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The SCAQMD received a total of seven comment letters on the Draft SEA for PAR 1113.  The SCAQMD also 

received CEQA-related comments during the March 31, 1999, and April 28, 1999 Public Consultation 

Meetings.  The comment letters and responses to the comments contained in the seven letters as well as 

responses to Public Consultation Meetings comments are contained herein. 
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COMMENT LETTER #1 

Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County 

April 21, 1999 

1-1 The commentator asserts that the information contained in product data sheets regarding coating 

durability must be verified through laboratory and field testing.  The SCAQMD staff evaluated the 

durability of low-VOC coatings based on both the qualitative (e.g. excellent adhesion) as well as 

quantitative (e.g. adhesion of 800 per ASTM Test Method D4541-05) information from the product 

data sheets.  For PAR 1113 the SCAQMD staff conducted an exhaustive and comprehensive analysis 

of currently available low VOC compliant as well as conventional coatings that forms the primary 

basis for PAR 1113.  This analysis evaluated hundreds of coatings from approximately 40 

manufacturers and considered the following coating characteristics: VOC content, percent solids by 

volume, coverage, adhesion, durability, pot life, shelf life, gloss, and drying time.  The conclusion of 

this analysis reveals that low-VOC complaint coatings are currently commercially available with 

comparable durability characteristics to meet the interim and final VOC content limits.  The 

SCAQMD staff will continue to monitor future studies and encourage public participation.  The 

commentator is also referred to response to comment #2-1. 

1-2 The commentator indicates that SCAQMD staff should conduct additional research concerning the 

potential exposure of the public to the release of diisocyanate compounds during the spraying of 

zero- or low-VOC two component IM systems.  At the time of the release of the Draft SEA on March 

23, 1999, PAR 1113 contained a provision that prohibited the spraying of two component IM 

systems containing diisocyanate compounds beginning January 1, 2005.  This provision was thought 

to be necessary to protect the public from the potential adverse effects of exposure to these 

compounds, which are mainly a concern during spraying applications for two-component coating 

systems.  However, based on testimony received at the Public Consultation Meeting on March 31, 

1999, and additional research conducted by the SCAQMD staff, the SCAQMD staff has concluded 

that the provision was overly conservative and is no longer necessary for the protection of public 

health.  This conclusion is based on the following: (1) the chemistry of the two component systems 

does not permit the release of substantial quantities of diisocyanate compounds during spraying 

since the chemistry is designed to completely use up all the diisocyanate during mixing of the two 

components; (2) field monitoring shows at distances of 15 feet and greater detectable levels of 

these compounds are well below established and recommended exposure thresholds; and (3) 

provisions in PAR 1113 preclude the use of these coatings for residential uses.  Therefore, based 

upon currently available information the SCAQMD does not expect that the spraying of zero- or low-

VOC two component IM systems containing diisocyanate compounds will result in significant 

adverse acute human health impacts to the public.  The commentator is referred to Human Health 

Impacts section of Chapter 4 in the Final SEA for a further discussion of this issue. 

The SCAQMD will conduct and complete a technology assessment one-year prior to the interim and 

final VOC content limits becoming effective.  The technology assessment will evaluate the 
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availability and feasibility of compliant coatings.  Since the language regarding technology 

assessments is included in PAR 1113, the SCAQMD will be required to revise the VOC content limits 

or extend the compliance dates depending on the results of the technology assessment.   This 

continuing evaluation requirement assures that future limits will always be based on the 

commercially available coating technology.  Furthermore, if during the technology assessment it is 

determined that changes are necessary to Rule 1113, the changes will be evaluated to determine 

CEQA applicability and, if necessary, a CEQA analysis will be prepared. 

1-3 The commentator indicates that the SCAQMD cannot assume that the end user will be able to use 

non-compliant IM coatings for up to three years after the VOC content limits go into effect because 

low-VOC compliant IM coatings have a shelf life of typically one year.  The SCAQMD assumes for the 

purposes of this comment that the commentator is referring to the three-year sell-through provision 

of PAR 1113 when mentioning the ability to use non-compliant coating three years after the 

implementation dates.  Based on the SCAQMD’s research and analysis, there are currently 

commercially available IM, as well as other coating categories, with shelf lives up to three years.  

The SCAQMD can provide the commentator with the names of the companies that currently have 

compliant low-VOC IM coatings with shelf lives up to three years 

The commentator should be aware that PAR 1113 contains a technology assessment provision 

whereby approximately one year prior to the interim and final compliance dates staff will perform a 

technology assessment of the availability of compliant coatings.  If compliant IM coatings are 

unavailable by the completion of the technology assessment to meet the applicable limit, the 

SCAQMD will report back to the Governing Board as to the appropriateness of maintaining the 

existing VOC content limits.  This continuing evaluation requirement assures that future limits will 

always be based on the current state of coating technology. 
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COMMENT LETTER #2 

Society for Protective Coatings 

April 21, 1999 

2-1 The SCAQMD conducted an exhaustive and comprehensive survey of currently available low-VOC 

coatings and conventional coatings.  This analysis evaluated hundreds of coatings from over 40 

coating manufacturers, including the largest coatings manufacturers that distribute coatings 

nationally as well as smaller local manufacturers.  As a result, coatings were evaluated from 

manufacturers that are considered to be representative of AIM coating manufacturers. 

The survey specifically included obtaining information on the following coating characteristics: VOC 

content, percent solids by volume, coverage, adhesion, durability, scrubability, pot life, shelf life, 

gloss and drying time.  These coating characteristics were primarily obtained from coating product 

data sheets (see the tables in Appendix D and the related summary tables in Chapter 4).  In addition, 

to obtaining information from the coating product data sheets, staff called manufacturers directly to 

obtain additional or supplemental information on coating characteristics. 

Product data sheets are prepared by the coating manufacturers to provide their customers or 

potential clients with information regarding important characteristics of their coatings.  The 

information contained in the product data information sheets is typically based on laboratory tests 

and may also include field study data.  Some commentators have asserted that these product data 

information sheets are simply marketing tools and, therefore, insufficient, inadequate, or unreliable.  

Staff contends that the product data information sheets provide reliable information because this is 

data typically generated by the manufacturers themselves and is often the only information coating 

users have available to assist them in choosing products.  Providing inaccurate information as a 

marketing tool does not make good business sense as it would alienate potential customers.  Staff 

understands that some characteristics are described qualitatively rather than quantitatively, e.g., 

“excellent” versus “good” quality coatings.  Other features, however, such as chemical or corrosion 

resistance, coverage area at a specified thickness per gallon, etc., are verifiable characteristics.  

Coatings customers depend on these coating characteristic descriptions to assist them with selecting 

coatings for their particular coating applications. 

In addition to identifying and evaluating low VOC coatings, the survey of the product data 

information sheets also evaluated conventional coatings.  The survey results, therefore, provided a 

side-by-side comparison of performance characteristics for both low VOC and conventional coatings 

based upon the information contained in the product data information sheets.  The product data 

information sheets are considered to be good indicators of coating characteristics in light of the fact 

that the information provided therein was based on the manufacturers’ own field tests and was 

readily accessible.  The data sheets where used to complement the coating survey.  The survey 

evaluated and compared various attributes for both low VOC and conventional architectural 

coatings, such as drying time, surface preparation, solids content, coverage and durability.  These 

specific coating characteristics were specifically identified and evaluated in response to industry 
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comments asserting that these characteristics are superior in conventional coatings.  As a result, the 

industry contends that low VOC coatings will ultimately result in greater VOC emissions because 

they are less durable and require more coats, require more coating to cover the same surface area 

as conventional coatings, etc.  These industry issues have been analyzed in detail in the “Air Quality” 

section of Chapter 4. 

The SCAQMD’s survey revealed that there are currently approximately 103 low-VOC IM coatings 

that comply with the 2002 interim compliance date and 140 that comply with the 2006 final 

compliance date (Table F-1).  The SCAQMD has never asserted that this information demonstrates 

that there are compliant coatings available for every coating application.  The survey demonstrates 

that compliant coatings for both the 2002 and 2006 VOC content limits are available for a number of 

coating applications.  In addition to demonstrating that future compliant coatings are currently 

available for many applications, one of the most important points demonstrated by the survey is 

that there are resin technologies currently available that may be transferred to other coating 

categories and coating applications.  Further, according to the SCAQMD’s survey, many of these 

currently available coatings that comply with the future VOC content limits can meet desired 

performance characteristics as compared to conventional high-VOC coatings.  Further, the Draft SEA 

has comprehensively evaluated the potential adverse environmental impacts associated with the 

implementation of PAR 1113 and has concluded that no significant adverse significant impacts are 

anticipated. 
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TABLE F-1 

Currently Available Architectural Coatings that Comply with the 

PAR 1113 Future Interim and Final VOC Content Limits 

COATING 

TYPE 

Current VOC 

Limit 

(gms/liter) 

# of 

Samples 

VOC Limit 

(gms/liter) 

Effective 

7/1/2002 

# of 

Samples 

VOC Limit 

(gms/liter) 

Effective 

7/1/2006 

# of 

Samples 

Floor Coatings 420 9 100 5 50 13 

Industrial 

Maintenance 

Coatings 

420 47 250 26 100 61 

Non-Flat 

Coatings 

250 10 150 29 50 16 

Primers, Sealers, 

and 

Undercoaters 

350 28 200 10 100 29 

Quick-Dry 

Enamels 

400 3 250 7 50 0 

Quick-Dry 

Primers, Sealers 

and 

Undercoaters 

exempt 9 200 6 100 17 

Rust 

Preventative 

Coatings 

400 6 no change n/a 100 4 

Stains 350 3 250 10 no change n/a 

Water-proofing 

Sealers 

400 5 250 10 no change n/a 

Total # of 

Samples 

 120  103  140 
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A study by the National Technical System (NTS) was initiated to assess application and durability 

characteristics of zero-VOC, low-VOC, and high-VOC coatings.  These results have been shown to be 

consistent with staff’s own technology assessment. 

The results of the study indicate that the zero-VOC IM coatings systems tested are equal and, in 

some cases, superior to high-VOC coatings for characteristics which include, but are not limited to, 

mar resistance, adhesion, abrasion resistance, corrosion protection, and some application 

characteristics.  The NTS results also indicate that some zero-VOC nonflats, primers, sealers, and 

undercoaters have limited application characteristics when compared to high-VOC coatings.  These 

include overall lower rankings for leveling, sagging, and brushing properties.  Nevertheless, the 

results also demonstrate that there are some zero-VOC nonflats, primers, sealers, and undercoaters 

available with application characteristics that are generally comparable to conventional high-VOC 

coatings.   

In addition to the laboratory results, the NTS study will continue with additional testing, including 

accelerated actual exposure, real time actual exposure, and actual field application characteristics.  

The 1998 CARB survey has also been completed.  Staff plans to utilize the on-going testing results for 

future technology assessments. 

2-2 Commentator is referred to response to comment #2-1. 

2-3 Acrylic-based coatings are clearly a better coating for concrete and metal surfaces exposed to direct 

sunlight than alkyd-based coatings.  Urethane and epoxy IM coatings, however, are the highest 

performing coatings recommended for use on concrete and steel. 

2-4 The commentator asserts that the SCAQMD’s analysis of the potential hazards impacts associated 

with the use of reformulated acetone-based compliant coatings is inadequate because it relies on 

information obtained from interviews with local fire departments and not an actual analysis of 

acetone’s volatility as compared to other solvents.  However, in making this assertion the 

commentator references the Public Services Impacts section of Chapter 4 in the Draft SEA not the 

Hazards Impact section as the commentator’s assertion seems to be directed towards.  Thus, it is 

unclear specifically what the commentator referring to.  In any event, whether the commentator is 

referring to the Public Services Impacts, Hazards Impacts, or both sections the SCAQMD disagrees 

with the commentator’s assertion for several reasons.  First, in the context of PAR 1113, it should be 

noted that the use of acetone in the reformulation of compliant coatings is relatively small.  

Waterproofing sealers are the only affected coating categories where some amount of acetone 

reformulation is expected to occur.  These categories constitute a very small group of coatings 

compared to the total coating categories impacted by PAR 1113.  Acetone reformulation was 

considered to be the “worst-case” for the purposes of public services and hazards impacts 

associated with the implementation of PAR 1113.  Thus, the SCAQMD’s environmental impact 

analysis tends to overestimate the public services and hazards impacts from PAR 1113. 
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Second, the SCAQMD did not solely rely on information from local fire departments in analyzing the 

impacts associated with the use of reformulated acetone-based coatings.  The SCAQMD conducted 

its on independent review of the flashpoint, vapor pressure, and flammable range, (e.g., the span 

between the lower explosive limit (LEL) and the upper explosive limit (UEL)) of acetone, currently 

used solvents, and replacement solvents (see Tables 3-14 and 4-7 in Final SEA).  This analysis 

revealed that acetone in comparison with currently used solvents has comparable volatility and 

flammability characteristics.  In addition, the SCAQMD conducted extensive environmental review of 

the use of acetone when it exempted acetone as a VOC in Rule 102 – Definitions of Terms (SCAQMD 

#950914JN, November 1995).  Based on these analyses coupled with the information received from 

local fire departments, the SCAQMD concluded that PAR 1113 would not create significant adverse 

public services or hazards impacts. 

