (https://d1wg3emhathls.cloudfront.net/uploads/product/product pi

sheet/29/9900.pdf). Rust-Oleum does not list performance testing (prohesion or salt spray) for their Stops
Rust® brand, although, they do for their industrial tint based alkyd (which states it was formerly Stops
Rust® Tint Base High Gloss Finish):

CYCLIC PROHESION Rating 1-10 10=best
METHOD: ASTM D5894, 3 cycles, 1008 hours
RESULT: 10 per ASTM D714 for blistering
RESULT: 9 per ASTM D610 for rusting

There are no salt spray results. The technical datasheet (http://www.rustoleum.com/tds/2011990%20RO-
15.pdf) appears to be old, with a revision date of 05/04 but the results of the cyclic prohesion for the
waterborne Vista product appear almost exactly the same as the solvent based Stops Rust® product. In
addition, one of the low-VOC coatings that was tested in the 2005 tFechnology aAssessment was a Rust-
Oleum product, —aA near zero-VOC product from their Sierra Performance line. This coating demonstrated
superior performance to the high-VOC solvent based coatings. Again, the product datasheet does not list
salt spray results but does include the following prohesion results:

PROHESION (1 coat DTM)
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Rating 1-10 10=best

METHOD: ASTM D5894, 1,000 hours
RESULT: 10 per ASTM D714 for blistering
RESULT: 6 per ASTM D1654 for corrosion
RESULT: 10 per ASTM D610 for rusting

Based on the two results that are listed for both coatings (blistering and rusting), the Sierra product
outperformed the Stops Rust® coating. The Sierra product is currently being used successfully at several
local oil and gas facilities. Further, if the salt spray results were such a critical test for Rust-Oleum’s RPCs,
those results would be included in the technical datasheets.

Regarding the cost difference of using exempt compounds versus conventional solvents, this is not unique
to RPCs. There are manufacturers who serve as whistle blowers on their competitors who can distinguish
non-compliant gallons of concrete/masonry waterproofing sealers just based on the cost. If the cost is too
low and the product is not waterborne they call staff to notify which manufacturer is not producing
compliant products. They do this to help keep a level playing field. That is all that staff is trying to achieve
by phasing out the SCE, a leveling of the playing field. This is not a technology forcing change; compliant
high performing coatings already exist in the market place, with the biggest issue presented to staff as being
a loss of profit margin or potential high cost to the customer. This is a cost other manufacturers have already
had to bear. In addition, a switch to waterborne rustpreventative-coatingsRPCs would result in cost savings
and not an increased cost. Rust-Oleum’s own prohesion testing_using solvent borne coatings indicates
comparable performance to a competitor’s waterborne RPCrust-preventative-coating.

The indication that the change in formulation will result in a 100% increase in quart containers differs in
research staff has found. This manufacturer has an exempt solvent version of their product for several cents
less than the high-VOC product. Staff acknowledges exempt solvents or low-VOC replacement solvents
are more expensive than conventional solvents, but does not foresee a 100% increase.

Regarding the proposal to lower the VOC limit on the primer-sealer-undercoatercategory (PSU) category,
staff did not receive any support for this concept when it was initially introduced, including from Rust-

Oleum. The comment letter from the ACA states why lowering the VOC for PSUs is problematic. Of all
the original proposals, the one which staff received the most negative feedback from industry was lowering
the VOC limit on PSUs, because extensive reformulations would be required and industry felt the
performance would be compromised.- In order to reduce this limit, staff would have to break out multiple
specialty categories, or the high-VOC niche products would otherwise be driven to the SCE. The PSU
category encompasses multiple types of products and the only category that could easily be reduced would
be drywall Pprimers, and they are already below 50 g/L, so no reductions would be achieved. Staff still
believes-that reducing the VOC limits for large volume categories (Fflat, Npronflat, & PSU) is feasible, but
has changed direction during this rule amendment due to the overwhelmingly negative response from
industry as a whole. This is a concept staff may return to in the future as the technology continues to
advance.

Response to the attached pictures

The pictures represent the performance of the coatings exposed to salt spray, which staff illustrated in
response to comment 4-2 is not the appropriate test for corrosion of architectural coatings. That test is more
appropriate for marine coatings, where the SCAQMD allows for higher VOC limits. In addition, this is not
third party testing. The effect of surface preparation and film thickness is critical for the performance of
coatings. All of the coatings performed significantly better with the application of two coats, but none of
the product datasheets explicitly recommend or require two coats for proper protection._ Moreover the
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pictures show that the application of two coats of a waterborne coating displayed similar results under the
salt spray test and will yield less emissions than using a solvent based product. This is an indication
corrosion protection is not the primary purpose of these coatings. Unlike industrial maintenance products,
where application instructions are explicit in order for the coatings to perform as intended, RPCs rust
preventative-coatings-are used for a wide variety of applications, not all of which require superior corrosion
protection. Again, based on the prohesion results found in the product datasheets, the protection offered
from the waterborne alkyd offered by Vista and Rust-Oleum’s waterborne acrylic outperform the Stops
Rust® product.
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The following are comments from the North American Polymer Company, LTD. — Comment
Letter #5.

Comment Letier #5

PTr-NaAPCD

- NORTH AMERICAN POLYMER COMPANY, LTD.

September 8, 2015

Ms, Heather Farr (HFarr{@aqmd.gov)

Office of Planning, Rule Development, and Area Sources
South Coast Air Quality Management District

21865 Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, CA 91765

RE: Proposed SCAQMD Rule 1113 Amendments; Tub and Tile Refinish Coatings

Dear Ms. Farr:

North American Polymer Company, Ltd. (NAPCO) recommends the District retain the Small Container
Exemption (SCE) for the Tub and Tile Refinish category since we are struggling with the proposed 420 g/l
limit, While we had hoped to have products to meet the 420 g/l limit, we have not been able to get there. While
other California Air Districts have adopted the 420 g/l — the critical difference is that other CA Districts have
the SCE as a fall back, and many have exempted TBAC. NAPCO recommends retaining the Small Container
Exemption for the Tub and Tile Refinish category.

in addition, if over our objection the District does eliminate the Small Container Exemption for Tub and Tile
Refinish coatings, a longer compliance date would be needed, since the proposed compliance date of 1/1/2016
is too early, we recommend the 1/1/2019 compliance date (same date as the Flat, Nonflat, Rust Preventatives
and Industrial Maintenance categories),

Since the Tub and Tile Refinish category it is & small volume category with limited emissions, this change will
have little if any impact on VOC emissions in the District,

Steve Coven /

President
NAPCO LTD

scovenf@napeoltd.com
Office: (8D0) 888-1081
Cell:  (847) 274-8887

7315 Hamlin Avenue - Skokie, IL 60076-3902 - Phone (847) 7796464 - Toll Free: (800) 388-1081
Fax (847) 779-6465 - www.napcoltd.com
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Response to comment letter 5

Twenty percent of tub and tile coatings sold in the SCAQMD are compliant with the 420 g/L VOC limit.
Staff acknowledges that the VOC reductions are small and has agreed to shift the phase in date from
01/01/2016 to 01/01/2018.
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The following are comments from the Tnemec Company Inc. — Comment Letter #6.

G-1

Comment Letter #6

September 3, 2015

Mz. Heather Farr

Dffice of Plannins, Fule Development, and Area Sources
South Coast Air Cruality Mamagement District

21265 Copely Dnve

Diamond Bar, CA 01763

RE: Comment: for Proposed Amendments to SCAQMD Eule 1113 and Bule 314

Dhear Ms. Farr.

Thank vou for the opportunity to provide comments on the PAE Enle 1113, Tneme:
Company recognizes the need for emvironmental stewardship and VOC regulations m
California. We sopport VOO limits for architectural and industrial maimtenance
coatings based on technically feasible field proven coatings technology. We offer the
followinz comments regarding the propesals for revisions to Fale 1113:

Rule Changes Are Not Needed

The cost of comphance with VOC regulations 1s extremely high and this 1 especially
true for small and mud-sized compames. The district has =1u‘passed the hmit on both
techmical feasibibity and VOC reduction potential Gomg after extremely small
reductions measured mn Ibs. per day 15 not cost effecave and only leads to stiflmg
economuc growth, The fact that the rule 314 data shows that the emissions are lower
than expected and that the district 5 meeting the 2019 air quality management plan
targets must be considered. This data demonstrates that addinional VOC reductions are
not nesded at this time. The district should look 10 other mndustries for additional
redncions.

Smwall Container Exempion

The small contaiver exemption 15 aitical for field touch-up of shop applied I
costings. Many bulding constmuction products are fully coated in a shop enviromment
and then put together in the field. This can encompass preducts such as windew and
door frames, metal hand rails, hizht peles and numerows other metal parts and products.
The ceatings are touched up from damage that may have occurred dunng the
mstallation precess. Teuching up with a different product will lead to sizmificant
performance and appearance problems. At 20 Ibs. per day the elinination or restriction
of the IM ezemption i3 not justified.
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PAR Rule 1113 and PAR Rule 314 Commenrs Pape ol 3
£872015

We appreciate staff s recognition that field touch-up of shop applied coatings 15 a

entical piece for the quart exemption by addmg the lansuage to allow for these

applications. This was part of the onginal intent of this exemption and 1t 1s still valid
6-2 today. Whle this addresses our pnmary concem we don't feel 1t is necessary change
cont. m;rﬂ:imgmthmgardstu the quart exemption for IM coatmgs.

The assumption that nust preventative coatings will be relabeled as industnal
maintenance coatmgs 1s not proven and adding resinchons to the IM quart exemphon
only adds complexityto an already difficult rule. Thus complexity will lead to
confusion for people mying to understand the rule requirements.

TBAc Exempiion

The exemption for TBAc (tertiary butyl acetate) is needed to comply with the stnngent
100 gL VOC hmut for mdustrial mamtenance coatings. There are very few products
that can comply with a 100 g/ without the use of exempt solvents and the ones that do
comply have severe limitations with regards fo application properties and require
expensive complex equpment. In addition there are certain types of coatings that
cannot be made to comply with these stnngent requirements without exempt solvents.
The distnict should fully exempt TBAc from the defimtion of VOC to be consistent
with the EPA list of exempt compounds.

We support using chemicals in a manner that protects buman health and the
environment. Many of the nsks of exempt solvents are no different than the nsks with
existing solvents which are being effectively managed with both engineenng controls
and'or PPE. The assessment that was done previously determined that TBAc can be
6-3 | safely used for industrial maintenance coatings. Removal of the exemption should only
be done after a peer reviewed nisk assessment 15 conducted based on all available
scientific data using reasonable risk factors and conclusions are made that it 15 unsafe
for use m mdustrial mantenance coatings

The assertion that PPE 1s not effective at preventing worker exposure is unfounded.
While we do recogmuze that engineening controls are the preferred method for
protection 1t has been recogmized by the Occupational Safety and Health
Admunistration (OSHA) that PPE is an effective means for preventing worker exposure.
The same PPE that 15 used to effectively manage exposure to TBAc 13 being used to
manage exposure fo other solvents and chemicals cumrently being used m pamnt
formulations. In addition, worker exposure 1s outside the scope of the SCAQMD and 1s
a responsibibity of OSHA.
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Tonemes Company, Inc.
FAF Eale 1113 and PAR Role 314 Comments Pageiei3
28013

BEule 314 Fees

B Increasing fees is not a good choice mn the current economic climate. The California
coatings market 15 already bemg stifled by the current fees and taxes bemg imposed and
the market cannot support any additional mcreases. Addibonal fees will only serve to
shnnk economuc growth of an already mature market.

The proposal to shift the fees in a revenue neutral manner 13 not something we would
necessarly be opposed. There needs to be transparency as to how this “neutrality™ was
determuined The data and calculations should be made publically available and ample
time should be allowed for public review and comment before these changes are

adopted.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. Please feel free to contact me if
| you have any questions or if you need any additional mformation.

Regards,

Tnemec Company, Inc.

Evle P. Frakes
Manager Environmental, Health, and Safety
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Response to comment 6-1

The Rule 314 data demonstrates there are more than sufficient technically feasible, commercially available,
low-VOC products in the market place to justify VOC reductions. The changes being proposed are not
technology forcing changes; the change to the SCE will result in making the manufacturers comply with
VOC limits established and proven to be technically feasible back in 2006.

Staff does look to other industries for VOC reductions, but committed in CTS-01 from the 2012 AQMP to
achieve 2 — 4 tpd reductions from architectural coatings. Staff acknowledges the current VOC inventory is
lower than projected in 2012, but cannot submit the market driven reductions for SIP credit as explained in
response to comment 4-2_because they are not permanent, enforceable, or accepted by the USEPA. The
proposed amendments are narrow in nature and isare more cost effective than previous amendments. The
2012 CTS-01 included other areas to consider, but we are not including these changes because of the high
cost associated with thisthem. This proposed amendment will achieve around 1 tpd, and staff is committed
to look into other industries to achieve the other 1 — 3 tpd.

Response to comment 6-2

As stated in the staff report, the proposal to eliminate the SCE from IMCs was included to prevent RPCs
from simply being re-categorized as IMCs. Staff has seen this type of creative marketing many times in
the past. Staff worked with industry to alleviate the concerns of restricting the SCE by creating a higher
VOC category for color indicating safety coatings and allowing the continued sale of one liter containers
for touch up for IMCs. Based on industry feedback, staff allowed the continued use of the one liter
exemption with restrictions that these coatings can only be used for touch up and not be sold at retail outlets
to accommodate the larger touch up projects encountered in some industrial settings. Most IMCs are not
sold at the retail level, so this should not be a significant burden. Also, an end user attempting to touch up
a factory applied coating on a component being installed in an industrial setting is not likely to be going to
their local paint store to find the coating. The end user would have to contact the shop that coated the part
to determine what coating was originally used. That product is not likely available at the local paint store.
The amendment is not intended to restrict touch up for IMC.

Response to comment 6-3

As stated in response to comment 1-2, staff is not proposing changes to the tBAc exemption until OEHHA’s
final peer reviewed assessment has been released. At that time, it is expected the latest CARB architectural
coatings survey should be available which will indicate how much tBAc is currently being used in IMCs.

Response to comment 6-4

Staff is no longer proposing a tiered sales fee in Rule 314.
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The following are comments from the American Coatings Association. — Comment Letter #7.

]

*e® AmericanCoatings
°e ASSOCIATION®
[

Comment Letter #7
September 9, 2015

M-=. Heather Farr

Office of Plannng, Bule Development, and Area Sources
South Coast A Cuality Management Distrct

21885 Copley Dnive

Diamond Bar, CA 91763

EE: SCAQAD Eule 1113/Fule 314 Amendments: ACA Comiments

Dear Ms. Famr:

The Amencan Coatings Associaton (ACA) would hike to provide the following comments on
the 155ues discussed at the August 26, 2015 South Coast Aw Cluality Management Dhstrct
(SCAQMD or the Distnet) Bule 1113/ Rule 314 meeting, and VOC Workgroup meeting. We also
incorporate by reference previously submitted ACA comments on Rule 1113/Fule 314

A. There iz No Justification for Sweeping Changes to Rule 1113 Since the District has
Already Met itz 2012 AQMP Commitmment: for the Architectural Coatings Source
Category

There 15 mo justification for further regulatory action to reduce VOCs from AIM coatings smnce
the Dhstnet and mdustry have already met and excesdsd the mventory goals of 2-4 tons per day
({tpd) for this sowce category from a VOC inventory perspective. There 15 a clear downward
trend m VO emizsions from this sowrce category. Notably, VOCs from archafectural coatings m
the South Coast A Basin have decreased by over 75% over the course of the last decade from
2002 to 2013.2

Past SCAQMD estimates have regularly estimated shght mereases in emissions while actual
VOC numbers have continwed to tumble az Rule 314 data comes ouf each year. The prelimumary
-1 2014 Eule 314 data mdicates that the 2014 ATM coatings mmventory 15 nearly five tpd lower than
the 2012 AQMP estimate for 2014: approsumately 10 tpd instead of the estimated 155 tpd.* In
fact, the 2014 Bule 314 data demonstrates that the Distriet has already aclueved, and well
excesded, the CTS-01 2019 targets of 12.2-14.2 tpd by over 2 tpd for the sowrce category. Given
thaz, there 1= no basis for further VOUC reduchions, and the Distriet should consider other
approaches to reduce VOCs from archifectural coatings whle also looking to other source
categones. We wealcome the opporfunity to work with the Distnet to consider other options and
novel approaches.

=1

' ACA’s previows comrment ketters are dated: July &, 2015; April 30, 2015; Manch 10, 2015; and JTamary 20, 2015.
* The South Coast Ar Cruality Management Distmict 2007 Air Qualiry Management Plan, Appendiz IT; SCAQMD
Siaff Presentation. Angzust 24, 2015,

TECAQMD Sfaff Presentation, Augist 26, 2015

1500 RHODE ISLAND AVENUE K. * WASHINGTOM, OC 20005 * T 202.462.6272 + F 202462 8549 * www.paint.org
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ACA Comments on SCAQMD Rule 1113 & Fule 314 Amendments September 9, 2015

B. The Dastrict is Correctly Betaining the VO Limits for Flats, Nonflats, and Primer
Sealer Undercoaters Since Lowering the Limits 13 Not Techmically Feazible

We strongly support SCAQMD s decinon to retam the corrent VIO hmuts for Flats, Monflats,
amd Primser Sealer Undercoaters (PSU7) since the Dhstniet has determamed that lower VOC linuts
for these categones are not technecally feasible. Curently, mamufacturers are making Zero-VOL
wnferior Flat and Non-Flat latex products. It 15 the Extennor Flat, Extenor Mon-Flat and the entire
Primer Sealer Undercoater categones where it would be techmeally mfieazible to lower the VOIC
content lomats to 25 21 because of performance 1ssues. SCAQMD would need to look at the
sales weighted averages as well, in addinon to the techmical performance 15sues, to determine if a
category could be lowered. As the Distnet nghtly concludes. lowenng the imits for these
categones would compromise performance for a range of applhicatons and effectively elominate
the use of certain coatings technologres within these categones without an adequate substitate.

=
(]

Flat, Nonflat, and P5Us are designed for a range of unportant fimetions, from pammtng interior
walls to application on a vanety or substrates under different exposure condifions. Higher VOO
P5Us, for example, are necessary for specific applications on wood, metal. masomry and concrete
filt-up. Also, Pnmers perform sigmufecantly better at higher-VOC levels as concrete block fillers,
thun-film elastomenc pnmers, and higher performing mula-purpose prianers that are used on
vanows substates inchiding metal. For these reasons, we support the Distnct’s conclusion.

' . The Proposed Bule 314 Amended Fee Structure Will Further Encourage Lower-
VOO Coatings and Yield Sigmaficant VOC Emizzions Reduc tions

The amended Rule 314 foe structure concept 15 designed to encourage Lower- VO products
without the need to lower the VOC limats for Flats, Nonflats, and P5U #o 25 g1 or elimunate the
small container exemption for any categones. The amended fee structure provides coatmes
mznufacturers with formulation fexsbality while creating powerful market meentives to finther
reduce the VOC content of products simalar to the U5, Envronmental Protection Agency’s
(EPA) Mational ATW Fule. Like the fee in the MNational AIM Fule, the 314 Eule fee 15 a market-
based option that incentivizes manufacturers to formulate lower-VOC products to reduce 1ts fee
burden since manufacturers pay maore for hngher-VOC produets. ACA confinues to behieve that
the SCAQMD can take credit for the siznificant reductions achieved through the Dhstmet’s
incentive fee program.

7-3

We are aware that the Distct 15 now considenng a modification to the proposed fee structure
cuthnoed m the August 2015 Draft Staff Feport. As we understand 1t, the new proposed stucthare
wonld mpose 2 uniform fee on all coatngs that comply with the Table of Standards wath two
caveats: The Dhsiniet would impose an mereased fee on products sold under the small container
exemption, and would reduce the fees on super-comphant products. ACA believes this proposal.
if structured appropnately, would still serve the goal of meentriming lower-VOC products while
ensunng the fees do not disproporiionately 1mpact manufacturers that sell products 1n
compliance with the Table of Standards.

k-
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ACA Comments on SCAQMD Eule 1113 & Fule 314 Amendments September @, 2013

7-3 Lastly, we appreciate that the District has confirmed that the fees collected under the restructured
cont. program as a whole will remain revenus neutral under the new approach. We azk that the Dhsinct
provide supporing data based on 2013 and 2014 Eule 314 reporting.