Specifically, in the context of public services impacts, potential adverse impacts to fire departments 

can occur two ways: (1) more frequent responses; and (2) more frequent inspections.  To determine 

whether PAR 1113 would significantly increase or alter fire department’s level of service (i.e., 

increased responses to fires, explosions, or inspections), the SCAQMD sought their input.  Feedback 

received from these authorities indicates that, based upon their extensive professional experience 

as a result of years of regulating the use and storage of flammable materials, the use of acetone will 

pose no greater risks than the use of existing solvents such as: MEK, toluene, butyl acetate, etc., 

even though acetone is slightly more flammable.  Based on this input and other related information, 

SCAQMD staff concluded that PAR 1113 would not result in any significant impacts to public services 

compared to the existing situation.  Thus, the commentator under estimates the importance of the 

input from fire departments in determining public services impacts from PAR 1113.  Furthermore, 

the SCAQMD expects that anyone handling acetone-based coatings or any other flammable liquids 

will strictly adhere to the storing, dispensing, and handling requirements of these materials to lessen 

the danger of fire and explosion 

In regards to hazard impacts, the SCAQMD also analyzed the probability of increased accidents and 

their consequences associated with acetone reformulation.  First, the SCAQMD found that many 

coatings are already formulated with acetone and, therefore, are already being transported in the 

district.  Second, many conventional coatings are formulated with other solvents that are considered 

as flammable as acetone (e.g., t-butyl acetate, toluene, xylene, MEK, isopropanol, butyl acetate, and 

isobutyl alcohol).  Based upon staff review of coating product information sheets, future compliant 

low VOC coatings are expected to be formulated with less or non-flammable materials such as 

texanol, propylene glycol, etc.  Consequently, it is anticipated that future compliant coatings will 

follow the existing trend of moving away from hazardous coating formulations to less or non-

hazardous formulations. 

Additionally, it is expected that an incident (i.e., spill or explosion), involving the transporting of 

acetone-based coatings will produce less toxic impacts than other conventional coatings containing 

solvents such as toluene, xylene, MEK, etc.  Acetone has a higher TLV (750 ppm), PEL (750 ppm) and 
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IDLH (20,000 ppm) compared to other conventional solvents.  These high exposure limits coupled 

with acetone’s higher vapor pressure indicate that acetone would evaporate quickly in a spill such 

that extended human exposure to significant levels that could cause harm are unlikely.  Further, 

acetone is also considered to have the same or less toxic effects as other conventional solvents.  As 

a result, even if exposure were to occur, which is highly unlikely, the human health effects would be 

the same or less compared with existing architectural coatings. 

Information received from various fire authorities indicates that even though acetone is slightly 

more flammable than other conventional solvents it would be treated the same in the event of a fire 

or explosion because conventional solvents are also flammable.  Since PAR 1113 does not increase 

the probability that a transport accident will occur and the fire authorities would handle this type of 

incident the same compared with coatings formulated with conventional solvents as with acetone-

based coatings, the hazard impacts are not considered to be significant. 

2-5 The SCAQMD disagrees with the commentator’s assertion that the VOC emission reductions from 

industrial maintenance and rust preventative coatings is relatively small.  As shown in Table 5-2 of 

the Final SEA, the industrial maintenance and rust preventative coating categories are expected to 

generate VOC emission reductions of approximately 6.45 tons per day, which represents almost 30 

percent of the total VOC emission reductions from the proposed amendments.  Considering that it is 

becoming more difficult to identify sources from which VOC emission reductions can be obtained, a 

6.45 tons per day reduction represents a substantial amount. 

The Final SEA for PAR 1113 will be provided to the Governing Board for their consideration prior to 

the public hearing for PAR 1113.  Whether the proposed project is adopted is ultimately the Board’s 

decision based upon the information contained in the CEQA document, the staff report, and 

received during the public testimony portion of the public hearing. 

Based upon staff review of the product information materials for AIM coatings, there is currently a 

wide range of AIM coatings available that complies with the interim VOC content limits contained in 

PAR 1113.  Further, based upon the results of the SCAQMD’s NTS study, these currently available 

coatings that comply with the interim and final VOC content limit requirements have comparable 

coating and durability characteristics compared to existing high VOC coatings.  Based upon the 

availability of coatings and resin technologies that already comply with the interim compliance date, 

the 2002 compliance dates provides sufficient time to further increase the availability of coatings 

that comply with the interim limits. 

With regard to the 2005 compliance limits, staff review of the coating product information materials 

indicated that there are a limited number of currently available compliant coatings.  Further, there 

are some resin technologies available that could be used to formulate coatings that could comply 

with the 2005 VOC content limits.  In addition, industry input indicates that research and 

development of new coatings where the resin technology is currently available takes approximately 

three to five years.  Further, industry has industry indicated that if a resin technology is not currently 
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available, research and development of new coatings takes approximately five to seven years.  

While it is anticipated that the previously proposed 2005 final compliance date would provide 

sufficient time for research and development of compliant low VOC content coatings, staff has 

further extended the deadline to 2006. 

PAR 1113 contains a technology assessment provision whereby approximately one year prior to the 

interim and final compliance dates staff will perform a technology assessment of the availability of 

compliant coatings.  If compliant coatings are unavailable by the completion of the technology 

assessment, staff will report back to the Board as to the appropriateness of maintaining the existing 

VOC content limits. 
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COMMENT LETTER #3 

Benjamin Moore & Co. 

April 21, 1999 

3-1 The SCAQMD has conducted a thorough technology assessment of coatings available 

today that comply with the proposed limits for July 1, 2002 and July 1, 2006.  Based 

on a detailed analysis of qualitative and quantitative data, staff has concluded that 

coatings with equivalent performance are available for the interim and final limits.  

The commentator is encouraged to review the technology discussed in detail for each 

coating category in the Staff Report for Proposed Amended Rule 1113, as well as the 

comprehensive list of coatings included as Appendix D of the Subsequent 

Environmental Assessment. 

Nonetheless, the SCAQMD has added an Averaging Provision to provide additional 

compliance flexibility for coating manufacturers, which allows a manufacturer to 

average their emissions from a long list of coating categories.  This provision would 

allow the manufacturer to continue selling a line of coatings that may not comply with 

the actual VOC limit, by offsetting those emissions with sales of coatings that are 

below the compliance limits.  Some manufacturers have recognized the potential cost 

savings of this flexible approach.  In addition, the SCAQMD will assess, in 

conjunction with industry, these coatings as a part of the technology assessments to 

evaluate the performance.  If the future technology assessments do not demonstrate 

adequate performance, the SCAQMD will revise the limit or further extend the 

deadlines prior to implementation. 

The SCAQMD has incorporated industry suggestions into the Averaging Provision to provide for a 

simplified, flexibility option that would allow compliance with the proposed amendments with lesser 

socioeconomic impacts.   

3-2 The SCAQMD has worked closely with USEPA and educational institutions over the past several 

years to identify alternative test methods for measuring the VOC content of low-VOC architectural 

coatings.  Under a contract with USEPA, the Research Triangle Institute has developed alternative 

test methods to Method 24.  These include a modified Method 24, a single-injection headspace 

analysis, a multiple headspace extraction analysis, and an automated thermal desorption (ATD) 

analysis.  The ATD approach has provided results that were closest to the Method 24 measured 

values.  The SCAQMD fully anticipates the development and approval of an alternative test method 

over the next few years, prior to implementation of VOC limits at or below 50 g/l. 

Staff has analyzed the national AIM rule’s categories and definitions, as well as the VOC limits.  Staff 

believes that adding additional categories into the Table of Standards with the default 250 g/l limit 
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will add to confusion, instead of simplifying the rule.  For example, the national AIM rule has 

separate categories for interior and exterior nonflats, but has the same VOC limit.  This does not add 

any simplicity to the rule, just redundancy.  The current Rule 1113 – Architectural Coatings currently 

contains an exemption for coatings sold in containers having a capacity of one quart or less (Rule 

1113(g)(1)(A)).  Staff has added two coating categories, floor coatings and rust preventative 

coatings, consistent with the national AIM rule.  However, the current and future proposed VOC 

limits are different than those found in the national AIM rule.  Staff has adopted the national AIM 

rule definitions and provisions for some categories, where appropriate. 

3-3 The commentator is referred to response to comment 2-1. 

3-4 Staff makes no assertions regarding “magic ingredients” in water-based coatings.  Staff has 

acknowledged in the past that even water-based coatings may contain VOCs.  The important point, 

however, is that the primary solvent component of water-based coatings is water, not organic 

solvents.  Water does not contribute to ozone formation as does VOC solvents. 

Staff has received recommendations in the past to include exemptions for coatings formulated with 

solvents that are considered to have low volatility or low vapor pressure based on CARB’s consumer 

products rule, which has a low vapor pressure exemption.  According to CARB, however, its low 

vapor pressure exemption was initially meant for high molecular weight resins, surfactants, 

detergents, and paraffins/waxes commonly found in consumer products.  Based on new data, CARB 

is proposing to delay implementation of the low vapor pressure exemption.  CARB plans to evaluate 

how much of these new solvent mixtures that meet the LVP definition are found in consumer 

products and design a study to assess the fate of LVP solvents.  The study is expected to occur no 

earlier than the end of 1999. 

The low vapor pressure exemption was originally intended by CARB to be limited to consumer 

products where the organic compounds are washed away.  These typically do not evaporate into the 

air.  For architectural coatings, the solvents evaporate and go into the air.  For that reason, CARB has 

not included a low vapor pressure exemption for aerosol paints.   

The approved EPA test method for measuring VOC (Method 24) measures low vapor pressure 

compounds as VOCs.  Therefore, they should not be considered exempt in architectural coatings 

regulations according to EPA.  For this reason, a low vapor pressure exemption is not considered to 

be a feasible alternative. 

Exemptions, or an architectural coatings rule that is based on solvent reactivity has also been 

discussed and considered in the past.  A reactivity-based approach has also been rejected for the 

following reasons.  As discussed in Chapter 4 of the Draft SEA, the science of VOC reactivity is still in 

its early stages, with more comprehensive studies being conducted to refine VOC reactivity data.  

Until these studies are completed, the SCAQMD agrees with the EPA that it would not be prudent to 

implement a control strategy for VOC emissions based principally on VOC reactivity at this time.  In 
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its 1995 Report to Congress entitled “Study of Volatile Organic Compound Emissions From Consumer 

and Commercial Products,” the EPA concluded, “To be most effective, ozone control strategies 

ideally should be based not only on mass VOC and NOx emissions but should consider the relative 

photochemical reactivity of individual species, the VOC-to-NOx ratios prevalent in specific airsheds, 

and other factors which could work together to minimize the formation of ozone with adverse 

impacts.  Reactivity data on VOC, especially those compounds used to formulate consumer products 

and commercial products, is extremely limited.  Better data, which can be obtained only at great 

expense, is needed if the EPA is to consider relative photochemical reactivity in any VOC control 

strategy.  In the meantime, a practical approach is to act on the basis of mass VOC emissions.”  Thus, 

until more comprehensive VOC reactivity studies are completed that yield more refined speciation 

profiles for architectural coatings, the SCAQMD will continue to use a mass VOC control strategy.  

The SCAQMD welcomes any new scientific data that industry can provide to aid the SCAQMD in 

making VOC reactivity-based strategy a viable control option.  

In general, the relative contribution of a specific VOC under different atmospheric conditions needs 

to be better understood before data can be used for policy-making.  Dr. William Carter recently 

received funding for a three million dollar ozone chamber, which will include studying VOC 

reactivity.  The SCAQMD is also contributing funding to this ozone chamber.  A working group will be 

established to guide reactivity research.  It is expected that it will take 18 to 24 months to have the 

chamber running.  The results of future studies may result in sufficient information to include 

reactivity-based control provisions in Rule 1113 and other coatings rules. 