D, The Small Container Exemption 13 a Critical Compliance Opton and the District
Should Retain it for all Catezories

ACA strongly believes the District should retain the cunrrent small container exemption as a
compliance option for Flats, Nonflats, Industnial Maintenance (IM) Coatings, and Foust
Preventative Coatings. ACA also believes thers 15 no justiification for elmminahng the zmall
container exemption for the 11 other categones ated o the Proposed Amended Eule 1113,
especially the Tub and Tile category. The small container category would not be necessary for
these newly created categones in the SCAQMD 1f the lmuats for these categones 1s set based on
the current range of product VOCs, However, the small contammer exemption 15 the only
remammng alternative compliance option, or safety valve, m Rule 1113, and confinues to be a
crtical for the paint and coatings dustry. ACA recommends that the Dhstnct refrain from
considermng any effort to eliminate the small container exemption until afier the revised Fule 314
fees have been immplemented smee the volume of products sold under the small contaimer
exemption will hkely decrease due to the meoreased fees affecting both manufacturers and

COMNSUNNETS,

There 15 no bazis for elmunatng the small container exemphon, The 2014 AV VO mventory
mdicates that the goals of the 2012 AQMP CT5-01 have already been achieved by 3 sipmificant
margin, and the proposed fee restructurmg will further incentivize lower-VOC products so

74 | manufacturers can avoid higher faes. In addition, the District historically examined whether the
category had an “exponential increase 1o sales™ to determine whether to eliminate a category
from the small contamer exemphtion. To the contrary, sales of Flats, Nonflats, IM and Fust
Preventative coatings have been flat or decreasmg over time, so 1t does not meet thas criteron.

The Distnet’s concerns over alleged mile circumvention and noncompliance are unfounded, and
do not qushfy the ehimunation of the small contamer exemphon for any coatings categones either.
Hearly all of the cited meidents m the Staff presentations and 5taff Report reflect erther blatant
violations of Fule 11132 or could easily be addressed through modification of the rule language.
Mone of these examples would be addressed by elimunating the small contamer exempton, and
noncompliznce could continuwe to ocowr regardless. These problems can only be addressed
through targeted enforcement and complhance efforts, and with minor amendments to the rule
language where necessary. As previcusly mentioned, ACA welcomes the opportumity to work
with the Dhstrict to shore up Enle 1113 to prevent true crcumwention. As per previous ACA
comments, addittonal changes could be made to Bule 1113 to address potential noncompliance
mnchiding:

* Resticting anv type of marketing or price discounts and grouping for small contaimer
sales, meluding buy three get one free deals, rebates, ete.

*  Prolbiting retailers from selling empty prelabeled small container cans, or labels for
small contaimers.
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*  FErnouwnng that Bust Preventative Coatings are properly labeled “For Matal Substrates
Only” and enforcement 1n simations where these products are muzapphed.

Lastly, as the District ratcheted down the VOC limits in Fule 1113 in the past, the District has
defended lower-VOC limats by arguing that manufacturers can always use the small container
exemption as an alternative option. This proposal mms counter to the Dhistnet’s histoneal
posifion. If the Distriet ehiminates or s the small container exemption as proposed,
compamas will be forced to comply with any new hmit mm a fomure amendment. This 1=
problematic, and ACA believes the Dhstmet must consider the lack of any real alternatives dunng
future mlemakmgs, and provide addifional options such as higher-VOC hmits and extended
compliance dates.

We provide the following additional comment= with respect to the small contamer exemphon for
mdividual coatings categories:

1. Flat Coahnes

We urge the dustrict to retam the small contamer exemption for flat coatings since the emussions
reductions resuling from this change would be neghgible (estmated 0.002 tpd or 4 pounds per
dav), and do not jushfy reducing necessary flexmbility m Eule 1113,

_ 2. Hom Flat Coatings

ACA urges the District to establish 3 “Thoor, Trim and Cabmet” category o that these products
may contirme to be sold via the small contamer exemption, smes these igher-VOUC product=
provide greater durability and wear resistance for doors, tnim, and cabmets. These same
charactenshes are not available m lower-VOC products. Further, the emmszions reduchons
resuling from thiz change would be small (an estmated .15 tpd), and do not justfy the
sliminztion of the small contamer ophion for Nonflat Coatmps.

—— 3. Industrial Maintenance Coatings

ACA opposes the elimination of the small container exempiion for IM coating. The emissions
reductions resuling from the elbination of the small container exemphon for IM coatings
would be neghzible (an estmated (.01 tpd or 20 pounds per day), and do not justify reducmg
flexibibty m Fule 1113, Whils we oppose the modification of the small container exemption for
IM coating=, we appreciate that the Distnet 15 retaining the one liter touch-up opton. This ophon
15 useful for IM coatings mtended for touch-up of bulding constuction products that are
damaped dunng shipment. However, ACA recommends that the Distriet elanfy that M and Zine
Fach Primers may be sold at retail outlet 1f thev are resincted to belund the counfer or back room
sales, as cuwrrent pobicy dictates.

4. Rust Preventatives

The small container exemption remains a crtcal comphance option for Eust Preventative
Coatings, and we urge the Dhisinet to retain this safety valve. Higher-VOC Eust Preventatives
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ACA Comments on SCAQMD Rule 1113 & Rule 314 Amendment= September 9, 2015

protect substrates better than lower-VOC products. They require less surface preparation, and do
not requure a primer, which eliminates the need for 2 second applhicanon. Conswmers demand
traditional coatings formulatons that are quck-drang and have high-performance coatings
attributes that prowide supenor flow, leveling, and appearance. Lower-WVOC products dry slower,
and wltumately, 1t takes longer before the object can be retwned to sernce. Please refer to ACA s
Apnl 30, 20135 comments outhmng addiional concerns.

From a techmical standpoint, the Dhstiet should not compare certain IM, Direct-to-Idetal, and
water-bazaed alkyds with Rust Preventatives. ACA 1= concerned that Staff considers IM, Dhvect-
to-metal, and water-based “alkyd” products Bust Preventatives Coatngs. Eust Preventative
Coatngs have unique corrosion inlibiton and mist preventative propertes that distingmsh them
from other products. In addinon, IM, water-based alkyds, and dwect-to-metal products requre
swrface preparation and applhication of a primer coat, and tend to cause flash rushng.

ACA supports the comments provided by Eust Oleuwm at the Augunst 26, 2015 Pubhe Workshop,
and subsequent written comments. Here 12 2 summary of the comments: The Dhstnet has pointed
to water-based alkyvd enamel technology as a viable option for low-VOC mst preventatrve
coatngs. Rust Olenm obtained and tested products pven by the Distniet as examples of this
technology, and found that these products fail after one freeze thaw cvels, whereas other Eust
Preventatives, which relv on muineral spants as a solvent and are sold under the small container
exemption pass 10 freeze thaw cyeles. Crher water-based alkvd enamel products performed
pootly in standardized corrosion tests for swface coatings compared to conventional solvent-
based Eust Preventatve technologies.

The Dhztnet has noted some banefits of low-VOC Eust Preventative coatings, meluding better
zloss retention, durzbility, dry fime and prohesion and reduced chalking and vellowing, but
provided no evidence to support these clapms, and did not claim that low-VOC coatngs provide
superior corosion protection, which 15 the central fimetion of Eust Preventatives,

Thers were several problems 1dentified with the SCAQMD Eust Preventative Technology
Azseszment work completed a number of vears ago, and referenced on page 22 of the Staff
Feport. Furst, the products selected mav not be representatrve “Rust Preventatives ™ In addrhon,
“mist prevention” was not acially tested, and the “Flazh Ensting™ results were not meluded m
the report. Thiz Azsessment should mot form the basis for eliminzting the small container
exemption for Rust Preventative Coatings. For these reasons, we do not belisve the Dhstrict
chould elpmmate the small container exemption for Fust Preventatrve Coatings.

3. Tub and Tile Coatings

ACA strongly recommends that the Dhstnet refain the small contamer exemption for the Tub and
Tile Refimsh category since the industry 15 stmgglmg to meet the 420 21 bt Whale the
mdusty 15 strving to develop products to meet the 420 21 livat, 1t appears that marmfacturers
have not been able to achieve this it to date. Whle other Cahfomia awr districts have adopted
the 420 21, manufacturers can still rely on the small contamer exemphon as a fallback m those
Jurisdictions. It is also mmaportant to note that the Tub and Tile Eefimish category 1= 3 small
volume category with hmated ennz=ions.
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ACA Comments on SCAQMD Bule 1113 & Fule 314 Amendments September 9, 2015

6. Addifional Catesories

The Distict has not provided an adequate justification for eliminating the small container
exemption for these addihonal catepones since manufachwers do not utihze the exemphion for
these categones, and no emuszion reductions will result from this change. In addihon, while the
5CE has not been utilized for these categones in the past, manufachurers mayv look to the small
container ophon to sobve a pew 155ue in the field in the future. Further, 1f for example a company
mizkeas a technology breakthrough but the product does not mest the catepory hmit, these
technologieally superior products could not make it to the marketplace.

Further, 1f the 11 addihonal categones cannot be zold via the small container exemption,
companies will likely need to review and change thew labels and product literature to enzure
ther products are m conformance with the appropriate defimtions. Compames will need more
than two meonths to complete this review and make potential label changes. ACA suggests
mchiding a January 1, 2017 compliance date to minimize the burden on marmfacturers.

The Dhstiet should also consider the ozone potentizl of vanous categories based on the MIK
value of each of the solvents used in coatings. All VIOCs are not created equal and do not have
the zame ozone potential.

—  E. Colorant Labeling

ACA =upggests the Distnict melude a Tanuary 1, 2017 implementzation date for labeling colorants
to nunimwze the burden and cost of thes change. Manufacturers need fime to change labels fo
mchide the VOO content and date code, and elear all products that are not properly labeled from
the distnbution pipeline. Thiz abrapt change wll alzo mereass fuel usage by forcmg
manufacturers to collect unlabeled products, and will merease the generation of solid waste if
companies are forced to dispose of unlabeled, half-empty products. The District bas historically
allowed additional time for label changes m past rule amendments, and we wge the Thstnet to do
the same with colorants.

ACA recommends exther:

“Contamers for all coatings, and for colorants manufactured on and after Januaryl, 2017,
subject to this rmle shall display the date of manufacture of the contents or a code indicating the
date of manufacture. The mamifacturars of such coatmes and colorants shall fils with the
Executive Officer of the Aw Besources Board an explanation of each code™

QR

“Contamers for all coatings and colorants subject to this mle shall display the date of
manufacture of the contents or a code indicating the date of manufacture. The manufacturers of
such coatmgs and colorants shall fils with the Execwtrve Officer of the A Resouwrees Board an
explananon of each code. The provisions of this parazraph (dj(l) shall not applr to any

colorant manufactured prior to January 1, 20177
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ACA Comments on SCAQMD Eule 1113 & Bule 314 Amendments September 9, 2015

Alzo a new subparagraph (E) 15 needed, a5 follows: (E) For colorants manufactured on and
after [effective date]. the VOC per liter of colorant (less water and exempt compounds),

F. Recveled Coatings

The Distnet should not lower the VO Lot for Recyeled CIJEtIII.g'.'-. to 130 g1 since thas wnll
increase the cost of recyclmg, and reduce the use ufrem’n:!ed coatings. The 150 g1 bt wall
force recyelers to perform addifional VO datermminafions and spend more tune separating
I:ughp_fr VO products. The lower hmat wall also force recyelers to dispose of more products,
mtre»a_mmg waste disposal costs. In hom, the PamtCare program wall meur higher costs, resulting
in inerezsed costs to manufacturers and consumers. Given these concerns, ACA belisve the
Dhstnet should retain the cwrent lnmit for recveled coatings.

&, Building Envelope Coatings

ACA does not support lowening the Bumlding Envelope Coating VOO limit to 50 g1 at this tme
Building Envelope Coatings represent a new category, and the Califorma Aw Resources Board
and SCAQMD have not vet gathered accurale sales data on these products. We suggest that the
Dhstriet use the next few vears to gather accrrate data, and then determine whether to reduce the
VOO houts on thas category. This 15 especially mportant considenng the considerzble cost of
testing Building Envelope Coatings such as uir bamiers. In addifion to reformmlation,
manufacturers would be forced to retest eack product zccording to the three test methods in the
category deflmition at a cost of approximately 530,000-40,000 per product.

— H. Exempt Compounds

ACA supports the proposed exemption for AMP (2-Amano-2-Methvl-1-Propanol) from VOC
status for purposes of Bule 1113, This exemphion will help the Dhisinet achieve entical VOO
reductions, and provide paint manafacturers wuth formulaton femibality to farther reduce WVOCs.
ACA also supports the comments provided by the ANGUS Chemucal Company.

The Dhistnet should also fully exempt TBAc (tertiary buty] acetate) from the defimmbion of VO
to mainfain consistency with the U.S. EPA List of exempt compounds. Untbl TBAC 15 formally
histed as a TAC or carcinogen. awr regulatory agencies such as SCAQMD should make no
changes to ther rules based on OEHHA s ursanctioned nisk factors. For the past 11 vears,
TBAC haz been safely used 1n numerons applications m 49 states and m Canada and has reduced
ozone levels by an estimated 660 Milhon poands (300 Eiletons). Cahformia remaims the only
State that does not recognize the Federal VOU exemphion of TBAC or benefit from its
EXEmpilon

The Dhistnet should also fully exempt DRMC (Dumethyl carbonate) from the definthon of VOC to
mamtain consistency with the U5, EPA hist of exempt compounds.

I. Spray Effictency

]
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ACA stll beheves that the Distniet can obtamn addifonal permanent and enforceable VOO
emissions reductions through “Best Practice Guidelines" and mandatory requrensents for sprav
apphcation. The Distiiet should include these requiremments and work practice standards in Fule
1113 to make thess provizmons an enforceable part of the AN coatings regulatory S=mework.
ACA suggests the followmg i addiion to the previous SCAQMD proposal to sttengthen the
provisions 5o the Dhstrict can calenlate the resulfing emssions reduchons:

a. Keep spray pressure as low as possible; Tse the smallest fip size possible; Coatings mmst
be sprav applhied according to the product mamafacturer’s mstuctons, includmg the
specified spray pressure, coverage rate, tip size, and any other recommendations for spray
application.

b. Spray gun should be no fimther that 12 mches from the swface being painted.

c. Mamtzin a 90-degree dwect angle of the spray gun fo the swiace being painted; Avoad
“fapming” the gun from side to s1de, and never exceed 2 30-degree vanance from a 20-
degree direct spray appheation;

d. Do notover thin paint matenal; Paint thinners moast be compliant with SCAQMD Fule

9 1143, and thinned products may ot excead the Fule 1113 limits.

e. Cleamng solvent mmst be compliant with SCACQMD Rule 1171,

f Do not “overreach” when working from a ladder or other bift equipment (where the sprav
gun or wand 15 more than 12 inches from the surface bemng pamted).

g. Always use the zun fngzer to bezn and end each applicaton stoke.

h. Adjust the appheaton overlap to fully cover the surface being pamted to oumimze pamt
usage.

1. All archatecharal coating or colorant contamers from which the confents are used by
pounng, siphomng, brushing, rolling. padding. rageme or other means shall be covered
and closed when not m use; these containers welude, but are not lmited to diamas,
buckats, cans, pails. travs or other storage or application confainers.

i.  Applicators applving coatings m SCAQMD must successfully complete the SCAQMDY's
Architectural and Industial Mamtenance Coatings fraiming program or confractor
association equrvalent, and hold a ceriificate 125ued by the Executive Officer evidencing
that such indivadual 15 in good standing i this program (somlar to Rule 462 and Rale
1178).

J. Method 313

1. Precision and Bias

The Disinct should melude a precision and as statemnent in Method 313. To date, the Distract
kas only evalated the mternal precisionas of Methed 313. The evaluation of thres operators
using the same piece of eqmpment resulted in an emror band of 3 g1 matenal VOO, While this 15
7-10 usefil information, the regulated commumnity must alse understand how other labs conducting
Method 213 compare to the SCAQMD results. Thiz mformation 15 especially entical for coatings
manufacturers smee they maast formmulate below the regulatory limit to account for precision
differences between thew testing equipment and the Dhstnet's.
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ACA Comments on SCAQMD Fule 1113 & Role 314 Amendments September 8, 2015

ACA sugpested completing a Mathod 313 “roundrobin,” or as an alternative, that the Dhetret
inchide the ASTM DEESE precision statements as suidance for Method 313 (SCAQMD
participated mn the ASTM D6EES roundrobim). In respense, SCAQMD and EFA Fegion 9 both
claim that the results of any fiuture Method 313 roundrobin and the D&E836 roundroban results are
not applicable since “industy labs did not follow the ASTMM DEEES method and will not follow
the Method 313 method.™ MNow, SCAQMD 15 prepaning to validate Method 313 wia EFA
Method 301 “Field Vahdation of Pollutant Measurement Methods from Vanous Waste Media™
ACA appreciates that the Dhstrict 15 tving assess the precizion and bias of the SCAQMD Method
313 equipment, but thes validation will not help with assessment of external “inferlaboratory™
precision since the Method 301 15 only imward lookmg.

ACA 15 also concerned that the three proposed matnices — flat, nonflat and simplified resin only —
are not representative of all the categones or coating chemisimes m Eule 1113 {e g, bimimons-
based coatings). These categones are al=o not representatrve of coatings i the other coatngs
mules where Method 313 will be memporated. ACA requests a demonstration that the chosen
matmces will be compatible with each different technology covered by Eule 1113 and other
coatmgs mles. Alzo, it would be more reahshe if, for example, EPA developed the Matmces for
SCAQMD to analvze mstead of SCAQMD knowing the matmces beforehand. This “blind
zamphng” would result m more meanmeful resulis.

On page 15 of the Diaft Staff Report the distict mentions that “The SCAQMD has participated
in round robin studies M313 versus DEESS with strong comrelation between the two methods.”™
Given this strong comrelation between the two methods, ACA suggests SCAQMD spmply
incorporate the ASTAM DEESS precision statemeants.

Further, on page 13 of the Draft Staff Report, the Dhstnet mentions that “For compliance
pposes, [the Disiect] will provide a gmdance document to explam the differences between the
two methods such that a manmufacturer whhizing ASTR DEEEE wall be aware of how their results
could differ from results obtained by the SCAQMD laboratory.” The District gave a presentation
on August 26 which provided the key spmlanties and key differences between Method 313 and
D&386, and the changes to DESES that would be required to abzn if with Bathod 313, However,
thiz qualitative mformaton does not provide quantifizble informaton on bow mamufacturers” test
results may differ from the results obtamed by the SCAQMD laboratory. The DE8E6 roumdrobm
precision statements are the only data that can answer this key compliance question.

— 1. Scope

The Distriet should clanfy and lomit the scope of Method 313, In early disenssions with the
Dhastriet, the Dhstnct indicated that Method 313 was intended to be wsed for coatimzs that had a
material VO content of less than 150 1. However, language in the draft indicates that Method
313 would be used for amy matenal when EPA M24 does not reach z stzble weaght, wath a
demonsirated addihional weight loss of greater than 0.2% absolute or 3% relative difference
{whichever 1= greater) after one additional hour of oven heatmg.

Mot all preducts currently subject to B1113 wall reach stable weight using M24 (this includes
both higher- and lower-VOC formulations). The main pomt bemg the assumption that M24 1
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ACA Comments on SCAQMD Fule 1113 & Ruole 314 Amendmenis September 9, 2013

unstable 1= not exclusrrely athibuted to lower-VO formulafions. In fact, weight loss mstability
and poor repeatabilityreproducibility would be the expected cutcome for both aquecus and
nonsquecus coatings contaimmg semi-volatile complex hyvdrocarbon mixtures when fested for
volatile content under Method 24, It 15 recommended the distriet considar Tharmal Gravimetne
Anabras (TGA) methods for products with these stated parameters.