Reactivity-based regulations have also been discussed at Industry Working Group meetings (meeting 

#2, 10/7/98; meeting #3, 11/4/98; and meeting #4, 12/9/98).  At Industry Working Group meeting 

#3, Dr. Carter explained that EPA does consider whether a VOC is reactive or non-reactive.  EPA staff 

feels the high uncertainties of the MIR values would not make it a sound strategy until values are 

refined.  EPA and private groups have established NARSTO to coordinate research related to 

reactivity policy. 

While vehicle exhaust has been extensively studied for reactivity, it was only three years ago that 

glycols, esters, ketones, etc. were being studied.  Uncertainty values vary for the best understood 

species by 30 percent for absolute reactivity and 20 percent for relative reactivity.  For species that 

have not been studied extensively, uncertainty can be much greater.  The value of the uncertainties 

is very difficult to isolate, but attempts to numerically identify uncertainties have been made. 

Some specific problems (scientific issues) associated with reactivity-based regulations include: 

 Assumptions in the current airshed models are too simplified, and do not represent airshed 

conditions in Basin. 

 Studying the reactivity of halogenated compounds is frustrating because currently there is 

no way to simulate reactivity under current models and chamber conditions. 
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 Information on the reactivity of alcohol amines indicates that there is a high degree of 

uncertainty associated with the reactivity of these compounds and additional study is 

necessary. 

 The reactivity of aromatics is still not well understood and current mechanism may not 

correlate well. 

 Quantifying reactivity uncertainties is difficult – particularly for most compounds found in 

architectural coatings. 

 The existing atmospheric chamber is not for studying reactivity in low-NOx environments. 

NOx levels, absolute concentrations, also affect reactivity.  Temperature and light intensity can also 

affect reactivity, but this relationship has not yet been studied.  In urban areas, time and place of 

VOC and NOx emissions can also have effect;  Absolute reactivity is scenario dependent and is more 

variable, whereas relative reactivity is less scenario dependent, and therefore less variable, and is 

the more important scale.  The current scenarios represent the center of urban areas’ NOx levels.  

The maximum incremental reactivity varies for each VOC species.  Generally, under current 

scenarios, the VOC:NOx ratio is approximately 6.0, which is consistent with NOx levels in the 

downtown area of Los Angeles. 

Although the above information indicates that the science regarding VOC reactivities is currently not 

well developed, the SCAQMD acknowledges that when the science becomes reasonably well 

developed a reactivity-based regulatory approach may provide an alternative or additional means to 

assist in making progress towards attaining and maintaining the state and national ambient air 

quality standards for ozone.  To address potential future advances in knowledge about reactivity, 

the SCAQMD has added language to PAR 1113 provision (f)(3), which requires the Executive Officer 

to further conduct a study to assess the reactivity of architectural coatings. 

Although the averaging compliance option in PAR 1113 is one means of complying with the rule 

provisions, it is not anticipated to be the only means.  It is expected that the interim and final 

compliance dates provide sufficient time for research and development of compliant coatings.  This 

assertion is based on the current availability of low and zero VOC coatings.  Staff evaluated the 

coating product information sheets for a substantial number of both low VOC and currently 

compliant conventional coatings comprising a number of AIM coating categories.  This evaluation 

identified coating characteristics such as VOC content, drying time, pot life, shelf life, durability 

characteristics, etc.  The products evaluated are listed in the Tables in Appendix D, which are 

summarized in Table 4-2 in Chapter 4 of the Final SEA.  This survey of product information sheets 

demonstrates that for a number of AIM coating categories, compliant coatings already exist.  Given 

the time available for research and development, the number of compliant coatings for the affected 

coating categories is expected to increase substantially 
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COMMENT LETTER #4 

Kessler & Associates, inc. 

April 21, 1999 

4-1 The commentator’s assertion that the Draft SEA for PAR 1113 did not address the reactivity of VOCs 

and the contribution of emissions from architectural coatings to ozone formation is untrue.  Specific 

responses to all comments received on the NOP/IS for PAR 1113 were prepared and included in 

Appendix C of the Draft SEA.  In addition, these topics were addressed in Chapter 4 of the Draft SEA 

for PAR 1113.  With regard to reactivity, response to comment #1b-1 in Draft SEA Appendix C 

specifically responded to the commentator’s comment.  With regard to architectural coatings’ 

contribution to ozone formation, this was addressed specifically in responses to comments #1-3 and 

#1a-1 of Appendix C of the Draft EA.  When preparing responses to the commentator’s comment on 

this issue, the response referred the commentator to the response to comment #1-3. 

In addition to specific responses to NOP comments on reactivity, the Draft SEA includes an analysis 

regarding the issue of more reactivity in Chapter 4.  The Draft SEA also includes a discussion of the 

VOC emissions inventory from AIM coatings, which contribute to ozone formation, in Chapter 3.  

Finally, Chapter 5 of the Draft EA included a discussion of why a reactivity-based project alternative 

was rejected as infeasible. 

4-2 VOC content is a good indication of emissions, since VOCs in architectural coatings are intended to 

evaporate into the air.  In addition, air quality modeling performed for the 1997 AQMP 

demonstrates not only the contribution VOC emissions make toward ambient ozone concentrations 

but also the need for further reducing VOC emissions to comply with the national and California 

ambient air quality standards.  Further, ground level ozone formation is a result of complex chemical 

reactions involving both VOCs and NOx.  VOCs react with hydroxyl radicals to form organic peroxyl 

radicals which subsequently react with nitric oxide (NO) to form nitrogen dioxide (NO2).  Nitrogen 

dioxide photo-disassociates to form NO and oxygen atoms.  The oxygen atoms rapidly associate with 

molecular oxygen to form ozone.  The amount of ozone formed is a function of the number of 

conversions of NO to NO2 due to the organic “chain reactions.”  When VOC emissions are lowered, 

the number of NO-to-NO2 conversions decrease.  Discussions on the atmospheric chemistry of 

ozone formation can be found in the 1991 National Research Council report, “Rethinking the Ozone 

Problem in Urban and Regional Air Pollution.”  Specifically, page 116 states… “the presence of VOCs 

causes enhanced NO-to-NO2 conversion and hence the production of concentrations of ozone that 

exceed those encountered in the clean background troposphere.”  Additionally, the SCAQMD’s 

preliminary analysis indicates that additional reductions of VOC and NOx emissions beyond those 

included in the AQMP will likely be necessary to meet the recently promulgated National Ambient 

Air Quality Standards for ozone and PM2.5. 

Because of the extreme ozone nonattainment status of the South Coast Air Basin, the SCAQMD 

must control both NOx and VOC emissions if the area is to achieve ambient air quality standards.  
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The AQMP for this district targets all feasible, cost-effective VOC emission reduction strategies from 

sources under its jurisdiction. 

With regard to the comment that all VOCs may not contribute equally to ozone formation, i.e., 

reactivity, the commentator is referred to the response to comment #3-4. 

4-3 The commentator is referred to the response to comment #4-2.  In addition, architectural coatings is 

one of the largest remaining source category of VOC emissions. 

4-4 The commentator is referred to the response to comments #3-4 and #4-1. 

4-5 The commentator is referred to response to comment 2-1. 

4-6 Since the initiation of the NTS study, SCAQMD staff has conducted its own technology assessment 

that is consistent with the results received so far from the NTS study.  The commentator is also 

referred to response to comment 2-1. 

4-7 The commentator is referred to response to comment 2-1. 

4-8 The SCAQMD acknowledges that both regulation and the market have caused VOCs to be reduced.  

The Draft 1998 CARB survey data will be incorporated in the Category of Emission Source reports by 

CARB later this year.  Subsequently, the SCAQMD will revise its emissions inventory for architectural 

coatings. 

4-9 Though viscosity data may be beneficial for determining film thickness, it is difficult to evaluate since 

it is effected by ambient temperature and humidity.  For example, a the viscosity of a coating may 

increase under cooler temperatures and drop under high temperatures.  Thus, percent solids by 

volume is the most stable and reliable indicator.  The commentator is also referred to response to 

comment #2-1. 

4-10 Based upon the SCAQMD’s technology assessment, the SCAQMD believes that given the lead time 

for reformulation the priming needs of low VOC coatings will be comparable to higher VOC solvent-

borne coatings.  Nevertheless, substrate-specific testing to verify priming requirements will be 

incorporated into future technology assessments for primers, sealers, and undercoaters. 

4-11 The SCAQMD recognizes that there are tradeoffs of different coating characteristics that must be 

balanced for an optimal formulation.  The NTS study finds that some zero-VOC coatings have better 

application characteristics than other zero-VOC coatings, and that some have application 

characteristics, including leveling, sag resistance, blister resistance, and final film properties similar 

to some higher-VOC coatings.  This indicates that some manufacturers have been able to overcome 

or balance application properties with the addition of rheology modifiers and other additives. 
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4-12 The NTS study shows comparable durability of low to zero-VOC coatings with traditional, solvent 

containing coatings.  The commentator is also referred to response to comment #4-11. 

4-13 According to Light Stabilizers for Paints (Dr Andreas Valet, 1997) and “Additives for Trade Sales and 

Industrial Coatings” (Ciba, 1997), UV absorbers and free radical scavengers are additives which 

protect the structural integrity of coatings against corrosion and degradation.  No data has been 

provided which substantiates the commentator’s claim that UV absorbers or free radical scavengers 

cause coating discoloration and objectionable odors.  Further, these coatings are used on exterior 

surfaces and, as such, would not be expected to result in additional adverse odor impacts. 

4-14 The Draft SEA for PAR 1113 discussed the lack of information regarding a reactivity-based 

regulation.  With regard to the comment regarding NOx-to-VOC ratios and the effect on ozone 

formation, the commentator is referred to the response to comment #3-4.  The commentator is also 

referred to the response to comment #4-1. 

4-15 The commentator is referred to the responses to comments #3-4 and #4-1. 

4-16 With regard to VOC reactivity, including “negative reactivity” and Dr. Carter’s work on VOC 

reactivity, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #3-4 and #4-1.  To the extent 

that the ozone chamber to be constructed at U.C. Riverside provides necessary and reliable 

information about reactivity of individual VOCs, this information will be used as appropriate in 

future amendments to existing coatings rules or entirely new rules.  The SCAQMD supports future 

reactivity studies pertaining to architectural coatings. 

4-17 The commentator advocates using the total amount of paint, coatings, and 
containers currently landfilled or deposited at hazardous waste roundups as the solid 
waste significance threshold instead of the total landfill capacity in the district.  The 
SCAQMD disagrees with the commentator’s proposal for several reasons.  First, the 
SCAQMD as the lead agency has the discretion to establish its own significance 
thresholds for its projects (CEQA Guidelines §15064.7 (a)).  Significance thresholds 
used by the SCAQMD are derived from a number of sources including SCAQMD rules 
and regulations, other lead agencies that have established significance thresholds, 
and Appendix G of the CEQA guidelines, which is considered indicative of public 
health and environmental impacts.  Appendix G indicates that a project would be 
considered to result in a significant Utility and Service Systems impact if landfills 
serving the project did not have sufficient capacity to meet the project’s solid waste 
needs.  Thus, the SCAQMD’s solid waste significance threshold is consistent with the 
total-landfill-capacity threshold approach in the CEQA Guidelines. 

Second, the establishment of total-landfill-capacity significance threshold provides uniformity for all 

SCAQMD projects.  This approach allows the SCAQMD to keep a running total of the cumulative 

effects of its projects since it has one threshold to measure against.  To adopt the commentator’s 
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proposal would mean that the SCAQMD would have to adopt separate significance thresholds for 

each project.  This would lead to confusion amongst the public and result in potential inconsistent 

application by SCAQMD staff for rule and permitting projects. 

Finally, the SCAQMD has no information as to the amount of paints, coatings, or containers 

currently landfilled or deposited at hazardous waste roundups.  The commentator has conveniently 

omitted this information from its comment.  Without such information, the SCAQMD cannot assess 

the validity of whether such a threshold is suited for the SCAQMD’s purposes. 

4-18 The commentator alleges that the solid waste impacts analysis does not include all potential impacts 

associated with PAR 1113.  The commentator asserts that more solid waste (e.g., disposal of 

containers) could be generated since more water-borne coatings are required to cover a 

comparable area due to their low solids content.  As part of the environmental impacts analysis for 

PAR 1113, the SCAQMD conducted an exhaustive and comprehensive analysis of currently available 

low VOC coatings that forms the primary basis for PAR 1113.  This analysis evaluated hundreds of 

coatings from approximately 40 manufacturers and considered the following coating characteristics: 

VOC content, percent solids by volume, coverage, adhesion, durability, pot life, shelf life, gloss, and 

drying time (see the tables in Appendix D and the related summary tables in Chapter 4 of the Final 

SEA).  The analysis of resin manufacturers and coating formulators product data sheets provides the 

most accurate information available to the SCAQMD, which is based on qualitative and quantitative 

information (e.g., laboratory testing, actual product usage data, and field testing data). The 

SCAQMD’s analysis of these product data sheets indicates that overall low-VOC compliant coatings 

had comparable performance characteristics to conventional coatings for both the interim and final 

VOC content limits. 