While the non-film foromng oils used m form release compounds will now be moved to Rule
1161, there are still other non-film formumg cils used m Eule 1113 inchuding stains and
waterproofing sealers which are problemane with regards to hethod 313,

711 ACA recommends the following chanpes to the Scope of Method 313:

Method 313 applies to materials such as paints, coatings, solvents, and other
bouid dispersed sohid matenals contaimng lass than 130 gL VOC matenal as
meazured by SCAQMD Method 304-91 or Environmental Protechon Agency
Reference Method 24 (EPA M24). It may also be used for matenals which do
not reach a stable weight by EPA M24, with a demonstrated addibional weight
loss of greater than 0.2% absohute or 3% relative difference (whichever 15
greater) after one addifional hour of oven heating. This method 1= not to be nsed
for tero-component coatings or UltravioletElectron Beam (UV/EB)-cured
coatings but may be used for samples requunng ASTM D5093 “Determamation of
the Momvolatile Content in Si1lanes, Siloxanes and Silane-Siloxane Blends used in
Mazonry Water-Fepellent Treatment=". Coatings containing seme-volanla
complex hvdrocarbon muxtures should be anabyzed by ASTM E1E6E “Standard
Test Methods for Loss-On-Dhying by Thermegravimetry.

3. Exclusion Pathway

ACA appreciates the tme and effort that the Dhstnet has commutted to developing an exchizion
pathway. ACA once agam requests that the 5taff Feport and Board Fesolution menfion that the
Distret 1s receptive to additional pathwayvs meluding a future pathway for Amines. We
specifically request the Dhistmict include the following footnote 1n the Exclusion Pathway
Flowchart:

The exclusionary pathway 15 intended for unreactive compounds and will need to
712 be amended to correctly classify components such as amines that mteract with
e other components when the pamnt 1= bemng formulated.

On page 18 of the Stzff Report, the Dastnet mentions that “MNote: the only compound that has
been demonstrated thus far to stay m the film of the coating was pentaethylene glyveol (EGS)".
ACA requests the Thetriet elanfy that the District has only tested film retention for Glyeenn,
Propviene Glyeol and Pentaethylens Glyeol Also ACA requests the Dhstrict state which cals are
not considered VOCs (a2, canola oil).

ACA requests the second box of the exclusion pathway be changed from “The measured or
modeled VP of the compound of interest 15 lower than MP” to “._ 15 equal to or lower than MP™.

10
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Since Vapor Pressures vary and are difficult to measure and model at low levels, ACA suggests
that the threshold in box 2 be changed to less than or equal to “<<0.017. This change wall have
hittle impact smee the compounds shll need meet the stingent requivernent of Box 3, retaimment
in the film. As an example, the EPI Suite vapor pressure modehing data fior methy] paloutate 15
estimated to be 0.0634 Pa at 25C (logvalne -1.197). However, m the SCAQMD graph of vapor
pressures, the log vapor presswre of methyl palmitate 15 shown as less than -2 based on a
mezsured value (A log of -2.19 would correspond to a vapor prezsure of 00634, whach 1= an
order of magmutude lower than the 0634 Pa modeling data). Alternatively, we suggest the vapor
pressure of the compound of interest be lower than the upper f2ll withun the eror bands of the
mezsurad nrm&d&l&dﬁpﬂr preszure of Methyl Palmitate, Agaim, since the third step 15 50
stnngent, a shight merease m the vapor pressure m the second box wll have hitle mmpact. Fmally,
satting the threzhold at less than or equal “0.01" may address ACA concerns over Amines.

cont. Also, ACA suggests that the Thstnet's choice of dibutyl phthalate as a swrogate for methyl
palmitate in the Exclusionary Pathway Flowchart for Early Eluting Sem-Volatile Organic
Compounds (Box 3) 15 problematic. The pwrpose of the exclusionary pathway 1= to deternune
whether or not a2 compound or complex hydrocarbon mixtore 15 lass volatle than methvl
palmitate, not dibutyl phthalate, which appears to have a sigmficantly lower vapor pressure than
methvl palmitate. An appropriate surrogate would have the same volatility s methyl palmitate.
ACA believes that tetraethvlene plyeol mav be a good suwrogate since 1t has the same vapor
pressure as methvl palmitate and behanes almost identically to methyl palvatate as 2 neat
compound 1n thermal sravimetric analy=is. It 15 also easy to mncorporate into waterboome

coztings, especially compared to dibutyl phthalate

Wapor pressure:
Methyl palmitate = 604 x 10-5 mmHz=a@25C (Penry RH, Green I; Perry's Chenieal Handbook.
Physical and Chemueal data. WY, NY: McGraw-Hill 6th ed (1934))
Dibutyl phthalate = 1 x 10-3 mmHg@25C (U5 EPA Air Toxies Web Site)
201 = 10-3 omHe@23C (Jowr. of Chromatography A T4%:123-12%, (19596))

ACA also requests additional informzton on the scope and how the exchizion pathway is to be
used. For example, now that the Distet has determmined that PEG has met the three exclusion
cntena, how will PEG actually be excluded? Could coatings mamifacturers exciude PEG from
there VO content deteroumations, or would the Disinct not consider FEG 1o an enforcement
situation? Also, please clanfy whether the exclusion pathway be included wath Method 313.

K. Unuzed Coatings

The SCAQMD currently assumes that 100% of archrtectural coatings that are sold i the Distriet
713 are applied o the District, and as a result all assoctated VOC emissions count towards the
SCAQMD s VOC mventory. EPA has documented that 10% of architectural coatings remaim
unused. The architertural coatings mventory should be adjusted to account for vnwsed pamt,
alleviating further pressure to reduce VO emissions from this source category. ACA requests
an update on the status of the Dhstnct discussions with EPA.

11
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ACA Comments on SCAQMD Fule 1113 & Raule 314 Amendments September 9, 2015

L. Architectural Coating Product Daiabaze

The Dhsmet should take credit for emission reductions that result from the architectural coating
procuct database. Onece 1t 15 launched, the databasze will provide yet another market incentive to
drive down ATM VOO emissions m SCAQMD since architects, specifiers, contractors, and
consumers can search the datzbaze to find low-VOC products.

From a practcal perspectve, if is important that disconnnued products are not ncluded in the
database. The Dhstrict should utilize the cument averaging box to 1dentify discontimued products
in Fule 314 so they can be excludad.

AL Additonal Chanzes

We suggest the following changes m the proposed Fule 1113 language.

1. Applicabily

ACA =uppests moving the phrase “m the Dhsmct”™ (or “wnthin the Dhstiiet” to be consiztent with
the second half of the sentence) as follows: “This mule 15 applicable to any person who supplies,
zells, markets, offers for sale, or manufactures any architectural coating that 15 intended to be
field applied to stationary stuctures or thenr appurtenances within the Districe....".

— 2. Glazes

(2132) GLAZES: “GLAZES are coatings formulated and recommendad to be used (or to be
mixed with another coatng) for:™ ate.

— 3. Flat Coatings

23 FLAT COATINGS: “FLAT COATIMNGS are coatings that register a gloss of less than 15 on
an §5-degree meter or less than 5 on a 60-degree meter according te ASTAI Test Method D
£13 as specified in paragraph (e)(5).”

— 4. Wood Coatings

(81) WOOD COATIMNGS: “WOOD COATINGS are film-forming coztings formmlated and
labeled for application only to wood subsirates, including floors, decks, and porches. The Wood
Coatings category includes all lacquers, varmshes, and zanding sealers, whether clear, semi-
fransparent or opaque. This category also inchides penetratimg oils, clear stains, wood
condifioners for use as undercoats, and wood sealers for use as topeoats.”

— 5. Wood Condihioners

(82) WOOD CONDITIONERS: “WOOD COMDITIONERS are coatings that are formulated
and recommended to prepare bare wood for staimng, to provide uniform penetrafion of stain”
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ACA Comments on SCAQMD Eule 1113 & Rule 314 Amendments September 2, 2015

6. Sell-Through Provizion

We suggest deleting the averaging comphance language) - Any coating that 15 mamifactured
prior to the effective date of the zappheable hmit specified m the Table of Standards 1, and that
has a VO content above that limat (but not above the himit in effect on the date of manufacture).
mzy be seld, supphed offered for zale, or applied for up to three vears after the specified
effective date”

7 (e Irements

{2) Mo person within the District shall, at the point of sale of any archutectural coating subject to
paragraph (e)(1}, add to such coating anv colorant that 15 listed in the Table of Standards 2 and
contains VO in excezs of the corresponding It specified in the table.

£, Concrete Form and Concrete Mold Eelease Compounds

As the Distruet 15 moving Form Belease and Concrete Stamp Mat Belease Compounds to Rule
1161, 1t 15 important to note that Bule 1113 Form Relsase compounds and stamped concrete
mold releases that are used n an cutdoor environment are different than mold releaze compounds
used In 2 factory sething. Products that are used outside need a higher-WiOC bt than release
compounds used 1n 2 factory sethng. In addinon, the VO content for stamped concrete mold
release compounds mav need to be higher than form release compounds; 1f the stamped concrete
mold releaze compound does not evaporate and the concrete sticks to a mold, both the mold and
the concrete suwrface could be nuned Whereas a small amount of concrete shicking to a concrete

form may not be as much of an izsue.

ACA requests a lnmt of 100 21 for both the form release and concrete stamp mat release
products, and requests that the Distnet determune 1f Dodge oal and other cals are VOCs v1a

Method 313, Please see ACA s comments from Apnl 30, 2013,

Thank vou for vour consideration of our comments. Please do not hesitate fo contact us 1f vou
have any questons.

Smeearely,
Jsf Isf
Dawvid Dardmg, PE. Timothy Sene, Esq.
Semor Director, Emronmental Affans Counsel, Government Affanrs

Ce: Phhp Fine, SCAQRD
Jose Gomez, ARB
R Bamalingam, ARB
Stan Tong, EPA
Wienke Tax, EPA

**Seont via email**
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Response to comment 7-1
Please see response to comments 4-2 and 6-1.
Response to comment 7-2

Staff did not conclude the lower VOC limits for Fflats, Nronflats, and PSUs were technologically
infeasible, but instead decided to take industry’s suggestion to lower the fees in Rule 314 instead of lowering
the VOC limits at this time (however, this approach is no longer being proposed). Staff presented a
significant amount of data early in the process demonstrating that the lower-VOC limits were technically
feasible. That said, there could be specialty products within each of these categories that might need to be
carved out, especially for the PSU category, but the change in direction was a response to industries’
comments and not an indication that the lower-VOC limits were not technically feasible.

Response to comment 7-3

Staff appreciates industryies support of the proposed fee structure, which was proposed not only for
coatings sold under the SCE but for any coating reported over the VOC limit. Staff is no longer
proposing to amend Rule 314 at this time.

Response to comment 7-4

Based on the sales volumes and emissions of the SCE, staff feels this exemption is being utilized to a great
extent to stifle sales of lower-VOC products for certain categories. For the specialty categories, staff does
strive to set the VOC limit at an appropriate level, working with the affected industry. It is somewhat
surprising when a small niche category is carved out based on staff’s work with industry on the appropriate
VOC limit and then to see multiple products being offered for sale above that VOC limit, within the SCE.
Staff is proposing to adopt the VOC limit from CARB’s 2007 SCM for the tub and tile category, as Rule
1113 cannot be less stringent than the SCM. The SCE is intended to be for small niche applications and
for touch up; it is not meant as a means of avoidingsafety-valvefer the VOC limits. Staff is always open
to inquiries or requests to carve out niche categories where necessary, so if a new technology is developed
that legitimately needs a higher limit, this can be accommodated.

As for delaying the proposed phase out of the SCE until the higher fees go into effect, staff delayed the
implementation date of the higher fees (but not the lower fees) based on feedback from industry to wait
until the phase out of the SCE went into effect. Staff is no longer proposing to amend the fee rate in Rule
314 at this time.

Staff acknowledges the emissions from architectural coatings have been decreasing but PAR 1113 still must
achieve the reductions that were committed to in the 2012 AQMP. In the case of the clear wood finishes,
the exponential increase in sales was the basis for eliminating the SCE for that category. In the case of
RPCs and Nronflats, the large volume of sales and the currently available compliant coatings is the driver
for the change. The SCE makes up 1% of the current coatings sales, but represents 23% (this number
increased from 2013 - 2014) of the emissions_from coatings.

In regard to rule circumvention, as previously mentioned, enforcement staff cannot be at all job sites at all
times. Further, the enforcement staff finds examples of rule circumvention that could not have been
foreseen, such as the empty labeled quart containers_used with high VOC content gallon containers. A
contractor was emptying a high VOC content gallon container into quart containers in order to comply
under the SCE.
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As for the SCE being available as an alternative option, there is precedent for eliminating the exemption as
was done for clear wood finishes in 2006. The proposal is not to eliminate the exemption for all categories
at this time, but to restrict the exemption for categories using it for large volume sales, for categories that
do not use or need it, and for small niche categories where there is already a high-VOC limit allowed. Staff
has proposed further limiting the SCE in the past, (as recently as during the 2011 amendment) so this
proposal is not counter to our historical position.

Response to comment 7-4a

It is staff’s position that since the SCE is only being used for very small quantities for Fflat coatings, the
exemption and flexibility is not needed.

Response to comment 7-4b

Staff investigated the coatings reported under the Nronflat high gloss category, including those used as
‘Door, Trim, and Cabinet’, and found many that-94%-efthese products meeting the current VOC limit of
50 g/L._—Based-on-the-comphancerate; Staff found no justification to carve out a higher VOC category for
‘Door, Trim and Cabinet’ coatings, because the product could be easily used in a non-compliant manner.
Currently, Nonflat high gloss coatings are sold and used for a variety of surfaces such as steel, aluminum,
wood, drywall, and brick. There is no explicit way to distinguish a difference between the application on
‘Door, Trim and Cabinet’ compared to other surfaces. Even if a manufacturer were to document or label
the product it is difficult to enforce, because staff cannot be at every job site and verify its application. As
for the Nmonflat category as a whole, they are second only to RPCs in the sales volume of coatings sold
over the VOC limit and third highest in emissions, based on the 2013 Rule 314 sales data. There were over
100,000 gallons of non-compliant Nronflat Ceoatings sold in 2013. The high sales volume is the reason
staff is proposing to phase out the exemption for Naonflat Ceoatings.

Response to comment 7-4c

As indicated in response to comment 6-2, the proposal to restrict the SCE for IMCs is based primarily on
potential rule circumvention and net-forthe-as-wel-asforemission reductions. Staff has accommodated
the requests from industry to allow for the sales of one liter or small containers above the VOC limit for
touch up of factory applied coatings, provided they are not sold at a retail outlet. The question of what it
entails to be sold at the retail outlet has come up before in regard to local manufacturers who produce or
store coatings over the VOC limit for shipment to other jurisdictions. This practice has been allowed
provided evidence can be shown that coatings supplied, sold, offered for sale, marketed for sale,
manufactured, blended, repackaged or stored in the SCAQMD are for shipment outside of the SCAQMD.
A similar principle can be applied for sales at a retail outlet; the high-VOC IMCs sold under the SCE can
be on site and sold at a local retail outlet as long as they are not displayed on the retail shelf or advertised
for sale. Staff addressed this comment by rewording the restriction to indicate the products cannot be
displayed or advertised for sale at a retail outlet. The coatings cannot be displayed on the shelves but could
be made available for touch up use only by storing them behind the counter or as a special order.

Response to comment 7-4d
Please see the response to comment 3-12 and 4-2 for further discussion on the performance testing of RPCs.

Feedback from the segment of industry who produces solvent based RPCs indicate the exempt solvent
based products work just as well as conventional solvent based products. Feedback from manufactures
who produce waterborne RPCs, indicate that their products are as good if not better than solvent based
RPCs. Staff can find no technical or performance reason to keep the SCE for RPCs, other than the profit
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margin argument. Staff acknowledges the exempt solvent technology will be more expensive to produce;
this is an issue that many other segments of industry have faced. Industry pursued the inclusion of exempt
solvents in Rule 102 — Definitions, as a tool for lowering the VOC content of coatings, even with the
associated higher costs. Parachlorobenzotrifluoride (pCBtF, commercially available as Oxsol-100) is an
expensive solvent compared to conventional solvents (around $2/pound versus less than $1/pound for
mineral spirits). Hewever-there-are Another options available—neluding is ere-from TBF Environmental
Technologies (certified under the Clean Air Solvents (CAS) protocol as less than 25 g/L), as a replacements;
however, it is more expensive than fer-conventional solvents.-

Staff already demonstrated that-low-VOC RPCs preform as well as their higher-VOC counterparts in the
technology assessment conducted in 2005 by UMR (Final Report “Architectural & Industrial
Maintenance Coatings Technology Assessment.”, 2006). Industry, academia, a contractor, and other
regulatory agencies were included in the design of the test as well as the selection of the coatings. This
study was presented and accepted by the Governing Board prior to the 100g/L VOC limit being adopted.

Staff is not confusing IMCs with RPCs.; _Tthe restriction of the SCE for IMCs is to prevent rule
circumvention through “creative marketing”. As for the need for surface preparation, there is nothing in
the definition of a RPC that indicates they only include coatings requiring no surface preparation and surface
preparation is a reasonable part of a coating operation.

In response to freeze thaw, this is not a major concern in the SCAQMD. In fact, based on feedback from
Rrecycled Ceoating manufacturers, coatings collected through PaintCare or house hold waste collections
that are up to 15 years old are still acceptable raw material for their products. If there were freeze thaw
issues, these coatings and the newer low-VOC and near-zero-VOC coatings would not be viable.

ACA states that they support the comments provided by Rust-Oleum, which includes lowering the VOC
limit on PSUs. However, the ACA’s letter also indicates that lowering the VOC limit for PSUs is a problem
for industry.

Response to comment 7-4e

Please see the response to comment letter 5.

Response to comment 7-4f

Please see the response to comment 3-11.

Response to comment 7-5

Staff included a phase in date of January 1, 2017 for the colorant labeling requirement,
Response to comment 7-6

Please see the response to comment 3-7. Staff extended the effective date to January 1, 2019 to allow for
more time for any remaining high-VOC coatings to be recycled. weorktheirway-throughthesystem. During
this time, more lower and zero-VOC coatings will become available for recycling to offset the occasional
high-VOC product. Staff does not believe that there will be an increase in waste or cost associated with the
manufacturer of Rrecycled Ceoatings and received overall agreement from the local Rrecycled Ceoating
manufacturers on the proposed change.

Response to comment 7-7
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The 50 g/L VOC limit that is in proposed amended Rule 1113 was based on feedback received from the
building envelope manufacturers. In addition, staff evaluated the building envelope coatings that are
currently being offered for sale in the SCAQMD. Staff found that all but three meet the future limit; of
those three two do not meet the current limit and therefore are not legal to sell in our jurisdiction. Those
three coatings need to be reformulated to be compliant with the future VOC limit effective January 1, 2019,
and two of the three need to be removed from our jurisdiction until they are reformulated to meet the current
100 g/L limit.

Response to comment 7-8

Please see the response to comment letters 1 and 2.
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Response to comment 7-9

Staff supports the concept of transfer efficiency in the form of a Best Practice Guidelines and a
training/certification program to further reduce the emissions inventory from architectural coatings, but it
is not a substitute for lowering VOC content. Staff will commit in the resolution to develop a Best Practices
Guideline and training opportunities to improve transfer efficiency. As this program matures, staff will
work on including enforceable provisions in Rule 1113 in the future.

Response to comment 7-10

SCAQMD laboratory staff is working with the USEPA to validate M313 and determine an acceptable
precision and bias statement for the method. Staff will continue to keep industry involved during this
process by holding quarterly meetings with interested stakeholders. The precision and bias study will meet
the USEPA requirements, which may or may not include-require a round robin study. SCAQMD laboratory
staff is not in favor of using the M6886 round robin results as the equivalent of M313, although, a strong
correlation has been shown between the two methods.-as _M313 differs because it contains significantly
more quality control requirements. Staff has concerns about conducting another round robin specifically
for M313 as no laboratories are currently performing the method. Staff is not confident that laboratories
will significantly change their analytical procedures to reflect the extensive quality control requirements in
M313._The USEPA and the SCAQMD laboratory intend to conduct a small scale, blind, round robin in
order to evaluate laboratory to laboratory precision and will work with industry on selecting the laboratories
and the coatings that will be tested.

Based on subsequent conversations regarding the suggested matricxes for the exclusionary method, staff
concluded that there was a misunderstanding regarding the suggested matrices. The Fflat, Nnonflat, and
resin matrix concepts were intended for the exclusionary spiking study and not the precision and bias study.

Upon USEPA approval, staff commits to using the ASTM D 6886 round robin study until the validation of
Method 313 is completed.

Response to comment 7-11

M313 has historically been used for a variety of samples, including the CAS samples, which do not reach
a stable weight in the oven during a M24 analysis. The majority of work that has been conducted thus far
is to address the largest deficiency in M24, which is the lack of precision for high-water, low-VOC samples.
That is what the work has focused on. Staff agrees there is a small subset of coatings that may benefit with
a TGA method. A TGA method would be easier than the GC method. That said, ASTM E1868 was
developed for metal working fluids, which have a limited service life. The time and temperature parameters
(110 minutes versus 60 minutes, but at 81°C instead of 110°C) are much less stringent than M24 and will
not result in equivalent results. Staff will commit to working with industry and the USEPA on these non-
film forming coatings to develop an appropriate test method. Staff is open to the concept of a TGA method
with equivalent parameters and results to M24.

Response to comment 7-12

Staff will include a resolution to continue to work with industry and the USEPA to consider if certain
amines should be excluded in the VOC calculation. Staff agrees the current exclusionary method is only
meant for nonun-reactive compounds.

Staff agrees only a limited number of compounds have been tested in the proposed spiking method. -Tthose
results agree with the previously conducted film extraction testing that found few if any compounds were
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retained in the film. For the spiking method, staff focused on those compounds that were slightly retained
or not retained in the previous studies. The concept behind the exclusionary method is industry will conduct
the test of the compounds of interest and present their results to the SCAQMD and USEPA for consideration
and validation. The oils that are not measured as VOCs, include non-methoxylated bio-based fats and oils
such as linseed, canola, soy, olive, grapeseed, tung, and safflower oils as well as fats such as beef tallow
and pig lard. Essentially, if these oils are injected into a GC, they never elute. Staff will dedicate a webpage
on the SCAQMD website on this work and the conclusions of the work, including references to excluded
compounds and the methods used to demonstrate a compound should be excluded.

Staff agrees to change the screening step to less than or equal to the vapor pressure of MP.

Staff disagrees with the suggestion that tetraethylene glycol (EG4) should be used as a surrogate for MP in
the spiking method. Although staff agrees the neat properties of EG4 are closer to MP than DBP, all the
work conducted during this method development has shown compounds behave very differently neat than
when in a fully formulated coating. The original goal of all this work was to demonstrate equivalency
between M24 and M6886. Equivalency can be demonstrated by showing the compound does not leave the
film during a M24 analysis. The work thus far, shows that EG4 does leave a paint film while DBP does
not leave to a significant extent. Of all the compounds studies so far, EG5 stays in the film to the greatest
extent and would serve as a better surrogate than EG4._ EG5 is 95% non-volatile, hence, it is not
recommended to be considered as a VOC. Therefore, using EG5 as a surrogate demonstrates a compound
is not a VOC if it is retained in the paint film when spiked at 1%, 3%, and 5% in a coating under M24.

Staff will include the excluded compounds on the SCAQMD website once the USEPA has approved the
procedure and results. For compliance purposes, when EG5 is detected in the sample during a M313
analysis, it will not be included in the VOC calculation.

Response to comment 7-13

Staff is in discussions with the USEPA on this concept of reducing the emission inventory for architectural
coatings to account for un-used coatings. Any data provided by the ACA would be helpful; thus far this
has only been a concept with no data to back-up the claims of 10% in un-used coatings._Any coatings that
are not recycled by PaintCare are assumed to end up at a landfill. Emissions from coatings in landfills are
assumed to have evaporated and volatilized. Although the coatings may be “un-used”, the emissions are
still being released.

Response to comment 7-14

Staff agrees the publically searchable database will be a great resource for end users, contractors and
specifiers to find compliant and super-compliant coatings sold in the SCAQMD, but does not think it will
lead to permanent and enforceable emission reductions. Staff is working on a mechanism to allow
manufacturers to flag products that are being discontinued, such that they are not displayed.

Response to comment 7-15

Please see the response to comment 3-1.

Response to comment 7-16, 7-17, 7-19, 7-20, 7-21,
Staff concurs with these comments.

Response to comment 7-22
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This comment will be considered in the rule making process for Rule 1161.
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The following are comments from Sherwin Williams — Comment Letter #8.

Comment Lether #8

SHERWIN-WILLIAMS,

Coapioagie Headhjuarien
101 Prespect Aveiie MW
Cleveland, Ohio 441 151075

Wednesday, September 09, 2015

SCAQMD HEADQUARTERS
21865 Copley Drve - Diamond Bar, CA 917635
SCAQMD PAR 1113 VOC Test Method Comments

The Sherwin-Williams Company (Sherwin-Williams) appreciates the opportunity 1o comment on
Rule 1113, Sherwin-Williams supports the comments filed by the American Coatings
Asgociation. Sherwin-Williams would also like 1o sddress issues regarding use of Method 313 os
the analytical method for volatile organic compounds {VOC) compliance used by the SCAOMD
for Architectural and Industrial Maintenance (ATM) coatings. Sherwin Williams believes that the
SCAQMD is generally applying Method 313 for the correct reasons. However, there are
important facts that clearly indicate the method is not appropriate for use when measuring VOC
from certain coating technologies employed in AIM coatings regulated by Rule 1113

Tt is widely recognized that EPA Method 24 (M24) is increasingly antiquated and unreliahle for
determining the WOUC content of products containing: 1) significant amounts of semi-volatile
materials when lesied for volatile content under ASTHM D 2369 Standard Test Method for
Volatile Content of Coatings and 2) increasing amounts of water in lower VOC formulations
{i.e., <150 g/L material).

The SCAQMD has developed Method 313 Determination of Volatile Organic Compounds
{(VOC) by Gas Chromatography/ Mass Spectrometry/ Flame lonization Delection (GC/MS/FID)
1o address shoricomings related to M24. Method 313 (M313) is similar to ASTM method D
6B86; however, we understand that M313 is considered more robust for enforcement purposes by
the SCADMD.

Sherwin-Williams agrees that M313 is an appropriate analytical method for most AIM
formulations containing water and having a material VOC of 150 g/L or less. However, the
District has neglected o address centain materials that are subject to Rule 1113, which do not
achieve reproducible and defensible analytical results sufficient (o support an enforcement action
using M313. The problematic materials are semi-volatile, complex hydrocarbon mixtures
containing a wide runge of relatively high carbon number compounds (e.g., C13 = C50) that
straddle the endpoint quantitation marker of M313 {methyl palmitate), itsell 2 semi-volatile
compound.
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When will Method 313 be used?
Here is an excerpt from the Draft M313 version 2013

“Method 313 applies to materials such as paints, coatings, solvens, and other liquid/dispersed-
solid materials containing less than 150 g/L VOC material as measured by SCAQMD Method
3-8l or Environmental Protection Agency Refercnce Method 24 (EPA M24). It may also be
used for materials which do not reach o stobie weight by EPA M24, with a demonstrated
additienal weight loss of greater than 0.2% absolute or 3% relative difference (whichever is
greater) after one additional hour of oven heating. *

Flease note the assumption that Method M313 is intended to be used on coatings that are | 50g/1.
or less VOC. Under the above referenced scenario, M313 may be used anytime a stable weight
under M24 is nol achieved, even if the VOC is not 150 /L or less. There is no basis for this
application of M313, and it ignores the District™s own 2clions to the contrary, In fact, instability
of weight loss for certain coatings using M24 is a good indication that a different method should
be used, but the use of M313 is not appropriate, accurale or even reproducible for certain
costings technologies.

The following examples are designed to highlight the shorcomings of using M313 as the only
other method Lo be employed besides M24, as described in the M313 preamble,

Example |

Efforts by South Coast to develop an appropriate protocol for measurement of VOC content of
semi-volatile, complex hydrocarbon mixtures during the rulemaking 1o amend SCAQMD Rule
1144 Metalworking Fluids and Direct Contact Lubricants resulted in development, validation and
approval of ASTM E 1868 Standard Test Method for Loss-On-Drying by Thermogravimetry,
which was selected by District StafT for inclusion in Rule 1144, along with ASTM D 4017 for
water content and SCAQMD Method 303 for exempt sclvent content. Although work was also
done to develop a chromatographic method, SCAQMD Method 313-L Determination of YOC
Hydrocarbon Compounds in Lubricants (a modified version of Method 313), Method 313 did not
achieve the agreed upon validation criteria and was not included in Rule 1144,

Example 2

The District’s proposal for the aforementioned revisions to Method 313 (released &/14/13)
includes a provision in Section 1.0 Scope and Application that mukes Method 313 applicable 1o
materials containing less than 150 g/l VOC marerial as measured by Method 304, including
milerials thal do not reach a stable weight by ASTM D 2369, behavier that is typical of semi-
volatile compounds and mixtures used In architectural coatings. Some of these products are
similar to the complex hydrocarbon mixtures found in metalworking fluids and direct contact
lubricants and are in a carbon number range that will elute numerous compounds both prior 1o
and after the quantitation endpeint marker (methyl palmitate), making valid results using Method
313 difficult, if not impossible, 1o achieve (please see example 1).

e
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Exzmpie 3

The District has indicaled that form release compounds will be removed from Rule 1113 and
regulated under a new rule 1161, Although early in the process, the information provided at the
first workgroup meeting indicaed tht the District is removing these materials from Rule 1113
due to the difficulty in analyzing components commonly found in the form-release agents using
M313. Of note, materials used in many form-release compounds are similar or identical to the
previously mentioned semi-volatile, complex hydrocarbon mixtures containing a wide range of
relotively high carkon mamber comprands (e p 15 - C50)

Example 4

The District has proposed the inclusion of Method 313 into Rule 1113. Unfortunately Rule 1113
docs not address or include the critical issue of when it is appropriate 1o use Method 313. This
approach is flawed since the criena for approprizie use of Method 313 should he subject 1o the
rulemaking process. By simply referring 1o Method 313 but not addressing the appropriate use
issue in Rule 1113, the District is circumventing due process and avoiding the discussion in a
public forum.

Exemple 5

The District has proposed an exclusion pathway concept thal is incomplete and nodt
comprehensive. For enforcement purposes, the SCAQMD is required 1o provide a fair and
reproducible method to determine VOUC content for its enforcement activities. The excusionary
pathway has not been tested for each different coating techmology covered under Rule 1113,
Instead, the District is proposing using its exlusionary pathway concept with only a scant three
matrices. The District currently does not know if this concept will work until esch of the
different coating technologies covered by the rule is tesied.

Conclusions

Test methodelogy that has been validated and is capable of meeting duta guality requirements is
critical for determination of compliance status and for enforceability of Rule 1113, The Disirict
has an obligation 1o provide muufacturers with appropriate test methods for determining
compliance of products with the District’s VOC rules. The methodology(ies) must be robust and
reproducible. Accordingly, we itrongly recommend that the Disirict establish ASTM E 1868 as
the method for determination of volatile content when an architectural coaling or associased raw
material does not reach stable weight as defined in draft Method 313 and the individual
compounds contained in semi-volatile mixtures eluie both before and after methyl palmitate.
Run conditions for ASTM E 18558 should remain the same as those required by Rule 1144 (81°C
for | 10 minwes) since resulis of the District’s research on non-volatile, semi-volatile and volatile
organic compounds at 81°C for | 10 minutes most closely replicales ambienl évaporation under
extreme conditions (40°C for siz months).
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Thank you in advance for your attention to this matter as it is very important to The Sherwin

Rt
Barfen L. Cupp

Mirector of Product Compliance

Response to comment letter 8

Staff appreciates the support from Sherwin Williams for including M313 and M6886 in Rule 1113 for low-
VOC coatings containing high water content. Those coatings represent the largest volume of coatings
where M24 loses precision. There is a much smaller volume of coatings that have issues with SVOCs. The
vast majority of coatings samples received by the SCAQMD laboratory reach a stable weight when
analyzed by M24, most exceptions are outside of the architectural coatings world, such as the CAS
Certification Program where many bio-based oils are submitted for testing. Staff has come across form
release compounds, some of which are also formulated with almost 100% bio-based oils. The laboratory
staff has a long history performing M313 on CAS samples and this is the most accurate method for their
analysis.

The analysis of very complex hydrocarbon mixtures by GCgas-chromatography is a time-tested procedure,
as exemplified by:

e ASTM D2887 Standard Test Method for Boiling Range Distribution of Petroleum Fractions
by GCas-Chremategraphy (55°C to 538°C) ASTM D 6352 Standard Test Method for Boiling
Range Distribution of Petroleum Distillates in Boiling Range from 174 °C to 700 °C by
GCGas-Chromatography.

e EPA SW-846 Method 8015B Non-Halogenated Hydrocarbons by GCas-Chremategraphy,
applicable to gasoline range organics (GRO) and diesel range organics (DRO).

These and similar methods are routinely used by the petroleum industry, regulatory bodies, and consulting
laboratories for analyzing complex hydrocarbon mixtures over large carbon-number ranges, with good
repeatability. There is no technical reason why complex hydrocarbon mixtures cannot be analyzed by GC
Gas-Chromategraphy-with reproducible and defensible results, since similar methods are used regularly for
enforcement and commercial purposes. In reality, the highest carbon numbers addressed by M313 is
between C19 and about C20, since that is where the chromatographic cutoff point exists.

Example 1: Not including M313 in Rule 1144 — Metalworking Fluids and Direct-Contact Lubricants. This
was not due to issues with the validation criteria, but because of the lack of participation by industry
laboratories. In fact, there is no way to determine if M313 meets the criteria or not, due to the lack of
completion by several laboratories which had expressed an interest in participating and received samples.
The inter-laboratory was designed using ASTM protocol and without a sufficient number of participating
laboratories, a final ASTM-type statement of repeatability and reproducibility could not be determined.

Example 2: Please see response to Example 1. Also, please note the range of hydrocarbons that will be
encountered in M313 is not the overly broad characterization, but is limited from C6 to no more than C20.

Example 3: The proposal to remove form release compounds from Rule 1113 has nothing to do with the
VOC test method; staff would not propose to remove a category because a test method was inadequate.
Staff is developing Rule 1161 — Release Agents to address multiple release agents that are currently
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unregulated. Because Form Release Compounds and Bond Breakers serve a purpose that is more in line
with proposed Rule 1161, staff is proposing to remove them from Rule 1113. Staff is open to finding a
faster and simpler test for evaluating certain form release compounds, but M313 works for these complex
matrices. During the method development in 2011, laboratory staff evaluated a form release compound
that was a petroleum oil with less than 2% water by M313, M24 and the less stringent ASTM E1868 and
found the following:

M313 M24 E1868
Oily Form Release Compound 200 230 60

The relative agreement between M313 and M24 and significantly lower results for ASTM E1868
demonstrates staff’s concern over using this method, which was developed for metal working fluids and
lubricants.

Sherwin Williams repeatedly alleges, without evidence, M313 is irreproducible for SVOCs. And yet
clearly, many gas chromatographic methods are employed today to analyze even more challenging carbon
ranges than those under M313’s applicability._ For example, the ASTM “simulated distillation” GC
methods, used to characterize boiling range and other crude oil and product properties, applies to boiling
ranges from 55 to 538 degrees Celsius (ASTM D2887) and carbon numbers from C10 to C90 (ASTM
D6352), which is far beyond the range of M313.

Example 4: The statement of the range of samples which can be reasonably analyzed by the subject method
is found in the “applicability” section of all methods, including USEPA and ASTM procedures. The
“applicability” section of M313 is being developed with the full review and participation of interested
parties, including Sherwin Williams. The SCAQMD welcomes their comments to improve the method.

Example 5: The SCAQMD is providing a reproducible method for enforcement of VOC content, which is
Method 313. Any exceptions to the method are for industry to petition to the District and the USEPA. The
District is simply trying to provide a reliable procedure which will generate sufficient data, of reasonable
quality, by which exceptions can be petitioned and evaluated by regulatory bodies.

The work on the exclusionary method began because industry had concerns M313 was not equivalent to
M24. All of the work conducted thus far has shown that M313 is consistent with M24 and all, but maybe
one of the 100 compounds industry cited as compounds of concern have been shown to leave the paint film,
e.g. what is measured as a VOC in M24 is measured as a VOC in M313. The SCAQMD and the USEPA
will continue to work with industry as the last remaining details are worked out and both Methods 313 and
319 (the exclusionary method) are validated. The SCAQMD does not intend to test every possible matrix
or coating to demonstrate if a compound should be excluded. The concept of the exclusionary principle is
to test several representative matrices that are recommended by industry and approved by the SCAQMD
and USEPA, and make a determination if the compound leaves or stays in the paint film. The concept was
never intended to exempt specific compounds from specific coating formulations as this would be
extremely complicated and burdensome on both the regulated community as well as the regulating agencies.
As stated above, the concept was for the SCAQMD to develop a protocol for industry to use to validate if
a compound should be excluded, the SCAQMD never intended or committed to test every possible matrix;
this would be an endless task. In fact, throughout this process, the SCAQMD tried to put the burden of
developing a test method on industry but very little work was produced, other than the extensive work
conducted at Cal Poly SLO. From the point of view of the SCAQMD, setting the endpoint at MP resolved
the analytical uncertainty with M313 and solved the issue of equivalency. The SCAQMD was open to
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addressing industry’s concerns about SVOCs and has spent at least two years intensely studying this issue.
Methods 313 and 319 will address the vast majority of the volume of coatings sold where M24 loses
precision. No analytical method is going to resolve every possible scenario, but what has been developed
is a great improvement over the status quo. Using ASTM published repeatability and reproducibility values
attached to the competing methods, there is a point where M24 becomes less accurate than the M6886 GC
method for water-reducible coatings. This has been studied and calculated many times by the ASTM
committee. Therefore, -and-itis-time-te staff advocates movinge forward and adopting these test methods.

Lastly, ASTM E1868 has been seen to be far less stringent than M24 (the national standard) when
determining VOC of semi-volatiles. The USEPA does not allow method changes that significantly reduce
stringency of enforcement. The differences in results between the ASTM-method E1868 and M24 are
dramatic; a point which staff will bring to the USEPA._Laboratory staff has run several samples by all three
methods (M24, M313, and ASTM d1868), which showed that, for samples containing SVOCs, ASTM
D1868 has produced significantly lower VOC results than the other two methods.

Unlike ASTM E1868, M313 was evaluated against M24. In addition, the cutoff embedded in M313 is
consistent with the dividing line used by modelers to distinguish VOC from SVOCs. In addition, the
proposed method ASTM E1868 itself is subject to another flaw which is that it cannot reliably analyze the
VOC content of samples which contain water in anything other than trace levels. Upon USEPA approval,
staff is open to the development of a TGA method that is equivalent to M24 as this could serve as simpler
method for the analysis of a small sub-set of architectural coatings (non-film forming samples containing
trace amounts of water). This would serve as a time and cost saver for both industry and regulatory
agencies, but not because M313 is not an appropriate VOC test method.
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The following are comments from the Roof Coatings Manufacturers Association — Comment
Letter #9.

Comment Letter #9 September 11, 2015

Ms. Heather Farr

office of Planning, Rule Development, and Area Sources
South Coast air Quality Management District

21865 Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, CA 91765

RE: SCAQMD Proposed amended Rules 1113 and Rule 314 on Architectural Coatings and Fees
Dear Ms. Farr:

The Roof Coatings Manufacturers Association [RCMA) and its member companies appreciate the
opportunity to provide the following comments an the issues discussed at the August 26, 2015 South
Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD or the District) Rules 1113 and 314 mesting, and VOC
Workgroup meeting. RCMA wishes to conwvey to SCAOMD Staff owr position, in order to find a
reasonable solution on the proposed regulations and the clean air benefit.

RCMA appreciates SCAQMD Staffs willingness to explore regulatory and nom-regulatory options to
achieve VOC emissions reductions to satisfy its commitments from the 2012 Air Quality Management
Plan (2012 AQMP] for the South Coast A Basin. Furthermore, we support these efforts and welcome
the opportunity to continue discussions with the District.