The SCAQMD’s product data sheet analysis has since been corroborated by the results from the NTS 

study specifically in the context of the interim VOC content limits.  For the final VOC content limits, 

the results of the NTS study indicate that some of the compliant coatings may have some application 

concerns, while other zero-VOC coatings have comparable application characteristics when 

compared to conventional high-VOC coatings.  As a result, the SCAQMD has given coating 

formulators seven years to reformulate their coatings to correct coating application problems.  This 

time period is consistent with input received from resin manufacturers and coating formulators that 

it takes five to seven years to reformulate coatings to make it commercially available based on 

emerging resin technology.  PAR 1113 contains a technology assessment provision whereby 

approximately one year prior to the interim and final compliance dates staff will perform a 

technology assessment of the availability of compliant coatings.  If compliant coatings are 

unavailable by the completion of the technology assessment to meet the final limit, the SCAQMD 

will report back to the Governing Board as to the appropriateness of maintaining the existing VOC 

content limits.  Accordingly, the overall the solids content and coverage area for low-VOC affected 

coatings are comparable to conventional coatings.  Therefore, solid waste impacts resulting from 

alleged solids content and coverage issues are not expected from PAR 1113. 
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 Additionally, the solid waste impacts analysis represents the “worst-case” because it assumes that 

five and one percent (total six percent) of all coatings as well as ten percent of all IM and floor 

coatings could potentially be landfilled for freeze-thaw, shelf-life, and pot-life problems.  This 

analysis overestimates the solid waste impacts associated with PAR 1113 because it is highly unlikely 

that this amount of coatings would all fail at the same time and be disposed of on the same day.  

Therefore, even if additional solid waste were generated as alleged by the commentator, it would 

fall somewhere in the SCAQMD’s analysis.  Thus, the SCAQMD has extensively analyzed the solid 

waste impacts associated with PAR 1113. 

Regarding the SCAQMD’s review of resin manufacturer’s and coating formulator’s product data 

sheets and the preliminary results from the NTS study the commentator is referred to response to 

comment #2-1. 

4-19 The commentator indicates that zero-VOC latex-based technology does not include biocides 

necessary to prevent spoilage from bacteria, molds, and fungi.  As a result, the commentator alleges 

that spoiled paint will have to be landfilled, and thus, increasing in landfill impacts.  The SCAQMD is 

aware that true zero-VOC technology may not contain biocides.  However, the SCAQMD’s proposed 

interim and final limits are set to allow for the addition of some VOC.  For example, the final limits 

for nonflat paints, which are predominantly consists of latex-based technology, is set at 50 g/l.  The 

allowance of some VOC will allow coating formulators to include rheology modifiers and biocide to 

spoilage as alleged by the commentator.  Therefore, the SCAQMD does not anticipate that 

significant solid waste impacts will be generated as a result of paint spoilage. 

 However, in the event there is some disposal of latex-based paint due to spoilage from bacteria, 

molds, and fungi, significant solid waste impacts will not occur.  Since the SCAQMD’s analysis 

overestimates the solid waste impacts associated with PAR 1113, the disposal of latex-based paints 

due to spoilage would fall within the range of the SCAQMD’s analysis.  The commentator is referred 

to response to comment #4-18. 

4-20 The commentator is referred to response to comment #4-17. 

4-21 The behavior of manufacturers in developing lower-VOC coatings and the public’s acceptance of 

those products have occurred in conjunction with regulatory limits being placed on the products.  

There is no indication that the market would have moved at the same speed or to the same extent 

absent environmental regulations.  The fact that EPA published a national AIM coatings rule in 

September 1998 to meet the obligations of Section 183(e) of the Clean Air Act, also indicates their 

position that regulations are necessary to drive the market forces.  In addition, a study prepared for 

Inform Inc., a non-profit environmental research organization, entitled Stirring Up Innovation: 

Environmental Improvements in Paints and Adhesives, found that environmental regulation have 

been a strong driving force promoting innovation in the paint industry. 
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4-22 With regard to the need for additional time to develop compliant coatings, the commentator is 

referred to the response to comment #2-5. 
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COMMENT LETTER #5 

National Paint & Coatings Association 

April 21, 1999 

5-1 The commentator is referred to response to comment #2-1. 

5-2 Since the initiation of the NTS study, staff has conducted its own technology assessment, which 

concludes that low-VOC coatings are available.  Results form the NTS study are consistent with 

staff’s assessment.  The commentator is also referred to responses to comments #1-1 and #2-1. 

5-3 In addition to the laboratory testing, the NTS study will continue with additional testing, including 

accelerated actual exposure, real time actual exposure, and actual application characteristics.  Staff 

never intended to delay rulemaking to await results from the field studies that could take up to 

several years of results.  Staff plans to utilize the on-going filed testing results for future technology 

assessments. 

5-4 The commentator is referred to responses to comments #1-1 and #2-1. 

5-5 The SCAQMD believes all the proposed limits are feasible, and has further extended the time for 

development of compliant coatings.  The commentator is referred to responses to comments #1-1 

and #2-1. 

5-6 The SCAQMD’s experience with rule development indicates that the proposed timing of the 

technical assessments provides adequate time to revise the rule if necessary. 

5-7 As noted in response to comment #2-1, availability refers not only to coatings complying with future 

VOC content limits, but also includes coating characteristics such as coverage area, corrosion 

resistance, etc.  The NTS study also shows that some low- and zero-VOC coatings have performance 

characteristics comparable to, and in some cases superior to, conventional high VOC coatings.  Both 

the staff survey and the NTS study evaluated industrial maintenance coatings.  In response to 

industry, staff has proposed subcategories of coatings under industrial maintenance.  Since staff has 

identified future compliant coatings and their performance characteristics as part of the current 

Rule 1113 amendment process and has responded to industry concerns, there is no reason to 

believe that a similar process will not occur as part of future technology assessments for Rule 1113.  

For additional information, the commentator is referred to the response to comment #2-1. 

5-8 The issue raised by the commentator, i.e., relaxation of rule requirements contained in an approved 

State Implementation Plan (SIP), is referred to as a SIP gap because it creates a gap in terms of 

emission reductions anticipated in the SIP and the actual emissions that can feasibly be attained.  

This issue has arisen in the past so the SCAQMD has established a working relationship with the U.S. 

EPA to resolve SIP gap issues.  For example, in the most recent Rule 1113 amendment, EPA 

committed to expeditiously resolving any issues regarding a SIP gap. 
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5-9 The initial results of the CARB inventory has been made available since March 1999.  In addition, the 

NTS study was designed and run at the outset with industry oversight.  The results so far are 

consistent with staff’s own assessment.  The commentator is also referred to response to comment 

#2-1. 

5-10 The commentator is referred to response to comment #5-3. 

5-11 The commentator asserts that all though a coating may perform adequately for some applications it 

may not perform as well in other applications.  The commentator advocates that the SCAQMD 

thoroughly evaluate all affected coatings for all or even most applications before moving forward 

with PAR 1113.  The SCAQMD has thoroughly analyzed the performance of coating categories 

affected by PAR 1113.  The SCAQMD has found through its investigation that there are commercially 

available compliant coatings that meet the interim and final VOC content limits of PAR 1113 (see 

Table 3-1 in Chapter 3 of the Final SEA).  According to the product data sheets analyzed by the 

SCAQMD, many of these compliant coatings perform comparable to conventional coatings in a 

variety of applications (see Appendix D and summary tables in Chapter 4 of the Final SEA).  

Furthermore, the results from the NTS study shows that some coatings complying with the interim 

and final limits perform as well as conventional high-VOC coatings, while some compliant final 

coatings have application shortcomings compared to conventional high-VOC coatings. 

However, the SCAQMD acknowledges the fact that additional time for research and development 

may be needed to develop low-VOC compliant products that exhibit more enhanced performance 

characteristics.  Therefore, the PAR 1113 contains an extended compliance schedule to ensure 

adequate time for research and development needs.  In the context of the interim VOC content 

limits, PAR 1113 would allow an additional three years for coating formulators to develop coatings 

to meet the desired end users’ performance requirements.  This is consistent with the information 

provided by coating formulators and resin manufacturers that it typically takes three to five years to 

meet end users’ performance requirements once resin technology is available.  Based on SCAQMD 

research and investigation, resin technology currently exists to meet the interim compliance limits 

(as illustrated by the 1998 CARB Survey and summarized in Table 3-1 of this SEA). 

In the context of the final VOC content limits, PAR 1113 would allow an additional seven years for 

coating formulators to develop coatings to meet the desired end users’ performance requirements.  

This is consistent with the information provided by coating formulators and resin manufacturers 

that it typically takes five to seven years to develop resin technology that will meet end users’ 

performance requirements.  Although SCAQMD investigation indicates that resin technology 

currently exists that can meet the final VOC content limits, the SCAQMD acknowledges that some 

additional research and development is required before the technology can meet all of end users’ 

requirements. 
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The SCAQMD will conduct and complete one-year prior to the interim and final VOC content limits 

going into effect a technology assessment.  The technology assessment will further confirm the 

availability and feasibility of compliant coatings.  Since the language regarding technology 

assessments is included in PAR 1113, the SCAQMD will be required to revise the VOC limits or 

extend the compliance dates depending on the results of the technology assessment.  This 

continuing evaluation requirement assures that future limits will always be based on the current 

state of coating technology. 

5-12 Staff has analyzed the national AIM rule’s categories and definitions, as well as the VOC limits.  Staff 

believes that additional categories in the Table of Standards with the default 250 g/l limit will add to 

confusion, instead of simplifying the rule.  For example, the national AIM rule has separate 

categories for interior and exterior nonflats, but has the same VOC limit.  This does not add any 

simplicity to the rule, just redundancy.  The current Rule 1113 – Architectural Coatings currently 

contains an exemption for coatings sold in containers having a capacity of one quart or less (Rule 

1113(g)(1)(A)).  Staff has created two new coating categories:  floor coatings and rust preventative 

coatings.  However, the current and future proposed VOC limits are different than those found in 

the national AIM rule.  Staff has adopted the national AIM rule definitions and provisions for some 

categories, where appropriate. 

5-13 The commentator is referred to response to comment #2-1. 

5-14 Staff of course will also reassess VOC limits if necessary.  The commentator is also referred to 

response to comment #2-1. 

5-15 The commentator is referred to responses to comments #4-11 and #5-11. 

5-16 The commentator is referred to response to comment #2-1. 

5-17 The commentator contends that current thinning practices of contractors which can now use 

higher-VOC coatings is not relevant to future thinning practices associated with the use of low-VOC 

compliant coatings.  The commentator also states that using this approach constitutes an 

inadequate analysis and assumes away the issue.  The SCAQMD strongly disagrees with the 

commentator’s assertions for several reasons.  First, the analysis of current thinning practices 

disputes industry’s contention made in 1990 that illegal thinning occurred on a widespread basis.  

Current thinning practices suggest that application s follow manufacturers recommended practice 

regarding thinning and do not thin in excess of rule limits.  Thus, if excessive thinning practices do 

not currently exist coupled with the commercial availability of compliant coatings to meet future 

limits, then excessive thinning is not likely to occur in the future.  The SCAQMD has found this later 

scenario to be applicable for PAR 1113. 



Appendix F – Responses to the 1999 Draft SEA Comments 

 

 

PAR 1113 F-5-23 November 2002 

Second, the SCAQMD’s field investigations of actual painting sites in the South Coast Basin and 

CARB’s investigation of other areas in California that have VOC limits for coatings indicate that 

thinning of coatings exists but rarely beyond the actual compliance limits.  Even in cases where 

thinning does occur, it is rarer still for paints to be thinned to levels that would exceed applicable 

VOC content limits.  The result of the SCAQMD’s investigations is that widespread thinning does not 

occur often; when it does occur, it is unlikely to occur at a level that would lead to a substantial 

emissions increase when compared with emissions from higher VOC coatings.  Further, 

manufacturers that recommend thinning of their coatings give specific directions on their paint can 

labels as to the amount of thinner that can added without exceeding the Rule 1113 VOC content 

limit. 

Third, throughout the development of PAR 1113 and during the 1996 rule making effort for Rule 

1113 the SCAQMD requested that industry provide any thinning studies that they may have 

conducted to support their contentions about excessive thinning practices.  To date, the SCAQMD 

has received no countervailing thinning studies from industry to indicate that thinning is occurring to 

a greater extent than the above data would indicate. 

Fourth, the SCAQMD has conducted an exhaustive and comprehensive analysis of currently available 

low VOC coatings as well as conventional coatings.  This analysis evaluated hundreds of coatings 

from approximately 40 manufacturers and considered the following coating characteristics: VOC 

content, percent solids by volume, coverage, adhesion, durability, pot life, shelf life, gloss, and 

drying time (see tables in Appendix D and Chapter 4 of the Final SEA).  The industry’s product data 

sheets provide the most accurate information that is based on qualitative and quantitative 

information (e.g., laboratory testing, actual product usage data, and field testing data).  This analysis 

showed that low-VOC compliant coatings are commercially available with comparable performance 

characteristics that can meet the interim and final VOC content limits. 

The SCAQMD product data sheet analysis has since been corroborated by the NTS study specifically 

in the context of the interim VOC content limits.  The results of the NTS study indicate, however, 

that some of the coatings compliant with the final VOC content limits may have some application 

issues.  As a result, the SCAQMD has given coating formulators seven years to reformulate their 

coatings to correct any coating application issues.  This time period is consistent with input received 

from resin manufacturers and coating formulators that it takes five to seven years to reformulate 

coatings to make it commercially available based on emerging resin technology.  PAR 1113 contains 

a technology assessment provision whereby approximately one year prior to the interim and final 

compliance dates staff will perform a technology assessment of the availability of compliant 

coatings.  If compliant coatings are unavailable by the completion of the technology assessment to 

meet the final limit, the SCAQMD will report back to the Governing Board as to the appropriateness 

of maintaining or delaying the existing VOC content limits. 
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Lastly, the Draft and Final SEA fully complies with CEQA as it contains an extensive discussion of the 

potential for thinning as it could relate to air quality impacts as required by the 1990 court order.  

Accordingly, the SCAQMD has concluded based on its thorough analysis of this issue that significant 

air quality impacts will not result from thinning practices associated with the implementation of PAR 

1113. 

The commentator is referred to response to comment #2-1 regarding the SCAQMD’s review of resin 

manufacturer’s and coating formulator’s product data sheets and the results from the NTS study.  

5-18 The commentator is referred to response to comment #2-1. 

5-19 The SCAQMD has reviewed numerous product data sheets for primers, sealers, and 

undercoaters that have good adhesion to a variety of substrates.  These include 

adhesion over weathered alkyds.  These products have specific surface preparation 

requirements that must be followed to achieve optimal performance.  Further, the 

NTS study has shown that the zero-VOC coatings actually have better dry adhesion 

than their higher-VOC counterparts. 

The SCAQMD, however, has raised the interim and final limits, as well extended the 

compliance dates for primers, sealers, and undercoaters based on comments provided 

by industry.  The initial proposal required an interim limit of 100 g/l and a final limit 

of 50 g/l.  However, these have been raised to 200 g/l and 100 g/l, effective July 1, 

2002 and July 1, 2006, respectively.  Furthermore, a manufacturer can use the 

flexibility of the Averaging Provision to maintain their lines of noncompliant 

coatings, by offsetting with supercompliant coatings.  Finally, in response to 

comments received regarding concrete protective coatings, the SCAQMD has created 

a new category called Waterproofing Concrete/Masonry Sealers, which was a direct 

results of concerns for waterproofing concrete substrates, especially vertical surfaces.  

This new category includes both pigmented and clear concrete waterproofing sealers. 

5-20 The commentator is referred to response to comment #2-1. 

5-21 Acrylic coatings are currently available for a variety of categories, including stains, PSUs, nonflats, 

waterproofing wood sealers, floor, and IM coatings. 

5-22 The commentator asserts that PAR 1113 does not prevent contractors from using coatings outside 

their compliance category.  The SCAQMD assumes that the commentator is alleging that the rule 

language of PAR 1113 does not specifically prevent substitution.  The SCAQMD disagrees with 

commentator because PAR 1113 does contain language that discourages substitution.  First, it 

should be noted that PAR 1113 applies not only to contractors but anyone who supplies, sells, offers 
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for sale, applies, solicits the application of, or manufactures for use architectural coatings in the 

district.  Second, the definition language contained in PAR 1113 limits the use of certain coatings to 

specific applications.  Third, PAR 1113(c)(3) requires that when coatings can be used in more than 

one coating category the lower VOC content limit is applicable.  Lastly, clarifying language has been 

added to PAR 1113 to restrict coatings to their intended uses.  For example, it will be a violation of 

PAR 1113 to apply a roof coating on any substrate it was not intended for.  These provisions when 

viewed independently or cumulatively provide the user of architectural coatings subject to PAR 1113 

with a strong indication that unless PAR 1113 specifically allows it, substitution of low-VOC 

compliant coatings with higher-VOC coatings is prohibited. 

Furthermore, the rule language of Rule 1113 coupled with the fact that compliant coatings are 

commercially available has been effective in providing a strong deterrent against substitution.  

SCAQMD enforcement records reveal that there has been a better than 99 percent compliance rate 

with Rule 1113.  This enforcement trend is expected to continue with the adoption of PAR 1113 

since further clarification has been added to the rule language to make it clearer that substitution is 

not allowed and compliant coatings are commercially available for use to meet the interim and final 

compliance VOC content limits. 

5-23 The commentator asserts that the SCAQMD’s substitution analysis does not make sense since a 

contractor is likely to substitute a less durable coating if it performs adequately and give a shorter 

warranty.  The SCAQMD strongly disagrees with the commentator’s contention.  The SCAQMD in 

analyzing the potential for substitution investigated whether it was likely that a rust preventative 

coating with a typical durability of five years would be substituted for an IM coating with a typical 

durability of ten years or greater.  The SCAQMD concluded that based on end user durability 

requirements, a rust preventative coating would not be used since its performance is much less than 

an IM coating.  Furthermore, significant substitution from all affected coating categories is not likely 

to occur because uses for various replacement coatings are different and have different 

performance characteristics.  For example, the proposed substitutes have limited specific uses and 

some of the proposed substitutes would be cost prohibitive. 

This is just one of the rationales for the SCAQMD’s conclusion that substitution of low-VOC 

compliant coatings by high-VOC non-compliant coatings will not occur.  By focusing on this one 

rationale the commentator misconstrues the SCAQMD’s complete analysis of this issue.   

To further respond to the commentator’s assertion that substitution would occur, the 

SCAQMD has evaluated as a “worst-case” four substitution scenarios, including the 

commentator’s (i.e., a rust preventative coating would be substituted for an IM 

coating).  The substitution scenarios evaluated include: a two-coat nonflat system 

replaced by a four- or five-coat IM system; a two-coat nonflat system replaced by a 

three-coat rust preventative coating system: a two-coat nonflat system replaced by a 
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two-oat PSU system; and a four or five coat IM system replaced by a three coat rust 

preventative coating system. 

To analyze these four scenarios, the SCAQMD first established a current, interim 

limit, and final limit emission baseline per coating system.  The baseline VOC 

calculations take into consideration the average coverage based on the product data 

sheets researched by the SCAQMD, VOC content, and the durability of the system 

(see the tables in Appendix D and Table 4-2 in Chapter 4) to arrive at an annual VOC 

emission rate for the coating system.  The current, interim limit, and final limit, 

annual VOC emission rate for the four substitution scenarios is presented in Tables F-

2 through F-4. 
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TABLE F-2 

COMPARISON OF SUBSTITUTE COATING SYSTEMS (CURRENT) 

Coating System TYPICAL 

COMPONENTS 

Current VOC 

Content 

Limit 

(g/l) 

Average 

Coverage 

 

(ft
2
/gal) 

Emissions 

per Component 

(g VOC/ft
2
) 

Total System 

VOC 

 

(g VOC/ft
2
) 

Durability 

 

 

(yrs) 

Annual Total 

System VOC 

Emission Rate 

(g VOC/ft
2
)/yr 

IM – 5 Coats 1 Primer 420 380 4.18 22 10 2.2 

2 Mid/2 Top 350 18.16 

IM – 4 Coats 2 Primer 420 380 8.36 17 5 3.4 

2 Top 350 9.08 

RP – 3 Coats 1 Primer 400 460 3.14 10 5 2.0 

2 Top 440 6.57 

NF – 2 Coats 1 Primer 350 400 3.31 6 5 1.2 

1 Top 250 400 2.36 

PSU – 2 Coats 2 Primer 350 400 6.63 7 2 3.5 

TABLE F-3 

COMPARISON OF SUBSTITUTE COATING SYSTEMS (INTERIM -2002) 

Coating System TYPICAL 

COMPONENTS 

Interim VOC 

Content 

Limit 

(g/l) 

Average 

Coverage 

 

(ft
2
/gal) 

Emissions 

per Component 

(g VOC/ft
2
) 

Total System 

VOC 

 

(g VOC/ft
2
) 

Durability 

 

 

(yrs) 

Annual Total 

System VOC 

Emission Rate 

(g VOC/ft
2
)/yr 

IM – 5 Coats 1 Primer 250 300 2.15 12 10 1.2 

2 Mid/2 Top 275 9.4 

IM – 4 Coats 2 Primer 250 300 4.30 9 5 1.8 

2 Top 275 4.70 
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RP – 3 Coats 1 Primer 400 460 2.72 8 5 1.6 

2 Top 440 5.69 

NF – 2 Coats 1 Primer 200 350 1.77 2 5 0.4 

1 Top 150 360 0.67 

PSU – 2 Coats 2 Primer 200 350 3.54 4 2 2.0 
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TABLE F-4 

COMPARISON OF SUBSTITUTE COATING SYSTEMS (FINAL - 2006) 

Coating System TYPICAL 

COMPONENTS 

Final VOC 

Content 

Limit 

(g/l) 

Average 

Coverage 

 

(ft
2
/gal) 

Emissions 

per Component 

(g VOC/ft
2
) 

Total System 

VOC 

 

(g VOC/ft
2
) 

Durability 

 

 

(yrs) 

Annual Total 

System VOC 

Emission Rate 

(g VOC/ft
2
)/yr 

IM – 5 Coats 1 Primer 100 330 0.54 3 10 0.3 

2 Mid/2 Top 320 2.20 

IM – 4 Coats 2 Primer 100 330 1.08 2 5 0.4 

2 Top 320 1.10 

RP – 3 Coats 1 Primer 100 300 0.74 2 10 0.2 

2 Top 300 1.48 

NF – 2 Coats 1 Primer 100 370 0.40 1 5 0.2 

1 Top 50 400 0.18 

PSU – 2 Coats 2 Primer 100 370 0.79 1 2 0.5 

IM = Industrial Maintenance  

RP = Rust Preventive  

NF = Nonflat  

PSU = Primers, Sealers, and Undercoaters 
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The interim VOC limit change that could potentially result from the four substitution 

scenarios is presented in Table F-5. 

TABLE F-5 

VOC CHANGE ASSOCIATED WITH EACH 

SUBSTITUTION SCENARIO (INTERIM) 

Interim 

Coating 

System 

Annual Total 

System VOC 

Emission Rate 

(g VOC/ft
2
)/yr 

Substitute 

Coating 

System 

Annual Total 

System VOC 

Emission Rate 

(g VOC/ft
2
)/yr 

VOC Change 

 

 

(g VOC/ft
2
)/yr 

NF-2 (150 g/l) 0.4 IM-5 (250 g/1) 1.2 +0.8 

NF-2 (150 g/l) 0.4 IM-4 (250 g/1) 1.8 +1.4 

NF-2 (150 g/l) 0.4 RP-3 (400 g/l) 1.6 +1.2 

NF-2 (150 g/l) 0.4 PSU – 2 (100 g/l) 2.0 +1.6 

IM-5 (250 g/1) 1.2 RP-3 (350 g/l) 1.6 +0.4 

IM-4 (250 g/1) 1.8 RP-3 (350 g/l) 1.6 -0.2 

The final limit VOC change that could potentially result from three of the four substitution 

scenarios is presented in Table F-6.  It should be noted that the SCAQMD did not analyze the 

IM system being replaced by a rust preventative coating system scenario since both of these 

coatings will have the same final VOC content limit. 