Background on the Roof Coatings Manufacturers Association

For owver 30 years, RCMA has served as the national trade association representing a large majority of
the manufacturers of asphaltic and solar reflective roof coatings and the suppliers to the roof coatings
imdustry. Roof coatings protect commercial and residential roofs against water, chemicals, and physical
damage. This can extend the life of the roof system, reducing building-owner costs and tear-off waste.
Roof coatings have numergus benefits to energy use and the environment. Reflective roof coatings lead
to lower roof temperatures, which in turn reduce the Urban Heat Island Effect, air conditioning costs,
and peak energy use. The vast majority of RCMA member companies are family-or employes-owned,
privately hald small businesses. One of RCMA's primary roles is to translate complex regulatory language
into actionable easy to understand directives and information pieces for its members that improve
compliance with these regulations.

ower the last few decades, ninety percent of VOC content has been eliminated from roof coatings. Of
significant concern to RCMA members are the ever-increasing regulations governing volatile organic
compounds (VOC) in coatings. ViOCs are contained in roof coatings for several reasons. Sohvent-based
coatings can be used as an alternative to waterborne technologies; especially where freeze/thaw
resistance and proeduct application and storage in cooler climates or in winter months is required. WOCs
are used to dissolve solids to keep coatings in a liguid phase, allowing for them to be applied prior to the
solvent flashing out and the product curing to form a solid layer. Furthermore, coatings may be
formulated with vioCs because of the selvents’ ability to soften the substrate that the coating is being
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applied to, improving the application and ultimate performance of the coating. 4s VOC content limits
are lowered in different roof coating architectural and industrial categories, the effectiveness of the
product is compromised.

Proposed Definitions

RCKMA appreciates the proposed revisions and edits made by SCAQMD during the working group
meetings. Below are suggested revisions for further clarfication and to minimize confusion:

4. Roof Coatings
RCMA and its members know of the variety of uses and benafits to roof coatings. We suggest
odding the various uses of roof coatings to round out the definition. Similar to the definition of

Driveway Sealers (18), revising the definition of roof coatings to read:

“ripof Coatings are coatings formulated for application to exterior roofs for the primary purpose
of preventing water penetration inte the underlying surface; or reflecting heat and wltraviolet
radiation, or sealing and protecting the substrate or restoring or preserving the surface

appearance.”
51

B. Mastic Coatings
RCMA recommends clarifying that the mastic coatings definition excludes roof coatings
products. Highly used are references of flashing cement as mastics in the roofing industry, which
can lead to regulatory confusion. RCMA suggests adding “excluding roof coatings” to this
definition to clarify the difference in products. We recognize that “flashing cement” is regulated
under Rule 1168 for adhesive and s=alant applications, but feel it's important to clarify for
purpases of the rule definition. Revised, the definition would read:

“Mastic Coatings are coatings formulated to cover holes and minor cracks and to conceal
surface irregularities, excluding roof coatings, and applied in a thickness of at least 10 mils (dry,

single coat).”

Industry Considerations
4. Limited Justification for Extensive Changes to Rule 1113

Az mentioned during the Workshop, the District has already met its 2012 AQMP Commitments

for the Architectural Coatings Source Category. RCMA commends the District for making

reductions that exceed the inventory goals of 2 to 4 tons per day (tpd) for this source category.
o-2 We believe these efforts, as demonstrated thought the downward trend summary from 2008
until 2014, should be celebrated and not to enforce further regulatory action to reduce VOCs
fram AlK coatings. Preliminary Rule 314 data from 2014 demonstrates that the District has
already achieved, and well exceeded, the CTS-01 2019 targets of 12.2-14.2 tpd by over 2 tpd for
the souwrce category. Therefore, the District should consider other source categories to reduce
ViOCs,
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B. Incorporation of Rule 314 Fee Rate in SCAQMD State Implementation Plan
RCMA supports the SCADRMD s efforts to inclede Rule 314 in the District’s State implementation
Plan (5P} to validate and track wolatile organic compownd [VOC) emissions from architectural
and industrial maintenance [AIM] coatings and demaonstrate attainment with the South Coast
&ir quality Management Plan's VOC emissions reductions targets.

Az mentioned above, SCAQMD is exceeding tpd goals for the &M source category. To ensure
the District is accurately tracking Rule 314 data amnd meeting its SIPF commitments, we
recommend good faith measures to assist the timely manner that manufacturers report VOO
product emissions. These good faith measures or incentives could be to waive the application
fee of 5187.85 for low-wOC products, or the standard evaluation fee for the following year.

C. Exempt Compounds

The District should fully exempt tertiary butyl acetate (TBALC) and di-methyl carbonate (DMC) to

be consistent with the Environmental Protection Agency. TBAC was exempted for industrial
o4 maintenance coatings after SCAQMD staff conducted a very conservative risk assessment and
found that TBAC-based coatings would not pose a health threat. DMC has successfully been
used in a number of coatings formulations. an exemption for DMC would provide another useful
tool for formulators. DMC is VOC exempt in almost all areas of the US except the South Coast.
We suggest that the District exempt both compounds for industrial and architectural coatings.

D. Building Envelope Coatings
RCMA does not support lowering the Building Envelop Coating fimit. This is a new category with
lack of accurate sales data by CARE and SCAQMD. In a similar fashion to the product sale data,
- SCAOMD should spend a few years gathering accurate data to determing if this category should
be reduced.

Considering the substamtial cost associated with the testing of air barriers, or building envelope
coatings, the District should reconsider this category. Industry estimates show that
reformulation and retesed by the three test methods defined In the category definitlan wiil cost

———  of approximately 30-a0k per product.

Test Methodology

&. Method 313 and Incorporation of ASTM D63EG Precision Statements
RCMA is concerned by the unfamiliarity of other labs in conducting Method 313. To date, the
District has only evaluated the internal precision of Method 313, This evaluation of three
operators using the same piece of equipment resulted in an error band of 5 g/l material WvocC.
while RCMa believes the District has made great progress with Method 313, we are concerned
95 with how other labs conducting Method 313 will compare to the SCAOMD results. This
information is especdially critical for coatings manufacturers since they need to know how far
below the regulatory limit they need to formulate to account for precision differences between
their testing equiprment and the District.

Additionally, the prepzration of “validation” of Method 313 by EPA Method 301 “Field
walidation of Pollutant Measurement Methods from Various Waste Media" is a concemn.
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Expecially, when the assessment of validation is derived via external “interlaboratory™ [from lab
to lab} precision.

During the workshop, SCAQMD staff spoke highly of ASTM D63EG6 as reliable and that they
understocd that it's more widely used in laboratories for manufactures. However, the District
will not consider a suggestion by the American Coatings Association [ACA) to use ASTHM DGEEEG
precision staternents for measuring volatility compared to Method 313 This i highly confusing
to RCMA and we agree with ACA on this issue. We understand that for reporting purposes 45T
DE836 & an accepted test method - however, shouwld a product be pulled from the shelf and
tested, it will b2 via Method 313. There is no uniform measurement if the results between a
manufactwrer utilizing DEEEE6 and the results from Method 313 differ, especially if obtained by
the SCAQMD laboratory. Furthermore, there are no other third-party laboratories that the
manufactwrer cam test a product for walatility via Method 313, Without some concession on the
incorporation of precision statements from the more universally accepted method ASTM DEEES,
we fear there will be a comparison of apples to oranges during the regulatory enforcement and
lead to more complications of compliznce.

Further on page 15 of the 5taff report, the District cites, “for compliance purposes, [the District]
will provide a guidance decument to explain the differences between the two methods such
that a manufacturer utilizing D63E6 will be aware of how their results could differ from results
obtained by the SCAQMD laboratory™. and, the presentation on August 26 provided the key
similarities, key differences, and required changes to De2ES that would need to be made to
make DE3E6 similar to Method 313. However, this does not solve the concern if manufactures
are allowed to report of VOC emissions via D6EEE, but not accepted if submitting a rebuttal to a
Motice of Compliance — cited by SCAQMD laboratory results via Method 313, RCMA once again,
agreed with ACA and suggests that the DEEE6 round robin precision statements be accepted,
and they are the only data we have that can answer this key compliance question.

B. Exclusion Pathway

RCMA appreciates the time and effort that the District has committed to developing an

exclusion pathway. and, we suggest that the District's choose an appropriate swrogate that
87 would have the same volatility as methyl palmitate, not dibutyl phthalatae. The purpose of the
exclusionary pathway is to determine whether or not a compound or complex hydrocarbon
mixture is less volatile than methyl palmitate. Dibutyl phthalate appears to have a significantly
lower vapor pressure than methyl palmitate. Therefore, we suggest selecting a surrogate with
the same volatility as methyl palmitate.

Conclusion

RCKMIA and its member companies are dedicated to developing products that minimize negative impacts
an air guality while offering coatings with performance characteristics consumers require. We ars
pleased with the progress that SCAOMD has made to esceed WO emissions goals, but would like to
continue the progress in a feasible manner that does not impact guality of the end-product. RCMA
suggests considerations are made for Rules 1113 and 314 on the definitions, test methodology, and
based on the industry’s observations in the field.
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The Association appreciates the positive relationships we have built with the South Coast air Quality
Management District and looks forward to continuing collaboration to work toward improved air quality
and achievable regulatory activities.

Sincerely,

f
I_'f‘..'l_.'l | A hge

lohn Ferraro

Executive Director

Roof Coatings Manufacturers Association [RCMA]
750 Matianal Press Building

529 Fourteenth Strest, MWW

washington, D.C. 20045

Response to comment 9-1

This is the first time staff has heard of this confusion from industry but does not see an issue with the
proposed change_to the definition of ‘Mastic Coatings’.-

Response to comment 9-2
Please see the response to comment 4-2 and 7-1.
Response to comment 9-3

Staff will continue to work with the USEPA to determine if submitting Rule 314 to the SIP could result in
creditable reductions. At this time, staff’s understanding is this will not result in SIP creditable reductions.

Response to comment 9-4

Staff will not propose any change to the tBAc exemption until the final, peer reviewed analysis is released
in early 2016. Staff is not considering an exemption for DMC primarily due to toxicity concerns, but also
because no case was made for the need to exempt DMC. During the year and a half long process, DMC
was never a serious topic of concern. Staff is not proposing major reductions to the VOC limits such that
DMC is needed.

Response to comment 9-5

Staff has evaluated the coatings that are currently being supplied into and within the SCAQMD and all but
one of the compliant coatings meet the future VOC limit. Staff does not want to allow time for higher-
VOC coatings to enter the market to justify a higher VOC limit. The current sales weighted average of 22
g/L} supports the proposed 50 g/L to go into effect January 1, 2019. Further, the manufacturers of these
products initially supported the proposed 50 g/L limit.
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Response to comment 9-6

Please see the response to comment 7-10. As for formulating below the VOC limit to account for the test
method, the error bands in place provide a large buffer such that this should not be a concern. It is not
uncommon to formulate below the VOC limit to account for batch to batch differences, but switching to a
more accurate test method should not be the cause for reformulation. M313 is far more accurate than M24
for low-VOC coatings so, if anything, the coatings can be formulated closer to the VOC limit without the
risk of faulty results from the test method._If both methods are performed with proper attention to quality
control, the results should be very similar. In staff’s participation in the M6886 inter-laboratory (when
running our own method), our results were very much in line with the M6886 results. Some reordering of
some compounds may occur near the endpoint; however, this is a theoretical possibility not yet
demonstrated.

Staff included M6886 in Rule 1113 so manufacturers could rely on those test results for labeling and
reporting their VOCs. This is no different than the current rule language that allows for manufacturers to
rely on formulation data to report their VOCs. That does not preclude the SCAQMD from using a more
similar method with more quality control standards for compliance purposes. It is additional quality control
standards that make staff reluctant to adopt the round robin results for M6886. While the SCAQMD
laboratory participated in the ASTM round robin for M6886 and their results were close to the median of
all the laboratories, the results were not included in the statistical analysis of the error bands because the
method was different. During an inter-laboratory study, it is very important the participants all use the
same method, otherwise there is not an “apples to apples” comparison, thus our results were merely advisory
(to the District) and could not be included in the final ASTM repeatability and reproducibility calculations.
Also, since our method includes a tremendous amount of performance checks to minimize critical errors
and demonstrate proper operation, M313 should achieve and document superior repeatability and
reprodu0|b|I|tv Therefore the M6886 repeatablllty and reproducibility results may not apply to M313.

Differences between laboratory results in the case of an NOV is not a new situation brought on by the
inclusion of M6886 and M313. The SCAQMD has had to address these issues in the past either between
two laboratories using the same test method (e.g. M24) or between formulation data and laboratory results.
Staff will address these situations on a case-by-case basis with the manufacturers and/or the laboratory that
analyzes the samples.

Response to comment 9-7

Please see the response to comment 7-12._ Comparative results depend on how well each method is
performed. Without any control over method performance, it is impossible to predict how well the results
would compare. This is why we continue to handle comparisons on a case-by-case basis. If both methods
are performed accurately, there are two potential sources of difference: 1) M313 uses triglyme to quantify
unidentified compounds, which will yield higher results than Texanol (the compound of choice) for M6886.
However, since M313 limits the total number of unidentified compounds to 5 g/L or less, the discrepancy
should be in the realm of 1 to 2 g/L or less; 2) There is the possibility that some compounds near the
endpoint may elute in somewhat different order on the M313 column than on the M6886 column. If
compounds are eluting within approximately 10% of the endpoint marker, formulators may wish to confirm
comparative compound retention times, which is a one-time test.
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The following are comments from the Miracle Sealants — Comment Letter #10.

BPAMIRACLE

Sealants Company
September 23, 2015

Heather Farr

Air Quality Specialist

South Coast Air Quality Management District
21865 Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, CA 91765

Subject: Amendments to Rule 1113
Dear Ms. Farr,

The Miracle Sealants Company appreciates the opportunity to comment on the South Coast
Alr Quality Management District's amendments to Rule 1113 on Architectural Coatings.

The Miradle Scalants Company supports the addition of the definition “Tile and Stone
Sealers.” The definition is the following,

A. Penetrating sealers are polymer solutions that cross-link in the substrate and must

meet the following criteria:
i A fine partidle structure to penetrate dense tile such as porcelain with
absorption as low as 0.10% per ASTM C 373, ASTM C 97, or ASTM C 642

i, Retain or increase static coefficient of friction per ASTM C 1028, ANSI A 137.1

jii. Not create a topical surface film on the tile or stone

fv. Allow vapor transmission per ASTM E9690

B. Film forming sealers, which leave a protective film on the surface.

This definition more clearly describes the types of product used to protect and preserve tile
and stone surfaces.

Miracle Sealants Company appreciates the staff willingness to meet and discuss this issue.
This change will now accurately describe the products in this category,

Miracle Sealants Company supports the addition of this definition. Again we thank you for
your consideration and time to this important issue.

Best Reggrds,
_’—'—'—'—_——

|
./

joseph Salvo

CEO

[S:ps

-
12318 Lower Azusa Road « Arcadia, Califomia 910063872 « Tel. (626) 4436333 » Fax: (626) 443-1435

Response to comment letter 10

Staff appreciates the input from Miracle Sealants in crafting the definition and the support letter._Staff has
adopted their definition in the rule language.
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The following are comments from Raymond Regulatory Resources — Comment Letter #11.

— Comment Letter #11
7
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Doug Raymond 5857 Trumbull Rd. Geneva, OH 44041
diraymondi@req-resources. com 440-474-4999

5
i

RO EG

September 23, 2015

Heather Farr

Air Quality Specialist

South Coast Air Quality Management Dismrict
21865 Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, CA 91765

Subject: Zinc Rich Coatings

Diear Ms. Farr.,

Raymond Regulatory Resources (3R], on behalf of its clients appreciate the
opportunity to comment on the South Coast Air Quality Management Districts
amendments to Eule 1113,

First and foremost 3B appreciates the staffs willingness to meet and discuss the

issues of the amendments, these meetings are invaluable to being able to work out
issues between workgroup meetings.

There are two issues that 3R will comment on. 3R supports the addition of the Tile
and Stone Sealer caregory. This new definition more appropriately describes
products used for protection of these surfaces.
I teext, 3R opposes the inclusion of the Zinc Rich Coating category in the prohibition
of zales from retail outlets that is included in the small container amendments for
the following reasons:
* Zinc Rich Coating has a specific definition, which is difficult to circumvent.
* Staff has stated that IM and Zinc Rich categories were added to prevent
crossover from Rust preventative coatings. Due to the specific definition of
Zinc Rich it is unlikely this switch can happen.
* The district mever discussed the Zinc Rich category inclusion into the IM
prohibition until August 19. This is very late in the process.

11-1

11-2
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* Staffs own caleulations show less than 0,01 TPD of emissions reduction from
all IM coatings. This emission reductions will be even less for Zinc Rich
Coating category.

* There is absclutely no history of the Zinc Rich Ceating category being used

112 instead of Rust Preventative Coatings.

cont. * Staff acknowledges that using a small container of IM or Zinc Rich Coatings
for touch up is better than recoating the entire surface.

* Zinc Rich Coatings are needed in small containers for touch up and should
not be subject to a retail sales prohibition.

Thus, 3R opposes the Zinc Rich Coating inclusion into the prohibition for retail sales.
Small containers of Zinc Rich Coatings are used for touchup.

Thank you for your consideration to these issues. If you need further information
please do not hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely,

Douglas Raymond

Response to comment 11-1
Staff appreciates the comment in support of the proposed definition.
Response to comment 11-2

Staff concurs there will not be crossover between RPCs and Zzinc-Rrich Pprimers. Fhisrestriction-would
fitbetteramongst-coating-categeries-notusingthe SCE—An average of 100 gallons of Zzinc-Rrich Pprimer
was sold annually under the SCE since 2008. These are not coatings offered for sale at retail outlets. These
products are used for large prOJects involving structural steel such as brldge projects, where corrosion is
critical. A A —Therefore, staff
included the szc erch Pprlmers in subparagraph (f)(l)(E) to aIIow the use of smaII fepqrea{er—thanw
titersized-containers for touch up_purposes, and as long as they are not displayed or advertised for sale at a
retail outlet..
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The following are comments from Cal Poly San Luis Obispo — Comment Letter #12.

(AL POLY

5an Luis Obispao, CA 33207

Polymers and Coatings Program
Departmuent of Chemistry and Biochemistry

(BO5) 756-2693

Comment Letter #12

September 23, 2015

Heather Famr

South Coast Awr CQuality Management Disinict
21865 Copley Dnve

Diamond Bar, CA 91765

Dear Ms. Farr:

I'm writing in support of the inclusion of AQMD Method 313 and ASTM Method
D6886-14 as approved VOC measurement methods to be included m the revision of Rule
1113.

Our lab has been at the forefront of VOC method development in the US for nearly
twenty years. We developed ASTM Method D6826 and related direct VOC methods.

The addition of these direct methods will at last codify what has been a de facfo sifuation
for the past several years, mainly the use of direct, gas chromatographic-based methods

for analysis of low VOC waterbome coatings. These coatings cannot be reliably
analyzed using indirect methods based on EPA Method 24.

I am also wniting to support the mclusion of your proposed exclusionary pathway method
for semi-volatile materials. This approach will allow for the exclusion of semi-volatile
compounds which have been shown to be less volatile than your VOC marker, methyl
palmitate. I alse support the use of tetraethylene glycol as the swrogate for methyl
palmitate in these tests, based on the experimental work I sent you earlier.

Please let me know if you have any questions.

Begards .

:jj‘mu- l;i cﬁ‘r-.-\_f

Diane Jones, Ph.ID.
Professor Emenitus
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Response to comment letter 12

Staff appreciates all the contributions and support to the test method development from Cal Poly SLO.
Their contributions have been invaluable to this process and staff is encouraged that all the hard work is
coming to fruition as Methods 313 and M6886 are being proposed for inclusion in Rule 1113. There will
be further development on the exclusionary principle and the precision and bias analysis. Staff looks
forward to further discussions and working group meetings, including discussions on the appropriate
surrogate compound for the film spiking method. For further discussion, please see staff’s response to
comment 7-12.
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The following are comments from the American Coatings Association received after the
September 17, 2015 Public Consultation Meeting — Comment Letter #13.

Comment Letter #13

®
*e® AmericanCoatings
S | ASSOCIATION™
e

September 25, 2015

M=, Heather Farr

Office of Plannmg, Fule Development, and Area Sources
South Coast Air Quality Management Dhstrnet

21865 Copley Dnive

Diamond Bar, CA 91765

EE: SCAQAID REule 1113/ Rule 314 Amendments; ACA Comments

Dear Ms. Fam:

The Amencan Coatings Aszsocaton (ACA) would hke fo provide the followmg comments on
the 15sues discussed at the September 17, 2015 South Coast Aw Quahty Management Dhstiict
{(SCAQMD or the Dhstnet) Bule 1113/ Fule 314 meeting. We are only addressing specific 1ssues
discuszed at the September 17, 2015 meetnyg and mncorporate by reference all previously
submitted ACA comments on Fule 1113/Fule 314!