TABLE F-6 

VOC CHANGE ASSOCIATED WITH EACH 

SUBSTITUTION SCENARIO (FINAL) 

Final 

Coating 

System 

Annual Total 

System VOC 

Emission Rate 

(g VOC/ft
2
)/yr 

Substitute 

Coating 

System 

Annual Total 

System VOC 

Emission Rate 

(g VOC/ft
2
)/yr 

VOC Change 

 

 

(g VOC/ft
2
)/yr 

NF-2 (50 g/l) 0.2 IM-5 (100 g/1) 0.3 +0.1 

NF-2 (50 g/l) 0.2 IM-4 (100 g/1) 0.4 +0.2 

NF-2 (50 g/l) 0.2 RP-3 (100 g/l) 0.2 = 

NF-2 (50 g/l) 0.2 PSU – 2 (100 g/l) 0.5 +0.3 

IM = Industrial Maintenance  

RP = Rust Preventive  

NF = Nonflat  

PSU = Primers, Sealers, and Undercoaters 
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As shown in Tables F-5 and F-6, if the four substitution scenarios were to occur, although 

unlikely due to rule prohibitions or performance desirability, there could be an increase in 

VOC emissions for some systems on an area covered per year basis.  However, even if 

substitution were to occur, PAR 1113 would still achieve overall VOC emission reductions.  

As presented in Table F-7, the SCAQMD analyzed several variations of the four substitution 

scenarios discussed above to determine the net effect if substitution were to occur.  As a 

starting point for the first three scenarios, the SCAQMD assumed that 10 percent of the 

nonflat (NF) coating usage in the interim and final years would be replaced by higher-VOC 

IM, rust preventative (RP), or primers, sealers, and undercoaters (PSU).  The SCAQMD also 

analyzed a single substitution scenario where 10 percent of the IM coating usage in the 

interim and final years would be replaced by higher-VOC rust preventative coatings.  For 

these single substitution scenarios, 10 percent substitution of nonflat and IM coatings 

represents an extremely conservative assumption considering that Rule 1113 has a greater 

than 99 percent compliance history. 

Additionally, as a “worst-case” the SCAQMD analyzed two scenarios where a combination 

of higher-VOC coatings may be substituted for lower-VOC coatings.  In one of the 

combination scenarios, the SCAQMD assumed that 30 percent of the nonflat coating usage in 

the interim and final years would be replaced by higher-VOC IM (10 percent), rust 

preventative (10 percent), and PSU coatings (10 percent).  In the other combination scenario, 

the SCAQMD assumed that both the 30 percent nonflat and 10 percent IM substitution 

scenarios would occur at the same time.  The results of the SCAQMD’s substitution analysis 

and the net effect to PAR 1113 overall VOC emission reductions are presented in Table F-7. 

TABLE F-7 

NET EFFECT OF POTENTIAL SUBSTITUTION 

Substitution Scenarios Interim Limit 

VOC Increase 

 

(tons/day) 

Final Limit VOC 

Increase 

 

(tons/day) 

Remaining 

VOC Reductions 

(tons/day) 

Loss of 

VOC 

Reductions 

(tons/day) 

10% of NF replaced by IM 1.26 0.33 19.47 2.33 

10% of NF replaced by RP 3.36 0.47 17.22 4.58 

10% of NF replaced by PSU 0.47 0.24 20.35 1.45 

30% of NF replaced by IM/RP/PSU 7.32 1.69 10.56 11.24 

10% of IM replaced by RP 0.43 0.04 20.78 1.02 

30% NF and 10% IM 7.75 1.73 9.54 12.26 

IM = Industrial Maintenance  

RP = Rust Preventive  

NF = Nonflat  

PSU = Primers, Sealers, and Undercoaters 
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As shown in table F-7, even if substitution where to occur, PAR 1113 would still achieve 

overall VOC emission reductions. 

As part of the environmental impacts analysis for PAR 1113, the SCAQMD conducted an exhaustive 

and comprehensive analysis of currently available low VOC coatings that forms the primary basis for 

PAR 1113.  This analysis evaluated hundreds of coatings from approximately 13 manufacturers and 

considered the following coating characteristics: VOC content, percent solids by volume, coverage, 

adhesion, durability, pot life, shelf life, gloss, and drying time (see the tables in Appendix D and the 

related summary tables in Chapter 4 of the Final SEA).  The analysis of resin manufacturers and 

coating formulators product data sheets provides the most accurate information available to the 

SCAQMD, which is based on qualitative and quantitative information (e.g., laboratory testing, actual 

product usage data, and field testing data).  The available information from product data sheets 

indicates that for industrial maintenance floor coatings, low-VOC coatings tended to have a higher 

solids content, with a slightly, but not substantially lower average coverage area than conventional 

coatings.  For most other coating categories affected by PAR 1113, the solids content and area of 

coverage for low-VOC coatings was, on average, comparable to conventional coatings although 

some categories (e.g., quick-dry primers, sealers, and undercoaters and stains) had slightly less 

coverage than conventional coatings in these categories. 

The SCAQMD product data sheet analysis has since been corroborated by the NTS study specifically 

in the context of the interim VOC content limits.  For the final VOC content limits the preliminary 

results of the NTS study indicate that the compliant coatings may have some application problems.  

As a result, the SCAQMD has given coating formulators seven years to reformulate their coatings to 

correct coating application problems.  Furthermore, PAR 1113 contains a technology assessment 

provision whereby approximately one year prior to the interim and final compliance dates staff will 

perform a technology assessment of the availability of compliant coatings.  If compliant coatings are 

unavailable by the completion of the technology assessment to meet the final limit, the SCAQMD 

will report back to the Governing Board as to the appropriateness of maintaining the existing VOC 

content limits. 

Regarding the SCAQMD’s review of resin manufacturer’s and coating formulator’s product data 

sheets and the preliminary results from the NTS study the commentator is referred to response to 

comment #2-1.  

5-24 First and foremost, the SCAQMD’s research and investigation reveals that compliant 
coatings are commercially available for use to meet the interim and final compliance 
VOC content limits.  Therefore, it is not likely that substitution will occur.  Second, 
clarifying language has been added to PAR 1113 that will make it clear that coatings 
should only be used for their intended purposes.  This should further alleviate the 
potential for substitution.  Lastly, even if there is some limited substitution due to 
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the implementation of PAR 1113, overall emission reductions will still be achieved.  
The commentator is referred to responses to comments #5-22 and #5-23. 

5-25 Current substitution practices serves as an indication of whether substitution is a 
widely accepted practice that will likely continue in the future.  More importantly, 
the SCAQMD has determined that substitution is unlikely to occur since compliant 
coatings will be available.  Again, the SCAQMD has conducted an extensive analysis 
of currently available low VOC coatings as well as conventional coatings.  This 
analysis evaluated hundreds of coatings.  Based on this analysis, PAR 1113 is not 
expected to result in the substitution of low-VOC compliant coatings with higher-
VOC coatings.  Even if there is some limited substitution due to the implementation 
of PAR 1113, overall emission reductions will still be achieved.  Therefore, adverse 
air quality impacts are not expected to result due to substitution associated with the 
implementation of PAR 1113.  The commentator is referred to responses to 
comments #5-22, #5-23, and #5-24. 

5-26 The commentator indicates that it is unclear whether the SCAQMD will review all environmental or 

just water impacts associated with future limits at the time the technology assessment is 

undertaken.  The commentator advocates that a rigorous environmental assessment be undertaken 

during the technology assessment.  The SCAQMD will conduct and complete one-year prior to the 

interim and final VOC content limits going into effect a technology assessment.  The technology 

assessment will further confirm the availability and feasibility of compliant coatings.  Since the 

language regarding technology assessments is included in PAR 1113, the SCAQMD intends to revise 

the VOC limits or extend the compliance dates depending on the results of the technology 

assessment.  This continuing evaluation requirement assures that future limits will always be based 

on the current state of coating technology.  Any revision of Rule 1113 will require another 

assessment of the environmental impacts, if any, of the proposed changes.   

5-27 The commentator cites a portion of the Draft SEA on page 4-28 which states “A research report 

release in March 1997 demonstrated that latex (nonflat technology) paint is, in fact, not a hazardous 

waste product.”  The commentator states that it agrees with this conclusion.  However, the 

commentator then points out that authorities in California do not share this view and therefore this 

should be analyzed. 

 The SCAQMD appreciates the commentator’s concurrence on this issue.  The SCAQMD believes that 

this information is still accurate concerning EPA’s view that latex paint based on current coating 

technology is not a hazardous waste.  

Indeed, due to federal regulation of hazardous air pollutants, coating formulators have 

replaced many of the more hazardous solvents (e.g., EGBE) with less hazardous 
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solvents (e.g., texanol) in latex paint formulations.  Therefore, today’s latex-based 

paint formulations are expected to contain even less hazardous compounds. 

The commentator’s blanket assertion that California authorities would consider all 

latex paint a hazardous waste is not necessarily correct.  Therefore, clarification on 

this issue is appropriate.  It should be noted that the SCAQMD believes its 

understanding of how latex paint would be treated under federal law is accurate as 

presented in the Draft and Final SEA.   

In the context of California law, discussions with the Department of Toxic Substances 

Control (DTSC) reveals that the DTSC would not consider latex paint as a hazardous 

waste in its virgin (e.g., pure) form.  Furthermore, specifically relevant to PAR 1113, 

DTSC recommends cleaning equipment (e.g., brushes, rollers, and spray guns) used to 

apply latex paint with water in sinks or other facilities that flows directly to a 

wastewater treatment facility.  Thus, wastewater generated from the cleaning of 

painting equipment applying latex paint may be properly disposed of into the sewer 

system. 

However, the DTSC indicates that when coating formulators add various ingredients 

(e.g., pigments, binders, biocides, etc.) to virgin latex paint it becomes a hazardous 

waste.  In this form, latex paint cannot be disposed of into sewers, unless it is a 

constituent of wastewater generated from equipment cleaning activities, or storm 

drains.  The DTSC’s position on this issue, for the most part, is based on a 1995 study 

conducted by California Polytechnic State University (Cal Poly).  The Cal Poly study 

collected waste latex samples over a three-year period from Household Hazardous 

Waste (HHW) programs throughout California.  The results of the study indicated that 

94 percent of the samples tested failed the California’s toxicity criteria and were 

classified as hazardous waste. 

However, the validity of the 1995 Cal Poly study in the context of PAR 1113 is 

somewhat questionable.  The study analyzed samples collected from HHW programs 

throughout California.  According to DTSC information, a lot of the paint collected 

by HHW programs is on the average 10 years old and contains more hazardous 

constituents than today’s paints. Due to federal regulation of hazardous air pollutants, 

coating formulators have replaced many of the more hazardous solvents (e.g., EGBE) 

with less hazardous solvents (e.g., texanol) in latex paint formulations.  Therefore, 

today’s latex-based paint formulations are not expected to contain the amount and 

type of hazardous compounds as coating formulations from 10 years ago. 

Furthermore, the Cal Poly study did not analyze samples from equipment cleaning 

practices associated with the use of latex paint.  The vast majority of water quality 

impacts potentially associated with PAR 1113 will be generated from equipment 

cleaning, where waste water will be disposed of properly down the sewer system.  
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Therefore current latex-based paint is disposed of improperly, there remains a valid 

question whether it would be truly considered a hazardous waste. 

However, assuming that latex paint based on current technology is hazardous waste, 

this does not change the SCAQMD’s overall conclusion that significant adverse water 

quality impacts are not anticipated from PAR 1113.  As explained above, disposal 

practices are not expected to change with the implementation of PAR 1113.  In other 

words, PAR 1113 will not cause an increase in the amount of coating currently 

disposed properly or improperly in sewer systems, storm drains, groundwater, or 

landfills.  The SCAQMD’s 1996 survey bears this out.  Furthermore, non-hazardous 

solvents in low-VOC compliant coatings are replacing hazardous solvents in 

conventional coatings.  Lastly, public outreach programs initiated by the 

commentator, the SCAQMD, the California Integrated Waste Management Board, 

and others will further reduce the improper disposal of coatings by paint contractors 

and the public. 

5-28 The commentator asserts that the SCAQMD’s analysis of the potential public services impacts 

associated with the use of reformulated acetone-based compliant coatings is inadequate because it 

relies on information obtained from interviews with local fire departments and not an actual 

analysis of acetone’s volatility as compared to other solvents.  The SCAQMD disagrees with the 

commentator’s assertion for several reasons. 

First, in the context of PAR 1113, it should be noted that the use of acetone in the reformulation of 

complaint coatings is relatively small.  Acetone reformulation was considered to be the “worst-case” 

for the purposes of public services and hazards impacts associated with the implementation of PAR 

1113.  Thus, the SCAQMD’s environmental impact analysis tends to overestimate the public services 

and hazards impacts from PAR 1113. 