Zine Rich Primers

131

13-2

b

ACA requests that the Small Container Exemphon be retained for Zme Fich Primers smee for
the following reazons:
a.

The Dhsinct did not propose this change unfil the very last moment on August 19, so0 we
have pot had an opportumty to discuss thas issue m depth.

The zinc nch primer category 15 very spectfic, so crcunmvention via this category 1s
highly unlikely.

Zine Fach Primers are very useful and theiwr sale should net be lmuted.

Dhstnct Staff have acknowledgzed that wsing Zme Fach Primers for tonch-up apphications
15 preferable to recoating an enfire srface.

The Dhstnct will achieve neghzble emission reductons through this change — less than
(.01 tons per dav — whale mposing a sigmficant burden on manufacturers.

Tub and Tile Coatings

ACA strongly recommends that the Distrniet retain the smzll confamer exemphon for the Tub and
Tile Refimish category since the mdustv 15 stugglmg to meet the 420 g hout. As mentioned at
the September 17 2015 meeting, dunng the Cabforma Air Resources Board's 2007 Suzgested
Control Measures negonanons, the mdustry beheved that the 420 g1 limit was achievable,

especially smee 1t appeared at the ime that TBA- would to be exempted m all Califormaa Air

' ACA s previous commeni letiers are dated: July 8, 2015; Aprml 30, 2015; March 10, 2015; Tapuary 20, 2015 and
September 10, 2015.

1500 RHODE ISLAND AVENUE MM * WASHINGTOM, OC 20005 *+ T 2024626272 + F 202.462.8549 * www.paint.org
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ACA Comments on SCAQMD Rule 1113 & Rule 314 Amendment= September 23, 2013

[ Districts. Unfortunately, TBAc was not exempted throughout California, and several compares
13-2 | are now struzgling to meat the 420 21 hmit. Fortunately, these compames can whlize the small
cont | container exemption. However, this option will no longer be available in the SCAQMD. While
we appreciate the extended comphance deadlme of January 1, 2017, we request that the Diztnet
retain the small container exemphon for Tub and Tile coatings, or include a January 1, 2019
|_compliance date.

Industnal Mamtenance Coatmes “Mot for Retail”

133 | The District should clarify in its Staff Report and (/A memo that “not for retail” means that TM
coatmes may be cold at retail outlet if they are restricted fo behind the coumter or back room
zales, as cwrrent pobcy dickates.

Fecveled Coatinss

The Diztiet should not lower the VOC lmit for Reeyeled Coatings to 130 gL since snsuring
complianee with this It would drastically raise the costs of recyeling, and reduce the use of
134 recyeled coatings by pricing them out of the market. A 150 L. VOU hrt would force paint
recyelers to attempt to sort iIncoming recycled paints by VO content, which 15 labor mtensive,
time-consummng, and not abways possible when labels are tom, messing, or obscured by paint. In
thiz case, recyvelers would be forced to dispose of more product, thus mereasing waste disposal
costs. Recyelers would also be forced to subput a sample from every bateh for VOC content
testing at an independent laboratory, further adding to recychng costs.

A market for recyeled paimt exists only when the price to consumers 15 substantially less than
VIrgin paint; every increase in the price of recyeled paint reduces itz potential market. Finally, the
PantCare program will incur bigher costs, resulting in increazed costs to manufacturers and
consumers. {ven thess concerns, ACA beheve the Dhsinet should retam the cwrent hot of 230
g/L. which was endorsed bey the pamt recychng industy specifically because it would not requure
unnecessary and expensive sorting and testing to ensure compliance, since all latex paints
manufactured i the past 30 vears have met thas it

Method 313 and Method 319

o
ACA appreciates all the work that staff has done with respect to Method 313 and the Excluzion
Pathway. We have the following additional comments:

1355 A As discussed at the September 17, 2015 mesting, we are concerned that the infernal
instrment precision that SCAQMD 15 considenng is different than the external
instrument precision we have requested. While the infernal precision may be helpful to
determine how precise one mstrument at SCAQMD may be, stakeholders also need to
understand bow precize cutside lab instnmments are compared to SCAQMD instruments.
Coatngs mamfactorers need this informaton as they formomlate products to meet the
VO himnats. For example, if the precision between labs was plus or minus 10%, then
mannfacturers would formulate their coatings shightly less than 10%: below the lomit to
ensure the coatng will still meet the linut, including the precizion “buffer.”
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13-5b

13-5c

13-5d

13-5&

13-5F

13-5g9

ACA Comments on SCAQMD Bule 1113 & Rule 314 Amendments September 23, 2015

. We are encouraged that the Distnet 15 considenng referencing the ASTR DGESS

precision unfl EPA approves “internal” precision and bias for Method 313, A simpler
path forward would be to desipnate the current “error band™ a5 miternal precision, and
permanently designate the DEEES precizion as “external” precizion

. We are also encouraged that the Dhstrict 15 considenng completing a Method 313 round

robin with external certified laboratonies. We are concemed that the Dhstrict 1s only using
three laboratones, smee ASTM recommends a mummm of s laboratories for a round
robin to be representative. If the Distiet decides to use industry laboratones, we can
provide industry contacts. Fmally, ACA urges the Dhstnet to use blind samples.

. We appreciate the Distnct’s willingness to specify that the exclusion pathway — new

Method 319 — 15 for unreactive compounds. However, we request that the Staff Report
and Board Eesoluhon menhon that the Dhstnct 15 receptrve to addinonal pathways
including a fuhure pathway for Amines.

We specifically request that Exclusion Pathway Flowchart or the scope of Method 315
meclude the following footnote:

“The exclusionary pathway 15 intended for unreactive compounds and will need to be
amended to correctly classify components such as amines that mmteract with other
components when the pamt 1= being formulated.™

. To clanfy “the use of the upper bound of emror bar,” we suggest that the Dishict include

an error band for methy] palmitate {measured versus modeled) such that compounds with
a vapor pressure (etther measured or modeled) that resides wathin this range pass Step 2.

. The compounds that have already been excluded through the method development should

be meluded mn the Fule 1113 5tzff Report and on the SCAQMD website so that
stakeholders can reference thiz mformaton.

. The Dhistrict should use tetrasthylene glveol mnstead of dibutyl phihalate as a swrogate for

meathy] palmitate in the Exclusionary Pathway Flowehart for Early Elutng Semn-Velanle
Orgamic Compounds (Box 3). Dibutyl phihalate appears to have a sigmuficantly lower
vapor pressure than methy] palmitate, whereas tetrasthvlene glyeol has the same vapor
pressure as methy] palmitate and behaves almost identically to methv] palmitate as a neat
compound. Tetraethylene glyveol 1= also sasier to incorporate info waterbome coatings,
especially comparad to dibuty] phihalate. Furthermore, tetrasthylens glveol 1s greater
than 25% nonvelatile via EPA Method 24. This matenal should ot be conzidered a
VO, And based on 1ts vapor prezsure and volatibity, 1t reprezents a much better choice
for a VOC cutoff marker compound for Method 313 than methy] palmetate, which 15 not
easily incorporated info low VOO waterborne paint. This conclusion 15 supported by
Diane Jomes from Cal Poly, and we beheve the Distnict should embrace this approach.
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ACA Comments on SCAQMD Fule 1113 & Eule 314 Amendments September 25, 2015

[ H Semi-volatils complex hydrocarbon mxtores, meludmg paraffinec or naphthenic mls, that
are used 1o some non-film forming architectural coafings often do not reach a stable
weight via Method 24, Therefore, these compounds should be analvzed by Method 313
aven though they may have a VO content greater than 130 2/l Unfortunately, as
1lhistrated on shde #8 of the attached SCAQMD prezentation from 2012, there are
diffienlties with applying Method 313 to these archrtectural coatings since they have a
broad molecular weight distnbution. The chromatogram on the laft zide of shde #8
demonstrates how these oils straddle the end pomnt marker of methy] palmitate, whach

13-5h elutes at about 30 minates. Given thes large pumber of umresolved and, arguably,

unrezolvable peaks under Method 313 run condihons, valid results are difficult to
achieve.

The following procedure should be meluded m Method 313 to address semm-volatle
complex hydrocarbon mithures such as paraffime or naphthenic oils that are nsed 1n some
non-film formung archetectural coatings:

“Semi-volatile complex hydrocarbon mxtures (including paraffinic or naphtheme cals)
that are used 1n some non-film forming archtectural coatings that (3} do not reach a
stable weight via Method 24, and (&) Elute a very large number of unresolved peaks via
Method 313 both prior to and after the quanhtafion Methyl Palmutate endpoint marker,
should be tested via TGA uvhihming condihons sumilar to BMethod 24 (temperature and
time]).”

Thank vou for vour consideration of ouwr comments. Please do not hesitate to contact us if vou
have any queshons.

Sineerelv,
Isf faf
David Darlmg, PE. Timothy Serie, Esq.
Semor Director, Emronmental Affans Counsel, Government A ffans

Ce: Philip Fine, SCAQMD
Joze Gomez, ARB
Fav1 BEamalingam ARB
Stan Tong, EPA
Wienke Tax EPA

% Lot via el ¥*
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Slide referenced in comment letter 13.

Test Method Development

SCAQMD Method 313-L ‘con’r.l
]
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Response to comment 13-1
Please see the response to comment 11-2.
Response to comment 13-2

Staff extended the effective date of the change to January 1, 2018 to allow time to reformulate the tub and
tile VOC limit that was agreed upon back in 2007.

Response to comment 13-3

Please see the response to comment 7-4c.
Response to comment 13-4

Please see the response to comment 3-7 and 7-6.
Response to comment 13-5a

Please see the response to comment 9-6 and 9-7. Paint formulators should not use the inherent error in any
test method to guide their coatings formulation. The manufacturer knows what is added they-are-adding-to
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the coatings and should formulate at or below the VOC limit, relying on formulation software. Product
formulation data is accepted by the rule for VOC content. Laboratory testing serves as a confirmation of
the formulation calculations and as a compliance tool for regulatory agencies. The intent of the
establishment of a precision and bias statement is not to allow for formulators to-game-the-system-and
formulate a certain percentage above the required VOC limits. There is no easy way to ensure laboratory
reliability. However, there is actually a tremendous amount of helpful information in M6886, which will
screen out serious errors. For example, relative response factors obtained in the implementing lab should
be compared to the published table of relative response factors; a significant difference between published
and obtained values would indicate instrument problems. The currently accepted test method M24, can vary
+/- 100% for coatlngs that approach zero-VOC;_therefore, M313 is included in the proposed amended rule.

Response to comment 13-5b and 13-5¢

Staff continues to believe that the precision and bias of M313, both internal and external precision, is
superior to M6886 due to the increase quality control, and will continue to work with industry and the
USEPA to validate the method. This validation may or may not include some sort of round robin, depending
on what is required for the validation.

Response to comment 13-5d

Staff will incorporate a statement in the Method 319 that the exclusionary method, as written, is for non-
reactive compounds, and that reactive compounds such as amines, are still being evaluated. As previously
stated, staff is open to reviewing data presented by industry to validate that certain amines react and become
part of the paint film. That said, if no compelling evidence is presented, there will be no need to amend the
exclusionary pathway; therefore, including a statement the method will be amended is premature.

Response to comment 13-5e

Staff has agreed to change Step 2 of the exclusion pathway to less than or equal to MP as previously
suggested by industry.

Response to comment 13-5f

Staff will include excluded compounds on the SCAQMD website once the write up of the exclusionary
method is completed and approved by the USEPA.

Response to comment 13-5g

Please see the response to comment 7-12. In addition, the SCAQMD laboratory results do not indicate that
EG4 is 95% non-volatiles by M24. EG5 is 95% non-volatiles but EG4 is around 60% non-volatile. The
third step for the exclusionary method is whether the compound of interest leaves the paint film and early
testing shows that it does. Once the matricxes have been selected and EG4 can be tested by the officially
accepted test method, staff will issue a conclusion on the status of EG4. At this time, it is premature to
state that EG4 should not be measured as a VOC. Initial testing using film extraction performed at Cal
Poly SLO showed EG4 leaving the paint film and initial work using the spiking method also showed it
leaving the paint film.

Response to comment 13-5h

The SCAQMD presentation referenced in the letter discusses the relative merits and difficulties of M24,
proposed SCAQMD M313L (a proposed GC method for lubricants and metal working fluids), and ASTM
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E1868-10 (the approved TGA VOC method for lubricants and metal working fluids) when applied to
lubricants. TGA is not approved by the EPA for paints and coatings. It specifically mentions integration
parameters, baseline placement, and endpoint retention times as M313L problem areas, which would also
apply to M313 analysis of non-film-formers.

During the technical evaluation of M313L, staff discovered lubricant samples do indeed require special
attention to integration parameters, baseline placement, and endpoint retention. The issues arise from - and
are resolved- as follows:

1) Integration parameters: Lubricants usually elute as nearly-featureless “humps” which are
challenging for the automated integration software used with GCs. This is solved by setting
integration parameters to be very sensitive to small changes in slope.

2) Baseline setting: Lubricants elute over minutes, which obscures the underlying baseline. In order
to integrate “to baseline”, a baseline from a previous (blank) run must be applied. This means that
baselines must be repeatable, so instruments must be cleaned between injections, and blanks must
be injected between samples to monitor baseline drift.

3) Endpoint: A few lubricants straddle the MP endpoint at their peak. (Most do not, and some are even
bimodal.) Small changes in endpoint retention time could potentially change the final result.
Methyl-Ppalmitate is injected with each batch to monitor the endpoint retention time. However,
this problem appears to be more theoretical than actual, since retention times rarely shift by more
than 0.05 minutes and the estimated VOC changes associated with such a shift would be small.
This is a different argument than re-defining the endpoint, which was also a goal of the lubricant
representatives.

Proposed SCAQMD M313 addresses all of the issues that were encountered during M313L evaluation.
However, SCAQMD laboratory staff has never seen this kind of peak distributions in paints and coating
samples, this issue was specific to the lubricant and metal working fluid samples. The heavier hydrocarbons
mixtures found in lubricant and metal working fluids would likely never leave the paint film, leaving the
films too soft and tacky. The petroleum-distillate fractions in paints and coatings disappear well before the
endpoint and are relatively restricted in carbon number.

Other materials which are non-film-forming include methoxylated soy oils, ethoxylated surfactant alcohols
(SAEs), dibasic esters (DBES), phthalates, and various glycol ethers/esters. These materials are analytically
straightforward in molecular weights applicable to VOC testing and therefore, can accurately be measured
by M313.

As far as TGA is concerned, it has the disadvantage of not being able to directly measure VOCs in samples
containing water or exempts. For those samples, determining VOC would once again rely on analyzing for
water and/or exempts and subtracting the results from the total volatiles. That approach reintroduces the
same M24 problems.

For solvent based samples, TGA has the potential to be a repeatable, low(er) cost method. However, TGA
(in its implementation for VOCs of lubricants) produces results that are dramatically lower than either M24
or M313, leading to the conclusion that ASTM E1868, with the specific parameters required by R1144, is
far less stringent than either the national standard or the SCAQMD proposed GC alternative.
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If TGA is developed as a method for measuring VOCs of non-water-containing samples that do not reach
a stable weight under M24 conditions, the results would have to be evaluated to ensure that the test method
is at least as stringent as M24. If a TGA method can be developed that is acceptable to the USEPA and
provides comparable results to M24, the SCAQMD laboratory would be open to including this method.
Staff looks forward to continuing to work with industry on the VOC test methods.
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The following are comments from Hao Jiang, P.E. of Disneyland Resort — Comment Letter #14.

From: Jiang. Hao <Hao Jiang@disney.com>
Sent: Thursday, September 17, 2015 12:01 PM
To Heather Farr; David De Boer

Subjact: PARI113 & 314

Importance: High

Heather and David,

| was planning to attend your work group meeting this am but something urgent happened that kept me here. | hope
you don’t mind to read my comments below.

(1) Japans definition R1113({b)(21)iD). Flease consider to make it consistence with the Japans definition in
R113&(b){28). If cannot, please consider to delete the words “... used by Motion Picture and Television
Production Studios..* Or change it to “... used by Maotion Picture, therme parks and Television Production
Studios.._."

(2] Are the words “pure concentrated pigment” in R1113b)(21)(D) and the words “pure pigment” in
R113&(b){28) Japans definitions the same as the “colorant™? Paint industry actually uses these words
interchangeably.

(3] Table 1. Please consider to use the “definition number” instead of “category code”. All the paints in Table 1 are
defined in subsection (b), so it would be easier for end-users to reference them to definition number.

(4] Graphic &rts (Sign) coating. Please consider to change the VOC standard to 250 g/l instead of 200 g/l as current
proposed. We have difficulty to land a sign coating with less than 200 g/| VOC.

(5] Table 2. Please consider to add a new colorant VOC standard at 350 g/l for "colorant used in Faux finishing
coating”. This is consistence with 350 g/1 VOC for Japans. See my #2 comment above as well.

(6) SCE R1113(f){1). Please move “non-sacrificial Anti-graffiti coatings” from subsection (B) to (C). Table 1 5CE
column has a note number 4 for this category.

(7} SCE R1113(f){1}{D){i) is unnecessary

[8) SCE R1113(f){1). please consider to change the word “any quantity’ in (C){ii] and [D]{ii) to “any size container”

(3] SCE R1113(f}){2). Please consider to change the subparagraph references from (f}{1)(B) to (f){ LHC){i} in
R1113{f){2){E] and [C).

Thank you so much!

Hac liang, P.E.

Environmental Affairs

Disneyland Resort

PO Box 3232

TOA 224C

Anaheim, Ca 52802

714-781-4504, hao.jang@disney.com
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Response to comment 14-1

Japan Ceoatings are a high-VOC, specialty coating strictly used in the television and motion picture
industry. Staff does not want to open the usage of these specialty, artistic coatings for further usage. The
reason staff retained this category exclusively for the television and motion picture industry is the short
timeframes available to create a production set. Staff did a demonstration with lower-VOC waterborne
products that works just as well, but could involve considerable more time to apply. If there was an issue
with an effect create by the solvent based Jjapan Ceoatings, the artist could just wipe off the substrate and
instantly start again. With the waterborne products, the artist would have to allow the coatings to dry, re-
prime the substrate and begin the work again. Staff felt the tight schedules involved with television and
movie production was a justification to allow for this very small usage of these products, but does not want
to open this up for theme parks, which are not under the same time constraints. Staff worked with Disney
on their specific need for Japan Coatings and have resolved this issue.

Response to comment 14-2

The phrase ‘pure concentrated pigment” used in the Jjapan definition is not the same as the term colorant
used in Rule 1113. Japan Ffaux Ceoatings are thick, concentrated coatings, which are usually thinned_or
finely ground in a slow drying vehicle, and applied to create artistic effects on or used by television and
movie production sets. For the purposes of Rule 1113, colorants are used to tint coatings to a desired color.
Colorants are solutions of dyes or suspensions of pigments. These are two very different terms for the
purposes of Rule 1113.

Response to comment 14-3

The use of category codes in the TOS Fable-of Standards-is to assist the manufacturer in their Rule 314
reporting as these category codes are not found in the rule. The categories are listed alphanumerically in
the definition section, thus making it relatively easy to find.

Response to comment 14-4

One of the major manufacturers of Graphic Arts coatings is reformulating their waterborne line to 200 g/L,
so these coatings should be available in the market place if the rule is adopted.

Response to comment 14-5

Japan Ceoatings are not tinted; they are supplied as concentrated pigments that are sometimes thinned prior
to use. There is no need to add colorant to a faux Jjapan_Faux Coating.

Response to comment 14-6

This was an oversight, staff intended to include all of the subcategories under the IMC umbrella in
subparagraph (f)(1)(E). It will be easier to remember the restrictions if they are the same for all IM coatings
and it will allow for one liter touch up to continue for all the subcategories.

Response to comment 14-7

Clause (f)(1)(D)(i) in the pre-Public Hearing version of the rule, (f)(1)(E)(i) in the Set Hearing Package
version is necessary. Paragraph (f)(1) now says the VOC limits do not apply to one liter containers exempt
in the cases listed in the following subparagraphs. Clause (f)(1)(E)(i) — (iii) states that the VOC limits for
IMC do not apply to one liter containers, used for touch up that are not displayed for sale at a retail outlet.
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Response to comment 14-8

Clauses (f)(1)(D)(ii) and (f)(1)(E)(ii) state that the VOC limit applies for coating sold for purposes other
than touch up. The statement “any quantity” or “any size container” is not necessary and staff removed the
reference to quantity.