Second, the SCAQMD did not solely rely on information from local fire departments in analyzing the 

impacts associated with the use of reformulated acetone-based coatings.  The SCAQMD conducted 

its on independent review of the flashpoint, vapor pressure, and flammable range, (e.g., the span 

between the lower explosive limit (LEL) and the upper explosive limit (UEL)) of acetone, currently 

used solvents, and replacement solvents (see Table 4-7 in Final SEA).  This analysis revealed that 

acetone in comparison with currently used solvents has comparable volatility and flammability 

characteristics.  Based on this analysis coupled with the information received from local fire 

departments, the SCAQMD concluded that PAR 1113 would not create significant adverse public 

services or hazards impacts. 

Third, potential adverse impacts to fire departments can occur two ways: (1) more frequent 

responses; and (2) more frequent inspections.  To determine whether PAR 1113 would significantly 

increase or alter fire department’s level of service (i.e., increased responses to fires, explosions, or 

inspections), the SCAQMD sought their input.  Feedback received from these authorities indicates 
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that, based upon their extensive professional experience as a result of years of regulating the use 

and storage of flammable materials, the use of acetone will pose no greater risks than the use of 

existing solvents such as: MEK, toluene, butyl acetate, etc., even though acetone is slightly more 

flammable.  Thus, the commentator underestimates the importance of the input from fire 

departments in determining public services impacts from PAR 1113.  Furthermore, the SCAQMD 

expects that anyone handling acetone-based coatings or any other flammable liquids will strictly 

adhere to the storing, dispensing, and handling requirements of these materials to lessen the 

danger of fire and explosion. 

Accordingly, the SCAQMD does not anticipate that PAR 1113 will not result in significant adverse 

public service impacts (e.g., fire departments).  The commentator is also referred to response to 

comment #2-4. 

5-29 The commentator indicates that the opinions of the fire authorities, based exclusively on the UFC 

classifications, do not address the relative fire hazard of acetone, compared to other solvents, in 

lacquers being used by painters in the field.  Furthermore, the commentator alleges that these 

opinions were not direct evidence of no significant fire hazards impacts from the use of acetone, 

and are a totally impermissible basis from which SCAQMD could reach an inference that was 

consistent with its prejudgment of the issue. 

The SCAQMD assumes for the purposes of this comment that the commentator when referring to 

lacquers actually means the coating categories affected by PAR 1113.  Lacquers were addressed in 

the 1996 amendments and are not involved with this rule-making effort.  In any event, the SCAQMD 

adamantly disagrees with the commentator’s assertions for several compelling reasons.  First, the 

SCAQMD did not solely rely on information from local fire departments in analyzing the impacts 

associated with the use of reformulated acetone-based coatings.  The SCAQMD conducted its on 

independent review of the flashpoint, vapor pressure, and flammable range, (e.g., the span between 

the lower explosive limit (LEL) and the upper explosive limit (UEL)) of acetone, currently used 

solvents, and replacement solvents (see Table 4-7 in Final SEA).  This analysis revealed that acetone 

in comparison with currently used solvents has comparable volatility and flammability 

characteristics.  Thus, it is a mischaracterization on the commentator’s part to assert that the 

SCAQMD’s does not address the relative fire hazard of acetone, compared to other solvents. 

Second, the information received from fire authorities is highly relevant because it provides an 

understanding of how they would handle an accidental release or explosion associated with the use 

of acetone both during transport and in the field.  Feedback received from these authorities 

indicates that, based upon their extensive professional experience as a result of years of regulating 

the use and storage of flammable materials, the use of acetone will pose no greater risks than the 

use of existing solvents such as: MEK, toluene, butyl acetate, etc., even though acetone is slightly 

more flammable.  Furthermore, since PAR 1113 does not increase the probability that a transport 

accident will occur and the fire authorities would handle this type of incident the same compared 

with coatings formulated with conventional solvents as with acetone-based coatings, the hazard 
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impacts are not considered to be significant.  Thus, the commentator under estimates the 

importance of the input from fire departments in determining hazards impacts from PAR 1113. 

Third, it should be noted that the use of acetone in the reformulation of complaint coatings is 

relatively small.  Sealers and floor coatings are the only affected coating categories where some 

amount of acetone reformulation is expected to occur.  These categories constitute a very small 

group of coatings compared to the total coating categories impacted by PAR 1113.  Acetone 

reformulation was considered to be the “worst-case” for the purposes of public services and hazards 

impacts associated with the implementation of PAR 1113.  Thus, the SCAQMD’s environmental 

impact analysis tends to overestimate the public services and hazards impacts from PAR 1113. 

Finally, the SCAQMD also analyzed the probability of increased accidents and their consequences 

associated with acetone reformulation.  The SCAQMD found that many coatings are already 

formulated with acetone and, therefore, are already being transported in the district.  Additionally, 

many conventional coatings are formulated with other solvents that are considered as flammable as 

acetone (e.g., t-butyl acetate, toluene, xylene, MEK, isopropanol, butyl acetate, and isobutyl 

alcohol).  Based upon SCAQMD review of coating product information sheets, future compliant low 

VOC coatings are expected to be formulated with less or non-flammable materials such as texanol, 

propylene glycol, etc.  Consequently, it is anticipated that future compliant coatings will follow the 

existing trend of moving away from hazardous coating formulations to less or non-hazardous 

formulations. 

5-30 The commentator questions why 28 – 52 tons per day of solid waste impacts associated with PAR 

1113 are not considered significant considering the fact that PAR 1113 will reduce VOC emissions by 

20 tons per day.  The commentator’s comparison of solid waste impacts to VOC emissions 

reductions is analogous to comparing apples to oranges (e.g., not a like comparison).  The 

commentator is trying to insinuate that because solid waste impacts should be significant because 

they are in the numerical range as PAR 1113’s significant air quality benefits.  This comparison 

misconstrues the SCAQMD’s solid waste impact analysis. 

Thresholds of significance are different for various environmental media.  The SCAQMD has 

developed different significance thresholds for air, water, solid/hazardous waste, transportation, 

etc.  To determine if a project has significant solid waste impacts, the SCAQMD totals all solid waste 

generated from a project on a daily basis and then compares this total to the total permitted landfill 

capacity in the district.  In the context of PAR 1113, the “worst-case” daily solid waste that could 

potentially be generated was estimated to be 28 tons in 2002 (interim year), 38 tons in 2006 (final 

year), and 52 tons in 2010.  When comparing these totals to the total permitted landfill capacity in 

the district, which are 0.03 percent in 2002, 0.04 percent in 2006, and 0.05 percent in 2010, the 

potential impacts were deemed not significant.  The commentator is also referred to responses to 

comments #4-17 and #4-18. 
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The commentator also asserts that since California authorities consider latex paint a hazardous 

waste this impact should be analyzed in the context of solid waste.  The SCAQMD has analyzed the 

hazardous waste impacts associated with PAR 1113 and concluded that significant impacts are not 

expected to occur.  The district has sufficient disposal capacity to handle any hazardous waste 

generated from PAR 1113. 

However, specifically in the context of the disposal of latex paints, significant adverse hazardous 

waste impacts are not expected for several reasons.  First, the solid waste analysis compensates for 

the potential disposal of latex paint.  The solid waste impacts analysis represents a “worst-case” 

because it assumes that five and one percent (total six percent) of all affected coatings as well as ten 

percent of all IM and floor coatings could potentially be landfilled.  Since this analysis overestimates 

the solid waste impacts associated with PAR 1113 because it is highly unlikely that this amount of 

coatings would all be disposed of on the same day, latex paint would fall within the range of this 

analysis. 

Second, as a result of federal regulations, coating formulators have replaced many of the more 

hazardous solvents (e.g., EGBE) with less hazardous solvents (e.g., texanol).  Therefore, latex paint 

based on current or future coating technology may not truly be a hazardous waste.  It should be 

noted that latex paint that is dried out naturally may be disposed of properly into landfills and is not 

considered a hazardous waste per se. 

 Third, assuming that latex paint based on current technology is hazardous waste this does not 

change the SCAQMD’s overall conclusion that significant adverse hazardous waste impacts are not 

anticipated from PAR 1113.  Disposal practices are not expected to change with the implementation 

of PAR 1113.  In other words, PAR 1113 will not cause an increase in the amount of coatings 

currently disposed of properly or improperly in landfills.  Additionally, the SCAQMD’s 1996 survey 

bears this out, public outreach programs initiated by the commentator, the SCAQMD, the California 

Integrated Waste Management Board, and others will further reduce the improper disposal of 

coatings by paint contractors and the public. 

5-31 The commentator is referred to responses to comments #5-27, #5-28, #5-29, and #5-30. 

5-32 The issue of whether or not to consider an alternative similar to the national AIM coating rule was 

addressed in response to comment #4-5 in Appendix C of the Draft SEA for PAR 1113.  For example, 

staff analyzed the national AIM rule’s categories and definitions, as well as the VOC limits and 

concluded that this rule would require adding additional coating categories to the Rule 1113 Table 

of Standards with the default VOC content limit of 250 g/l limit.  Adding additional coating 

categories with the default VOC content limit would only make the rule more confusing, instead of 

simplifying the rule.  For example, the national AIM rule has separate categories for interior and 

exterior nonflats, which have the same VOC limit.  This does not add any simplicity to the rule, just 

redundancy.  The current Rule 1113 – Architectural Coatings currently contains an exemption for 

coatings sold in containers having a capacity of one quart or less (Rule 1113(g)(1)(A)).  To address 
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industry comments regarding adding additional coating categories, staff has created several new 

coating categories.  However, the current and future proposed VOC limits are different than those 

found in the national AIM rule, which would not generate VOC emission reductions to the same 

level as PAR 1113.  Staff has, however, adopted the national AIM rule definitions and provisions for 

some categories, where appropriate. 

5-33 The SCAQMD acknowledges and concurs with the commentator that a reactivity-based alternative is 

not feasible at this time.  With regard to a reactivity-based rule, the science regarding VOC 

reactivities is currently not well developed, the SCAQMD acknowledges that when the science 

becomes reasonably well developed a reactivity-based regulatory approach may provide an 

alternative or additional means to assist in making progress towards attaining and maintaining the 

state and national ambient air quality standards for ozone.  To address potential future advances in 

knowledge about reactivity, the SCAQMD has added language to PAR 1113 provision (f)(3)which will 

address the commentator’s concern.  See also responses to comments #3-4 and #4-1. 

5-34 Fate and availability studies are currently under evaluation by the California Air Resources Board.  

The SCAQMD will provide assistance as needed and appropriate.  The results of these and other 

relevant studies will be considered during future SCAQMD rulemaking.  As of today, the science is 

not adequate to support rulemaking based on these claims. 

5-35 An increments of progress alternative appears to be similar to a performance-based approach.  The 

concept for a performance-based rule provision or project alternative was originally raised by 

members of the Industry Working Group (see “Industry Working Group Meetings” discussion in 

Chapter 2).  Rather than establish lower VOC content requirements for specified categories of 

coatings, this alternative would establish emission standards based on emissions per area covered 

or coating durability. 

This alternative was rejected as infeasible because the Industry Working Group could not reach 

consensus on how to establish performance standards as this depends on the type of application or 

coating technology.  For example, alkyd-based coating formulations currently have a life cycle of five 

to seven years, while urethane-based coating formulations may have a life cycle of approximately 20 

years.  Agreement could not be reached concerning the appropriate standard for each type of 

coating technology.  As a result, this alternative has been dropped from further consideration.  

However, an average provision ahs been expanded to include additional AIM coatings. 

5-36 The definition of floor coatings has been changed as requested. 

5-37 Thank you for your comment. 

5-38 The SCAQMD has found a variety of products that meet the proposed rule limits for the category in 

question.  Therefore, staff does not support a separate category for industrial maintenance primers, 

sealers, and undercoaters. 
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5-39 The commentator is referred to response to comment #5-38. 

5-40 Your comment is noted. 

5-41 The rust preventative definition has been revised as suggested. 

5-42 A new definition for waterproofing concrete/masonry sealers (PAR 1113 §(b)(53) has been added to 

the proposed amendments as suggested. 

5-43 The interim compliance date has been extended to July 1, 2002, and the final compliance date has 

been extended to July 1, 2006.  Based on the number of AIM coatings that are currently available 

that meet the both the 2002 and 2006 compliance dates, and the fact that performance 

characteristics for many of the future compliant coatings (especially coatings that comply with the 

interim VOC content limits) are equivalent, or in some cases superior to conventional high VOC 

coatings, both compliance dates would appear to allow sufficient time to reformulated coatings 

using existing resin technologies or develop new formulations.   

Staff has considered the comments provided by end-users, coating manufacturers, and resin 

suppliers pertaining to testing and commercialization of technology.  In response, the final proposal 

allows for an additional 18 months for the implementation of the final VOC limit.  This revision 

results in a total of seven years for necessary laboratory and field testing.  The commentator is also 

referred to response to comment #2-1. 