Response to comment 14-9

Staff appreciates the feedback and corrected the references.
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The following are comments from David Darling, P.E. of American Coatings Association —
Comment Letter #15.

4 e

'I AmerlcanCDatmqs
S ASSOCIATION
®

October 2, 20135

M. Heather Farr

Office of Planmmg, Fule Development, and Area Sources
South Coast Aw Chuality Manzagement Thetiact

215855 Copley Diive

DHamond Bar, CA 91763

M=, Cynthua Carter

South Coast Aur Chuabity Manzagement Thetract
21865 Copley Dhave

Dhamond Bar, CA 31763

EE: SCAQAMD Eule 1113/ Eule 314 Amendments; Supplemental ACA Comments
and CEQA Comments

Dear M=, Farr and Ms. Carter:

The Amencan Coatings Association (ACAY would like to supplensent the comments that we
submitted on September 25 2015 with regards to elbmnatng 11 categones from the Simall
Contamer Exemphion (SCE), especially with regards to Stone Consolidants and Reactrve
Penetrating Sealers. Also there appears to be several fypos mn the proposed Fule 1113 Table of
Standards. We have also inchoded CECLA convments as well. Finally, we meorporate by reference
previously submitted ACA comments on Rule 1113/Rule 314.

A= ACA mentioned m owr Septernber 25 copwments, ACA beheves that the Dhistnet has not
provided an adequate jushfication for elimmatng the small container exemphon for these
additional categones since manufacturers do not utilize the exemption for these categones, and
no emission reductions will result from ths change In addinon, while the SCE has not bean
uhlized for these catezornes i the past, manufacturers may look to the small contamer ophon to
solve a new 1ssue in the field i the fiuture. Further, if for example a company makes a
technnlugv breakthrough but the product does not meet the category hirmt, these technologically
superior products could not make 1t to the markeiplace. Therefore we do not support elbminatms
the SCE fior these or any categones.

These comments supplement cur September 25, 2015 comments specifically with respect to
Stone Consohdants and Feactive Penstratng Sealers and have included supplementary
mformation regarding ongomg modem building preservation research m the Dhstruct.

' ACA"s previous comment lefiers are dated: September 25, 2013 September 10, 2015, Fuly 8, 2015; Aprl 30,
2015; March 10, 200 5; Tamaary 20, 3015,

1800 FHODE ISLAND AVEMLIE MW, * WASHINGTOR, B 20005 = T 2024626272 = F 202,462 68549 * www.paint,org
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151

132

13-3

154

ACA Comments on SCAQMD Hale 1113 & Ruole 314 Amendments September 9, 2015

Sione Comsalidants

We again appreciate the District adding the Stone Consolidants category to Rube 1113 in the
2013 amendments. ACA recommends not eliminating this category from the Small Container
Exemption. The category definition as wrillen is extraordinarily narrow with regards to
allowable project use, While many registered historic landmarks incorporate natural stone
substrates, the technology has been successfully utilized in the repair of otherwise irreparable
architectural materials including concrete and adobe,

Stone Consolidants represent il niche subcategory of mauterials designed 1o repair historic
structures that huve been domaged by weathering or other surface decay mechanisms, As
building inventory ages, the mix of architecturnl substrates with identified preservation problems
shifts. ACA recommends the small contiuiner exemption be maintained.

Table of Standards and Small Container Exemplion

Theere seerms to be severnl discrepancies between the august 19, 2015 PAR Hule 1113 Table of
Standards and the Small Container Exemption (SCE) provision. The Table of Standards inclades
a cheek and Fomnote 3 designation for Reaclive Pencirating Scalers, Wood preservatives (below
ground and others) and Recycled Contings, however these catlegories are not listed in the Small
Container Exemptlion provision, nor are these categories listed in the Siafl report (page 19) or the
Stafl slidke number 35 Trom the Augost 26, 2015 mecting. ACA assumes (and supporis) that there
is & typo in the Table of Standerds and that the District is not going 1o eliminate the SCE for
these categories. In addition, the Table of Standards has a Footnole 4 designation indicating tha
the Color Indicating Safety Paint category is 1o be eliminsted from the SCE on 1717209,
however the Staff Repon and the August 26, 2015 slide 35 indicate a 1/172016 dae. ACA does
niil support eliminating this or any cateporics from the SCE, however if over our objection the
District proceeds forwand, the 17172009 date is prefiermed.

Reactive Penetrating Sealers

We again appreciate the District adding the Resctive Penetroting Sealer category to Rule 1113 in
the 2013 amendments. Just in case the typo mentioned earfier is not a typo, ACTA necommends
not eliminating the Smail Container Exemption for Reactive Penetrating Sealers since these
seglers allow a namow range of high-performance water and chiloride ion screening lechnologies
wsed in commercial, instinmional and highway and bridge deck spplications. While the Small
Comtainer Exemption mav notl have been used extensively, there could be a need for higher YOO
products &0 solve emenging srchitectural substrate protection problerms in the Tulure.

South Cosst AQMD Area Modern Bullding Preservation
Los Angehes and surrcunding arcas are in the midst of an emerging modem building preservation

crisis. Mulbtiple task forces and working groups kave been formed under the umbrella of the Los
Angeles Conservancy Modern Committee and through The Ceity Conservation Institute. A
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15-5

ACA Comments on SCAQMD Rule 1113 & Rule 314 Amendments September 9, 2015

[ substantial number of modern siructures feature concrete fagades and exposed structural

elemenis subject to the same intragranular decay mechanisms as natral stone,

The Mational Park Service listed ten case study homes in the National Register of Historic Places

a3 part of 8 pilot project, hitps:www, laconservancy. orp/issues'case -sludy-louses
Mlany structures of similar age exist outside of this protected status. The Getty's Conserving

Mndm Amhm:nurr: Lrlillllm is focused on a nmnlm' nf identifi u:d dtt.l}' nm:l preservation
alion/ our

The Initiative recently convencd a meeting of experts 1o study the conservation of concrele
wwnmmwungmm mn.md

The resulting repornt poimted 1o o number of unresolved technology issues yet 10 be fully
researched. Coatings designed 1o profect substrates withowt visible changes in appearance will be
part of the solution. Thal may or may nol include existing Stone Consolidant and Reactive
Penetrating Scaler iechnologies — gither would be owtside the scope of curment resirictive
category definitions, The solution could include new technologies that do not it the 30 g/l
Dhefault limit. Either path points (o a need for ongoing regulatory Rexibility provided by the

| Small Container Exemption.

[ CEQA Considerations

ACA suggests that the Coliformin Emwironmental Quality Act (CEQA] requires that projects
potenfially affecting historical resources weigh the costs and benefits in the project
Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA). ACA believes there is a direct link between (he lack
of availebility of specialty comtings lor historical sirectures (since the District is eliminaling the
Small Container Exemption Stone Consolidants and Reactive Penetrating Sealers) and potential
for permanent and négative impairment of same in the currently proposed SCM revisions. For

| your convenicnce, 8 section from CEQA follows:

& 21084, 1. Historical resource; substantial sdverse change

A project that may cause 8 subvitanlial adverse change in the sipnificance of an historical
resgurce i5 & project thai may have a significani cffect on the environment. For purposes of this
section, an historical resournce is & resounce listed in, or determined to be cligible for listing in,
the California Register of Historical Resourees. Historical resources included in a local

register of historical resources, as defined in subdivision (k) of Section 5020.1, or deemed
significant pursuant to criteria sel forth in subdivision (g) of Section 5024. 1, are presumed 1o be
historically or culturally significant for purposes of this section, unless the preponderance of the
evidence demonstrates that the resource 1s nod historically or culturally significant, The facy that
u resource is not listed in, or determined to be eligible for listing in, the California Reglster of
Historical Resources, nod included in a local register of historical resources, or nol degmed
significant pursuant to criterin set forth in subdivision (g) of Scction 5024.1 shall not

South Coast Air Quality Management District 123 February 2016



Final Staff Report Proposed Amended Rule 1113

ACA Comments on SCAQMD Rule 1113 & Rule 314 Amendments September 9, 2015
preclude a lead agency from determining whether the resource may be an historical resource for
purposes of 1his section

Thank you for your consideration of our comments. Please do not hesitate 1o contact us if you
have any questions

Sincerely,
» v\.'
David Darling, .1 F'imothy Serie, Esq,
Senior Director, Environmental Affairs Counsel, Government Affairs

Ce Phalip Fine

**Sent via email**

Response to comment 15-1

As mentioned, staff worked with the manufacturers during the 2010/2011 rule amendment and agreed to
allow the higher--VOC category for stone consolidants to address the needs of historic preservation. At the
time, the manufacturers requested a 450 g/L VOC limit and did not indicate their products needed a higher
VOC limit. These products could have been legally sold prior to that amendment under the SCE, but staff
carved out a higher VOC limit to allow for sales in gallon sized containers. The following is from the 2011
staff report:

“Usage for this category is expected to be very small, approximately 142 gallons per
year. The proposed VOC limit for this category is 450 g/L; the estimated foregone
emissions are 0.001 tpd. Staff intends to monitor this category through the Rule 314
Annual Quantity and Emissions Reports to ensure that the sales do not exceed the
estimated usage, and may consider sales caps for this category if actual sales are well
above the estimated usage. ”

The usage estimate has been exceeded every year other than the most recent year. The sales volumes are
protected as there are fewer than three manufacturers who produce stone consolidants, but the averages
sales volume is over 200 gallons annually. The sales weighted VOC for 2014 is 100 g/L and there has
never been a product reported over the 450 g/L VOC limit. When staff estimated the foregone emissions,
sales of higher-VOC non-compliant product in small containers was not considered. Staff created a
category for this niche product which eliminates the need for the SCE.

Response to comment 15-2

Staff appreciates the ACA pointing out this discrepancy and staff did intend to restrict the flagged categories
in the SCE. Staff will address reactive penetrating sealers in our response to 15-3. In regard to Wood
Preservatives, this is another category where there has never been a coating reported as sold under the SCE;
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therefore, staff intends to remove the SCE upon date of rule adoptionas—efJdanuary—1-—2016. The
manufacturers clearly have no need for a higher VOC limit product sold in one liter containers or smaller;
therefore, to avoid backsliding staff is proposing to restrict the exemption. As for Rrecycled Ceoatings,
staff will remove the flag in the TOS table-of standards-as there is also a proposal to reduce the VOC limit
for this category. This is another category where there has never been a coating reported over the VOC
limit and is also a category that is not usually supplied in one liter or smaller containers.

Response to comment 15-3

The reactive penetrating sealer category is another high-VOC carve out included in the 2011 rule
amendment. The following is the discussion from the 2011 staff report:

“Staff is proposing to add a category for Reactive Penetrating Sealers in response to
comments from the California Department of Transportation and the California Office of
Historical Preservation. The definition will mirror the CARB SCM with an additional
restriction that these coatings are only for use on reinforced concrete bridge structures for
transportation projects within 5 miles of the coast or above 4,000 feet elevation or
restoration and/or preservation projects on registered historical buildings that are under
the purview of a restoration architect. With the added restriction, usage for this category
is expected to be very small, approximately 290 gallons per year. The proposed VOC limit
for this category is 350 g/L; the estimated foregone emissions are 0.001 tpd. Staff intends
to monitor this category through the Rule 314 Annual Quantity and Emissions Reports to
ensure that sales do not exceed the estimated usage, and may consider sales caps for this
category if actual sales are well above the estimated usage. ”

The following represent the sales volumes reported under Rule 314:

Category Sales per year (gallons)

2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014
Reactive Penetrating PD PD 2,117 | 1,402
Sealers
PD = protected data, less than three companies reported sales.

The sales from the initial year far exceeded staff’s assumptions when this category was allowed to be sold
under Rule 1113. In addition, CalTrans released a study of reactive penetrating sealers indicating that all
the products they tested could not meet the stringent requirements set forth in the current Rule 1113
definition. Staff has concerns whether any of the products being sold can meet the definition; and therefore,
the criterion is being proposed to be changed in the rule. guatify-forthe 350-g//OCHimit. The Rule 314
data indicates that there is only one product sold slightly over the 350 g/L VOC limit. The same company
also sells several compliant versions of this product, one at a significantly higher sales volume. The sales
weighted average VOC for reactive penetrating sealers is 329 g/L for the 2014 sales. Staff does not see any
justification for allowing higher-VOC coatings. Staff committed to considering sales caps if the sales
volume exceeded the projections, which it has. At the minimum, staff would like to cap the VOC to the
previously agreed upon VOC limit. In addition, staff intends to conduct independent testing to confirm if
the products being sold under this category actually meet the stringent requirements in the definition.

Response to comment 15-4

If a new technology emerged that fell under the Rule 1113 default category and is above the 50 g/L VOC
limit, that product can be sold using everthe VOG- limitunder the SCE-as-staff-is-notproposing-a-complete
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restrictionofthe SCE. The SCE is not being eliminated for the default category. In addition, compliant
coatings exist and are being used for historic preservation.

Response to comment 15-5

Refer to the CEQA Final Environmental Assessment.

South Coast Air Quality Management District 126 February 2016



Final Staff Report Proposed Amended Rule 1113

The following are comments from Jennifer T. Taggart of Demetriou, Del Guercio, Springer &
Francis, LLP (DDS) — Comment Letter #16.

DEMETRIOU, DEL GUERCIO, SPRINGER & FRANCIS, LLP
ATTORNEYS 87 LAWY
& SWILSHIAE BOULEVARD. SUITE 2020
LOS ANGELES, CALINGRNIA 300173496

JEFFREY 2 B SPRINGER (2° 3 Gea0407 CHRU G SCMETHION! 151D 180G
SIEMEN A CEL CUBICIO BT = 4 AUNALD J. UEL GUEsCKS 0T 2621
MTHARY A FIANZ S Fod (2l e24-0174 RIGHARD 4, DEL GUFACIC FReminep
a5 O LANGA WASIW. IDTETIRW S0M

e 5 T. TAGGAAT

COLE M N GUERTIG

TAMMY M LHSNG SeNOC S EMALL AUDYESS

ITAGRARTRRASFRIR SO

SeNcen's Oreel) Lok
January 6, 246 (213 £248407 Ex7 150

Heather Farr, Program Suvpervisor

Sauth Coast Air Quulity Management District
2LR65 Copley Dr.

Diamond Bur, CA 917635

Re:  Proposed Amendments to SCAQMD Rule 1113 - Architectural Coatings

Dear Ms, Fam:

We represent a paint manufacturcr that sells and distributes paints and coatings in
California, including within the jurisdiction of the South Coast Air Quality Management District
("SCAQMD™). We submit these comments in connection with the proposed amendments to
Rule 1113, Architeciural Coatings.

It is our understanding that the SCAQMD staff recommended the public hearing
regarding the proposed amendments to Rule | |13 be continued from Tanvary 8, 2016 to
February 5, 2016, We have submitted comments to the SCAQMD Governing Board concurring
with stafT"s recommendation to conlinue the public hearing,

We helieve vantinuing the hearing is impertant because we belicve staff is not fully
informed conceming the existing market for and use ol tub and tile refinishing coatings.
SCAQMD staff has propased adding a new coaling catepory of tub und tile refinishing to Rule
1113, The rationalc stated in the draft staff report dated November 3, 2015 indicates that a
narrowing ol the smull container exemption ("SCE") (c.g., restrictions for flat, nonllat and
industrial maintenance coatings) necessiluled the erealion ol u carve-out [or tub and tile
refinishing coatings, The stall report states that manufaciurers are currently using the SCE
sell coatings intended for tub and tile refinishing with high VOC content. The proposed VOC
carve-oul for tuh und tile coatings is sct at 420 ¢/L. Yet, our clicnt is awarc that most coatings in
this category are not sold in quantities of less than 1 quart. In fact, our client is aware of the sale
and distribution of tub and tile linishing coatings to hundreds of applicators in Southern
California in containers greater than 1 quart, Although these current tub and tile coatings
achieve YO content well below the proposed 420 g/1, lhey may not meel the proposed Rule
1113 tub and tile coating performance specification.
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Response to comment 16

Staff was in contact with DDS and requested more information on the details of the tub and tile coatings
manufactured by their client. Staff was informed by DDS that their client’s product meets the VOC limit
of 100 g/L, but does not meet the current abrasion/hardness standards as defined under the proposed
category. DDS stated that their client would be able to reformulate to meet the hardness standard and there
would be no increase in VOCs. The proposed definition for tub and tile refinishing coatings is consistent
with CARB’s SCM. Staff worked with other tub and tile refinishing coating manufacturers and did not
receive any negative feedback on the hardness standards. If the manufacturer does not meet the Tub and
Tile definition, they can still sell their product under the IMC category because they meet the 100 g/L limit.
Staff has not received the additional information requested.
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The following is a comment from Doug Raymond of Raymond Requlatory Resources (3R), LLC
— Comment Letter #17.

[From: Dioug Raymond [mailto:djraymond&me. com|

Sent: Monday, January 4, 2016 1252 PM

To: Diana Thai

Subject: Re: 5ave the Date PAR1113 - Special Meeting of the Stationary Source Committee - January 5,
2016

Diana,

T will not be at the Stationary Scurce Meeting on Januwary 5. I have a previous commitment. I
believe we made some progress with the new categories and other changes. My only concern
left is the restrictions on IM coatings, in particular Zine Rich primers. These coatings are used
very litfle in small containers but are necessary in some applications. The current inventory
shows that SCAQMD is achieving the emission reduction needed in the SIP. Thus, the
restnictions on IM, 1.e. Zine Rich primer 1s unnecessary. The Zme Rich pnmer can be
mamufactured legally in small contaimers, shipped legally for use in the district in small
contaners, and used legally in the district in small containers. BUT the Zinc Rich coating cannot
be displayed or advertised for sale in small contamers. How is a person supposed to sell the
product?

T'will be at the Board meeting in Febmary. See you then. Let me know how the Stationary
Source Meeting goes.

Thank you

Doug Raymond
Raymond Reguiatory Resources (3R), LLC
Home office: 440-474-4999

Mobile: 440-339-4539

diraymo -MESOLrces. Coim
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Response to comment 17

Please see response to comment 11-2. As written in the proposed rule, effective January 1, 2019 the TOS
1 would apply to Zince Rich IM Primers sold in containers having capacities greater than one liter, for
purposes other than touch up. The idea is not to have the Zinc-Rich Primers on the display shelf for sale
at a retail outlet, but be made available for touch up use only by storing the coatings behind the counter or

as special order.
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The following are comments from John H. Long of Vista Paint Corporation— Comment Letter
#18.

paint
Corpaeation 2020 & wangeths e Ave. bullerten, LA B2E3T 218305000

Tonuary 19, 201€ 16.002
T Dhicus: The:
SCAQMD

21865 Capley Drive
Diumond Dar. CA 91762

RE: Rule 1113 - Small Container Exemptions
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sines 1was introduced. Touch up s dome with the same coating without dfficulyy.
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Response to comment 18

Please see response to comments to 4-2. Staff is aware of compliant technology. Staff concurs with the
comments and proposes in the amended rule to have an effective implementation date of January 1, 2019.
However, based on all the comments received and past rule amendments, a two-year sell-through
provision is being included for the SCE phase out. The two year sell-through will only allow products or
coatings manufactured prior to the January 1, 2019 implementation date. Staff expects a two year sell-
through will allow existing inventory to be removed from retail outlets. Staff does not expect the
products to have a long shelf life, because most big box retailers move products after a designated time
based on inventory policies. The comment regarding half pint small containers is noted and the idea may
be proposed in future amendments.
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Preface

This document constitutes the Final Environmental Assessment (EA) for Proposed Amended Rule
(PAR) 1113 — Architectural Coatings. The Draft EA was released for a 30-day public review and
comment period from September 15, 2015 to October 15, 2015. One comment letter was received
on the Draft EA. The comment letter and responses to comments are included in Appendix C.

In addition, subsequent to release of the Draft EA, minor modifications were made to the proposed
project, including clarification of the Small Container Exemption (SCE) categories and the
addition of a two year sell-through provision for the phase-out of the SCE. These minor
clarifications do not change or affect any of the analysis in the Final EA. The sell-through
provision allows coating products currently being sold under the SCE that are being eliminated
and/or restricted to be sold for up to two more years, if the products were manufactured prior to
the effective compliance date. No additional impacts are expected to occur beyond the current
environmental analysis because the affected coating products do not have a long shelf life, and
retailers are expected to be able to sell products manufactured prior to the effective compliance
date within the two year timeframe. Amendments to Rule 314 were also originally proposed,
which included changes to the fee structure for architectural coatings. These amendments to Rule
314 are no longer being proposed. To facilitate identification, modifications to the document are
included as underlined text and text removed from the document is indicated by strikethrotgh.

SCAQMD staff has reviewed the modifications to PAR 1113 and the removal of PAR 314 and
concluded that none of the revisions constitute: 1) significant new information; 2) a substantial
increase in the severity of an environmental impact; or, 3) provide new information of substantial
importance relative to the draft document. In addition, revisions to the proposed project would not
create new, avoidable significant effects. As a result, these revisions do not require recirculation
of the document pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15073.5. Therefore, this document now
constitutes the Final EA for PAR 1113.
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INTRODUCTION

Rule 1113 - Architectural Coatings, was originally adopted by the SCAQMD on September 2,
1977, to regulate the Volatile Organic Compound (VOC) emissions from the application of
architectural coatings, and has since undergone numerous amendments. The 2012 Air Quality
Management Plan (AQMP) included Control Measure CM#2012 CTS-01 — Further VOC
Reductions from Architectural Coatings which anticipated achieving < 10 tons of VOC emissions
reductions per day by 2019. The proposed project will achieve 0.89 tons per day of VOC reductions
by 2019 to be consistent with the AQMP requirements with new VOC limits and reducing the

VOC limits for spemﬁed categorles Ru%e%M—Fees—feh%elﬂ{eemfai—Ge&tmgs—w&s—adepted—eﬂ
&Eeh&eetufai—eea%mgs—ﬂﬁe—th%S%QM-D— Based on %h%sales data collected ﬁcem—Rul%%

numerous site visits, technical research, and working group meetings, staff has developed PAR
1113 andPAR 314, which are is described below.

PAR 1113 will:
o Limit the Small Container Exemption (SCE) for certain categories;
o Propose new categories with VOC limits and eliminate categories once they are regulated

under a different rule;

o Clarify existing definitions and requirements;

o Reduce the VOC limit of some architectural coating categories to reflect currently available
inventory;

o Include colorants in the labeling requirements;

° Include several new test methods; and

o Remove and update outdated provisions

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT

Amending Rules 1113 and-3144 is a discretionary action, which has the potential to result in direct
or indirect changes to the environment and, therefore, is considered a “project” as defined by the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). SCAQMD is the lead agency for the proposed
project and has prepared this Praft Final Environmental Assessment (EA) pursuant to its Certified
Regulatory Program (CEQA Guidelines § 15251). California Public Resources Code § 21080.5
allows public agencies with regulatory programs to prepare a plan or other written document in
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lieu of an environmental impact report or negative declaration once the Secretary of the Resources
Agency has certified the regulatory program. SCAQMD's regulatory program was certified by the
Secretary of the Resources Agency on March 1, 1989, and is codified as SCAQMD Rule 110.

CEQA and SCAQMD Rule 110 require that potential adverse environmental impacts of proposed
projects be evaluated and feasible methods to reduce or avoid significant adverse environmental
impacts of these projects be identified. To fulfill the purpose and intent of CEQA, this Braft-Final
EA addresses the potential adverse environmental impacts associated with the proposed project
according to CEQA Guidelines § 15252. It states that the lead agency has an obligation to identify
and evaluate the environmental effects of the project. The-Praft Final EA is an informational
document intended to: (a) provide the lead agency, responsible agencies, decision makers, and the
general public with information on the environmental effects of the proposed project; and (b)
identify possible ways to minimize the significant effects.

SCAQMD staff’s review of the proposed project shows that the proposed project is not expected
to generate significant adverse effects on the environment. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
§§ 15126.4(a)(3) and 15126.6, mitigation measures and alternatives are not required for effects
which that are found not to be significant; thus, no mitigation measures or alternatives to the project
are included in the Braft Final EA. In addition, because SCAQMD has a certified regulatory
program, the Environmental Assessment is an appropriate substitute for an EIR or Negative
Declaration. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15252(a)(2)(B) and supported by the environmental
checklist (in Chapter 2), if the project would not have any significant or potentially significant
effects on the environment, “no alternatives or mitigation measures are proposed to avoid or reduce
any 51gn1ﬁcant effects on the environment.” Gemmen%s—feeewed—eﬂ—th%];f&ﬁ—EA—éuﬂng—th%O-

Y Fiew W : —The Draft EA was
released for a 30- day pubhc review and comment perlod from September 15, 2015 to October 15,
2015. One comment letter was received on the Draft EA during the comment period, which is
included with responses in Appendix C.
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PROJECT LOCATION

PAR 1113 andPAR 314 affects all architectural coating manufacturing facilities who sell
architectural coating into or within the SCAQMD. The SCAQMD has jurisdiction over an area of
10,473 square miles, consisting of the four-county South Coast Air Basin (Basin) and the Riverside
County portions of the Salton Sea Air Basin (SSAB) and the Mojave Desert Air Basin (MDAB).
The Basin, which is a subarea of the SCAQMD’s jurisdiction, is bounded by the Pacific Ocean to
the west and the San Gabriel, San Bernardino, and San Jacinto Mountains to the north and east.
The 6,745 square-mile Basin includes all of Orange County and the nondesert portions of Los
Angeles, Riverside, and San Bernardino counties. The Riverside County portion of the SSAB and
MDAB is bounded by the San Jacinto Mountains in the west and spans eastward up to the Palo
Verde Valley (see Figure 1-1).

] San  Joaquin Kern County i San Bernardino County —\\

Valley \\

Mojave Desert
Air Basin

Santa
Barbara

Ri[erside Coul

San Diego
Air Basin
A San Diego County

Salton Sea
Air Basin
Imperial County

South Coast
Air Quality Management District

e SCAQMD Jurisdiction

Figure 1-1 Boundaries of the South Coast Air Quality Management District
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PROJECT BACKGROUND

Architectural and industrial maintenance (AIM) coatings are used to beautify and protect homes,
office buildings, factories, and their appurtenances on a variety of surfaces - metal, wood, plastic,
concrete, wallboard, etc. For example, AIM coatings are applied to the interior and exterior of
homes and offices, factory floors, bridges, stop signs, roofs, swimming pools, driveways, etc. AIM
coatings may be applied by brush, roller, or spray gun; by residents, painting contractors, or
maintenance personnel.

AIM and other coatings are composed of: pigments, which give the paint its color and ability to
hide the underlying surface, and are generally in the form of finely ground powders; binders
(resins), in which the pigment particles are dispersed and which bind the pigment to the painted
surface; carriers (solvents), used to keep the paint in a liquid state during application and to
otherwise aid in the application of the paint; and specialty chemicals (additives), necessary for
other coating characteristics. The carriers and some specialty chemicals evaporate, leaving behind
the film-forming components of the coating. The resins used in AIM coatings include acrylics,
vinyls, alkyds, cellulosics, epoxies, urethanes, polyurethanes, and several others. The carriers in
solvent-based coatings are organic solvents such as alcohols, ketones, esters, glycols, glycol ethers,
and aromatic or aliphatic hydrocarbons, and are usually VOCs. The carrier in a waterborne
coating is water, although most waterborne coatings contain some VOCs, primarily glycols or
texanol.

AIM coatings are usually purchased ready-to-use, although some come in two components that
must be mixed prior to application. They are available in a wide range of colors, gloss, and
performance characteristics. One important criterion for selecting coatings is durability. Coatings
are expected to last from two to ten years with the average expectation of five to seven years.
Failure of coatings to stand up to the elements such as sunlight, weather, and cleaning can shorten
the life of the coating and require more frequent recoating.

A solvent may sometimes be used to thin a coating if it is too thick to spray or brush. Application
problems caused by low temperature and high humidity can also be overcome by the addition of
solvent to the coating. Waterborne coatings are thinned with water only, whereas solvent-based
coatings can only be thinned with organic solvents. Similarly, brushes, rollers, and spray guns
used with waterborne coatings are cleaned with water, while such equipment used with solvent-
based coatings use organic solvents for cleanup. Generally, coatings are sold as ‘ready-to-use’ to
eliminate the need for thinning in the field.

VOC emissions from architectural coating operations are regulated by SCAQMD Rule 1113.
Under this rule, emissions are controlled by limiting the VOC content, measured in grams per liter,
of the architectural coatings sold and applied in the District. Architectural coatings are defined by
their application and use and include coatings which are applied to stationary structures including
residential and commercial buildings, billboards, curbs and roads, and mobile homes. VOCs are
emitted to the atmosphere from the evaporation of organic solvents used in industrial maintenance
coatings, nonflats, flats, primers/sealers/undercoaters, waterproofing wood sealers, varnishes,
wood preservatives, lacquers, fire retardant coatings, etc. The existing rule and PAR 1113 apply
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to those persons who supply, sell, markets, offers for sale, or manufacture any architectural
coating.

Regulatory History
Architectural Coatings have been subject to environmental air quality regulations for more than
three decades. Below is a reverse chronology of Rule 1113 regulatory activities:

e September 6, 2013 - This Rule 1113 amendment provided regulatory relief in the form of
an exception from the recently adopted labeling requirements for small containers. The
amendment exempted containers containing two ounces or less from the labeling
requirements. Rule 1113 added and amended definitions to clarify the rule. This
amendment clarified that open container requirements and Group II exemption prohibitions
apply to colorants in addition to architectural coatings. This amendment also included
minor changes to improve clarity, but does not change the intent of existing requirements.

e June 3, 2011 - These amendments to Rule 1113 further reduced VOC emissions from
architectural coatings by limiting the allowable VOC content of previously unregulated
colorants used to tint coatings at the point of sale, establishing VOC limits for certain new
coating categories, and reducing the allowable VOC content for several existing coating
categories. The amendments also included a sunset date for the Averaging Compliance
Option and restrictions on the Small Container Exemption, removed outdated language,
and provided rule clarification to improve its enforceability.

o July 13, 2007 - These amendments to Rule 1113 amended the definition of metallic
pigmented coatings to remove reference to mica to be consistent with the federal
architectural coating rule, updated the test method used to determine the weight percent of
elemental metal in metallic coatings to reflect current practice, and deleted obsolete
language.

e June9, 2006 - These amendments to Rule 1113 implemented the recommendation of the
most recent technology assessment for this rule. The rule reduced the VOC limits for
specific coating categories; established a separate category for high-gloss nonflat coatings,
set interim limits and postponed the final limits for high gloss nonflats, quick-dry enamels,
and specialty primers; provided a limited exemption for Tertiary-Butyl Acetate from the
VOC definition; and included other minor modifications to improve clarity and
enforceability of the rule.

e December 5,2003 - In December of 2003, the SCAQMD Governing Board lowered VOC
content limits for the following coating categories: clear wood finishes (varnish and
sanding sealers), waterproofing sealers, waterproofing concrete/masonry sealers, stains,
and roof coatings. The proposed amendments required reporting with a sunset date to
phase-out the one quart or less usage exemption for clear wood finishes and expanded the
scope of the averaging compliance option to include the categories where the VOC content
limits were proposed to be lowered.

These amendments and the CEQA document (EA) were subject to litigation and the
SCAQMD prevailed.
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July 9, 2004 - These amendments addressed the State Implementation Plan (SIP)
approvability issues identified by the USEPA relative to the alternative compliance option
of the rule, the Averaging Compliance Option (ACO), specifically the averaging
compliance option. Amendments included requiring specific records be kept by
manufacturers choosing to use the ACO to comply with VOC limits, establishing additional
criteria for violations of the ACO program, and making other changes to the rule to enhance
clarity and enforceability. The SCAQMD committed to periodically evaluating the ACO
program to determine if emission reductions commitments are met as specified in the SIP.

December 6, 2002 - In December of 2002, the SCAQMD Governing Board readopted
amendments to Rule 1113 which were originally adopted in May 1999, but vacated by the
Court of Appeal on June 24, 2002. In response to the Court’s decision, the SCAQMD staff
proposed to readopt these amendments, incorporating the modifications to the amendments
that were made after the notice of public hearing was published. In connection with
readopting the 1999 amendments to Rule 1113 plus the modifications, the SCAQMD staff
prepared a Draft Subsequent Environmental Assessment (SEA) to evaluate potential
adverse environmental impacts of the 1999 amendments as revised. Rule 1113 was
originally amended in 1999 to implement, in part, both the 1994 and the 1997 AQMP
control measure CTS-07 — Further Emission Reductions from Architectural Coatings,
which called for a reduction of the allowable VOC content limit per liter of coating from
the following coating categories: industrial maintenance (IM); nonflatsnonflats; primers,
sealers, and undercoaters; quick-dry enamels; quick-dry primers, sealers, and undercoaters;
roof coatings; stains; and waterproofing wood sealers. The 1999 amendments to Rule 1113
also added several new coating categories: bituminous roof primers; floor coatings; high
temperature IM coatings; nonflats; recycled coatings; rust preventative coatings; specialty
primers; zinc-rich IM primers, and waterproofing concrete/masonry sealers. The proposal
also expanded and clarified the averaging provision to provide additional flexibility to
manufacturers.

These amendments and the CEQA document (SEA) were subject to litigation and the
SCAQMD prevailed.

July 20, 2001 - In July 2001, the SCAQMD Governing Board adopted amendments to
Rule 1113. The amendments included the creation of a new coating category for clear
wood finish brushing lacquers with an allowable VOC content of 680 grams per liter until
January 1, 2005, when the VOC limit would be reduced to 275 grams per liter. The rule
amendments also established labeling and reporting requirements for brushing lacquers to
ensure their proper use and thus minimize emissions. By postponing compliance with the
existing VOC content limit requirement for lacquers in general, the EA prepared for this
amendment concluded that 162 pounds of anticipated VOC emission reductions per day

would be foregone until the clear brushing lacquers were required to comply with the final
VOC content limit in 2005.

May 14, 1999 - In May 1999, the SCAQMD Board adopted amendments to Rule 1113.

The amendments called for a reduction of the allowable VOC content limit per liter of
coating from the following coating categories: industrial maintenance; nonflats; quick-dry
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enamels; primers, sealers, and undercoaters; quick-dry primers, sealers, and undercoaters;
stains; roof coatings; and waterproofing wood sealers. The proposed amendments to Rule
1113 also added several new coating categories: high temperature IM coatings, rust
preventative coatings, bituminous roof coatings, recycled flats and nonflats, essential
public service coatings, floor coatings, and waterproofing concrete/masonry sealers. The
proposal also expanded and clarified the averaging provision to provide additional
flexibility to manufacturers. At full implementation of the amendments, the overall VOC
emission reductions were anticipated to be approximately 21.8 tons per day by the year
2010. On June 24, 2002, the Court of Appeal vacated the SCAQMD’s adoption of the
1999 amendments.

November 8, 1996 - In November 1996, the SCAQMD Board adopted amendments to
Rule 1113. These amendments reduced the VOC content limits of four coating categories:
lacquers, flats (interior and exterior), traffic coatings, and multi-color coatings, resulting in
an overall net reduction of 10.3 tons per day of VOC emissions from this source category.
In addition, the amendments temporarily increased the VOC content limits for four coating
categories. Other components of the proposed amendments included adding new
definitions, modifying definitions, updating the analytical test methods, and establishing
an averaging methodology for flats to provide flexibility for complying with future VOC
content limits.

Subsequent to the adoption of the amendments to Rule 1113, industry filed three separate
lawsuits questioning the validity of the proposed future limits for the lacquer and flat
coating categories. The SCAQMD prevailed in all three cases.

These amendments also incorporated an exemption from the VOC limits for coatings sold
in containers one-quart size or less. The analysis in the Final Environmental Assessment
concluded that adopting a small container exemption would result in significant adverse
air quality impacts.

February 2, 1990 - In February of 1990, the SCAQMD Governing Board adopted
amendments to Rule 1113 that were based on the California Air Resources Board (CARB)
and California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) Suggested Control
Measure (SCM). The 1990 amendments included the following provisions: exemptions
for 11 categories of specialty coatings were eliminated, leaving only exemptions for quart
or smaller containers and emulsion type bituminous pavement sealers; lower VOC content
limits for 15 new coating categories; technology-forcing lower VOC limits for ten existing
coating categories effective December 1, 1993; consolidation of the industrial maintenance
coating categories from ten to three; and reorganization of the subdivisions of the rule.

March 8, 1996 - These amendments established a definition for aerosol coatings consistent
with the CARB definition, revised the definition of exempt compounds by referencing Rule
102 - Definition of Terms, and created an exemption for aerosol coatings.

September 6, 1991 - These amendments created a new coating category, low-solids stain,
and incorporated a calculation method for determining VOC content on a materials basis.
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The amendment also prohibited use of Group II exempt compounds, including ozone-
depleting chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs) and several toxic solvents.

December 7, 1990 - These amendments incorporated new definitions for specialty coatings
and established a specific VOC content limit in the table of standards for specialty coatings.

November 2, 1990 - These amendments incorporated new definitions for specialty
coatings and established a specific VOC content limit in the table of standards for specialty
coatings.

February 2, 1990 - These amendments incorporated new definitions for specialty coatings
and established a specific VOC content limit in the table of standards for specialty coatings.
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DESCRIPTION OF AFFECTED ARCHITECTURAL COATING CATEGORIES

Installation of air pollution control equipment is not feasible due to the application of these
coatings on a temporary basis at locations outside of facilities with control equipment for reducing
AIM coatings emissions; thereby leaving coating reformulation as the only possible means to
achieve the required reductions. The current proposal seeks to reduce the quantity of high-VOC
coatings that are sold under the small container exemption, specifically flat, nonflat, industrial
maintenance and rust preventative coatings.

Additionally, there are some coatings that are already compliant with PAR 1113 and these
amendments reflect their actual emissions. Thus, there is no need for a reformulation of these
coatings (i.e. recycled coatings).

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The following is a summary of the proposed amendments to PAR 1113 — Architectural Coatings
andPAR 34— Feesfor Architectural- Coatings. A copy of PAR 1113 andPAR 344 with the
specific details of the amendments can be found in Appendix A. andB;respeettvely= The
following and Appendix A and-AppendixB constitute the project description. Key changes
proposed for PAR 1113 and-3+4-are described below.

PAR 1113
o Remove all references to the averaging provision which sunset on January 1, 2015.
° Add seven definitions, amend five definitions, and phase out two definitions:

* Add: Building Envelope, Building Envelope Coatings, Color Indicating Safety
Coatings, Default Coatings, Tile and Stone Sealers, Tub and Tile Refinishing Coatings,
and Wood Conditioners.

= Amend: Faux Glazes, Nonflat Coatings, Reactive Penetrating Sealers, Volatile Organic
Compound, and Clear Wood Finish (re-named Wood Coatings).

= Phase out: Bond Breakers and Form Release Compounds.
. Clarify the requirements in paragraph (c)(1).
. Create new coating categories and establish a VOC limit for the following:

= Building Envelope Coatings, Color Indicating Safety Coatings, Tile and Stone Sealers,
Tub and Tile Refinishing Coatings, and Wood Conditioners.

o Upon rule adoption, reduce the VOC limit on the following categories:

= Building Envelope Coatings (2019) and Recycled Coatings (2016).

o Eliminate categories once they are regulated under a different rule.

o Amend and update the Table of Standards 1 for clarifications.

o Include colorants in the labeling requirements for the date of manufacture and the VOC
content.
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o Include the following test methods:
. VOC content:

0 SCAQMD Method 313 - Determination of Volatile Organic Compounds VOC by
Gas Chromatography-Mass Spectrometry.

0 ASTM Test Method 6886 - Standard Test Method for Determination of the Weight
Percent Individual Volatile Organic Compounds in Waterborne Air-Dry Coatings
by Gas Chromatography.

= Building Envelope Coatings:
0 ASTM E2178 - Standard Test Method for Air Permeance of Building Materials.

0 ASTM E331 - Standard Test Method for Water Penetration of Exterior Windows,
Skylights, Doors, and Curtain Walls by Uniform Static Air Pressure Difference.

= Tub and Tile Ref