5-44 Compliance deadlines are a necessary component of the proposed amendments to provide 

incentives for the coatings industry to perform the necessary research and development of 

compliant coatings.  Without compliance dates there would be little incentive to develop compliant 

coatings and any technology assessment performed would likely result in a more limited range of 

compliant products than would otherwise be the case.  The commentator is referred to response to 

comment #5-43. 

5-45 For consideration of a performance-based approach the commentator is referred to the response to 

comment #5-35. 

5-46 The SCAQMD has modified the proposed amendments and removed the labeling requirement for 

industrial maintenance coatings in order to avoid duplication of the National AIM rule.  However, 

the staff asserts that labeling of rust-preventative coatings will mitigate any potential misuse of 

those coatings, and enhance the enforceability. 

5-47 In response to comments, as well as additional information collected to mitigate the concerns to the 

general public pertaining to use of two-component polyurethane coatings, the AQMD has removed 

this provision from the proposed rule.  For a more detailed explanation, the commentator is 

referred to the response to comment #1-2. 
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COMMENT LETTER #6 

Smiland & Khachigian 

April 21, 1999 

6-1 The commentator appears to infer that non-compliant coatings will be eliminated as a result of 

adopting and implementing PAR 1113, but no compliant coatings will become available.  Based upon 

the number of future compliant coatings currently available (see Table F-1 in response to comment 

#2-1) and the fact that there is substantial time available to develop compliant coatings, especially 

for the final July 1, 2006 compliance date, it is likely that existing coatings may be reformulated 

using currently available resin technologies or completely new compliant coatings will be developed.   

Further, the SCAQMD will conduct and complete a technology assessment one-year prior to the 

interim and final VOC content limits becoming effective.  The technology assessment will evaluate 

the availability and feasibility of compliant coatings.  Since the language regarding technology 

assessments is included in PAR 1113, the SCAQMD will be required to conduct this assessment and 

consider revising the VOC content limits or extend the compliance dates depending on the results of 

the technology assessment.   This continuing evaluation requirement assures that future limits will 

always be based on the current state of coating technology. 

6-2 The commentator states, “*T+he Draft SEA blithely concludes (at 1-1) that ‘the proposed 

amendments will not generate any significant adverse environmental impacts.’”  The statement 

cited by the commentator is a statement in Chapter 1 that summarizes the conclusions of the 

extensive analysis contained in Chapter 4 of the Draft SEA.  The conclusions of insignificance are 

based on extensive surveys of currently available low and zero-VOC coatings, as well as extensive 

analyses of specific issues identified by staff and raised by the public and the affected industry in 

comments on the NOP/IS prepared for PAR 1113.  Consequently, the conclusion that PAR 1113 is 

not expected to generate significant adverse environmental impacts is based on substantial 

evidence and is not a blithe conclusion as asserted by the commentator.  The commentator is also 

referred to the environmental analyses in Chapter 4 of the Final SEA for PAR 1113, as well as the 

analysis of the relative merits of each of the proposed project alternatives contained in Chapter 5. 

6-3 The commentator asserts that the SCAQMD’s “rosy scenario” that complaint coatings will be 

available in the interim and final compliance years is eclipsed by two more likely scenarios: low 

organic compound substitution and finally non-paint substitutes.  The SCAQMD is not clear what the 

commentator means when it says “low organic compounds.”  The SCAQMD assumes for the 

purposes of this comment the commentator is referring to low-VOC coatings when it says “low 

organic compounds.”  The SCAQMD will proceed on this assumption in answering this comment and 

subsequent comments using the terminology “low organic compounds.” 

In any event, the SCAQMD disagrees with the commentator’s contentions.  As part of the 

environmental impacts analysis for PAR 1113, the SCAQMD conducted an exhaustive and 

comprehensive analysis of currently available low-VOC compliant coatings as well as conventional 
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coatings.  The SCAQMD’s analysis reviewed hundreds of product data sheets and compared the VOC 

content, percent solids by volume, coverage, adhesion, durability, pot life, shelf life, gloss, and 

drying time (see the tables in Appendix D and the related summary tables in Chapter 4 of the Final 

SEA) of affected coating categories.  The SCAQMD has found through its investigation of these 

product data sheets that there are commercially available compliant coatings that meet the interim 

and final VOC content limits of PAR 1113.  According to the product data sheets analyzed by the 

SCAQMD, many of these compliant coatings perform comparable to conventional coatings in a 

variety of applications (see Appendix D and summary tables in Chapter 4 of the Final SEA).  

Furthermore, the results from the NTS study show that compliant interim (2002) coatings perform 

overall as well as conventional coatings.  While some of the compliant final (2006) compliant 

coatings have some application shortcomings compared to conventional coatings, PAR 1113 

provides an additional seven years to give coating formulators the necessary time to reformulate 

coatings to meet the final VOC content limits.  This additional time is consistent with the information 

provided by various resin manufactures and coating manufacturers that it takes five to seven years 

for new product development.  Therefore, based on the SCAQMD’s product data sheet analysis 

coupled with the results from the NTS study, substitution of low-VOC compliant coatings with 

higher-VOC coatings is not anticipated from the implementation of PAR 1113. 

Furthermore, even if there is some limited substitution due to the implementation of PAR 1113, 

overall emission reductions will still be achieved.  The SCAQMD has analyzed four probable 

substitution scenarios including the substitution of an IM coating by a rust preventative coating.  

This analysis reveals that even under a “worst-case” where several types of coatings are being 

substituted with higher-VOC coatings in large numbers PAR 1113 still achieves overall emission 

reductions.  The commentator is referred to Chapter 4 of the Final SEA. 

In regards to commentator’s assertion that eventually users will switch to non-paint substitutes due 

to wide-spread failures associated with the use of low-VOC compliant, as stated above compliant 

low-VOC coatings are currently commercially available that can meet both the interim and final VOC 

content limits.  Therefore, it is highly speculative that users will abandon paints altogether for non-

paint substitutes when compliant performing coatings are available for use.  Further, other than the 

commentator’s assertion, the commentator provides no evidence that this scenario will actually 

occur. 

It should be noted that non-paint substrates (e.g., stucco, siding, concrete, etc.) are currently used in 

the district.  However, their use for the most part has nothing to do with the availability of compliant 

performing coatings, but more with user preferences (e.g., aesthetics). 

6-4 The commentator incorrectly asserts that the Draft SEA for PAR 1113 ignores the following 

environmental impacts: (1) aesthetic impacts; (2) health and safety impacts; (3) increased reactivity 

impacts; (4) increased volatility impacts; (5) increased emission impacts; and (6) impacts resulting 

from the increased manufacture and installation of non-paint substitutes. 
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With regard to aesthetic impacts, response to comment 1-16 in Appendix C of the Draft SEA for PAR 

1113 addressed this issue by providing a detailed response explaining why PAR 1113 was not 

expected to generate significant adverse aesthetic impacts.  Aesthetic impacts were also addressed 

in the “Environmental Impacts Found Not to Be Significant” section in Chapter 4 of the Draft SEA for 

PAR 1113. 

Health and safety impacts were discussed in detail in the “Human Health Impacts” and “Hazard 

Impacts” sections, respectively, in Chapter 4 of the Draft SEA for PAR 1113.  Responses to written 

comments #1-9, #1-12, and #3-17 in Appendix C of the Draft SEA for PAR 1113 also addressed 

potential hazard impacts.  Safety and human health issues were also addressed in the responses to 

written comments #1-12 and #5-5, as well as responses to oral comments #6, #7, and #8. 

Potential reactivity impacts were specifically addressed in the “More Reactivity” section of Chapter 4 

of the Draft SEA for PAR 1113.  This topic was also extensively addressed in response to comment 

#1b-1 in Appendix C of the Draft SEA for PAR 1113.  In addition, the reasons for rejecting a reactivity-

based alternative were addressed in Chapter 5 of the Draft SEA. 

Volatility impacts were addressed in the “Low Vapor Pressure” section of Chapter 4 in the Draft SEA 

for PAR 1113.  This topic was also addressed in response to comment #1c-12 in Appendix C of the 

Draft SEA. 

The industry issue regarding potential increases in VOC emissions from PAR 1113 were addressed in 

the following sections of Chapter 4: “More Thickness,” “Illegal Thinning,” “More Priming,” “More 

Topcoats,” “More Touch-ups and Repair Work,” “More Frequent Recoating,” and “Substitution.” 

The industry issue regarding substitution was specifically addressed in the “Substitution” section of 

Chapter 4 of the Draft and Final SEA for PAR 1113. 

6-5 While staff may have suggested a 45-day comment period in December 1998, staff subsequently 

determined that a 30-day review period was adequate given the lack of any significant 

environmental impacts. 

6-6 The data provided is noted. 

6-7 The commentator is referred to the responses to comments #2-1 and #6-1. 

6-8 The commentator alleges that the Draft SEA’s “omnibus fashion” of analysis does not separately 

analyze the impacts associated with the interim and final VOC content limits.  The commentator 

states that the SCAQMD must carry out a limit-specific and category-specific analysis for all five 

environmental topics analyzed by the SCAQMD.  The SCAQMD disagrees with the commentator’s 

assertion that a limit-specific and category-specific analysis is required for each environmental topic 

in order to adequately analyzed the impacts from PAR 1113.  The type and level of analysis that is 

required is dependent on the environmental topic under review. 
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 For example, in the context of air quality impacts, Tables 4-2 and 4-3 of the Draft and Final SEA 

reveal that the SCAQMD thoroughly analyzed the limit-specific and category-specific performance 

characteristics of affected coatings.  The results of this analysis revealed that compliant coatings are 

currently commercially available to meet the interim and final VOC content limits.  This analysis 

served as the basis for analyzing the industry’s eight issues (e.g., more thickness, more thinning, 

more priming, more topcoats, more touch-up and repair, more frequent recoating, more 

substitution, and more reactivity) as well as the other environmental areas analyzed by the 

SCAQMD. 

 For the remaining environmental topics (e.g., water resources, public services, 

transportation/circulation, solid/hazardous waste, hazards, and human health), a quantitative 

and/or qualitative limit-specific or category-specific analysis was all that was required to thoroughly 

analyze the impacts associated with PAR 1113.  For quantitative limit-specific impacts analyses, the 

commentator is referred to Tables 4-5 (water demand), 4-6 (water quality), and 4-8 (solid waste) of 

the Draft and Final SEA.  For quantitative category-specific analyses based on coating technology, 

the reader is referred to Tables 4-7 (public services and hazards) and 4-8 – 4-12a (human health) of 

the Draft and Final SEA.  For a qualitative analyses based on category-specific analyses based on 

coating technology, the reader is referred to Water Resources, Public Services, 

Transportation/Circulation, Solid/Hazardous Waste, Hazards, And Human Health sections of the 

Draft and Final SEA.   

As demonstrated by the thoroughness of these analyses, the SCAQMD has substantially meet its 

requirements under CEQA in determining the environmental impacts associated with PAR 1113.  

Accordingly, the SCAQMD concluded that the implementation of PAR 1113 would not result in 

significant environmental impacts in any environmental topic. 

6-9 SCAQMD staff does not concur with the commentator’s assertion that significant aesthetic impacts 

will occur.  The commentator does not explicitly state in what way significant aesthetic impacts 

would occur.  He implies that they may occur to those “who apply it *paint+ to their own houses.”  

First, industrial maintenance coatings are not typically used for residential use or for use in painting 

the outside of buildings, although some nonflat coatings may be used for a structure’s exterior trim.  

In spite of this, based upon information on currently available compliant products, performance 

characteristics of existing and reformulated products should be sufficient to meet the weathering 

impacts on outdoor structures.  This is particularly true in light of the fact that the rule contains 

sufficient time for research and development of AIM coatings in addition to those that are currently 

available (see also response to comment #3-4). 

6-10 The SCAQMD recognizes that coating manufacturers that do not have compliant products will need 

to reformulate their existing coatings.  However, numerous manufacturers, including the 

commentator’s company, have numerous compliant coatings that meet the proposed interim and 

final compliance coatings now.  Also, the proposed modified Averaging Provision would provide the 

coating manufacturers with the flexibility to retain certain lines of noncompliant products, and focus 
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their research and development efforts on fewer lines of products.  The commentator is also 

referred to responses to comments #1-1 and #2-1.  See also Table 3-1 of the Final SEA. 

6-11 The SCAQMD concurs with the commentator’s statement that the Draft SEA contains an exhaustive 

discussion of the health and safety (e.g., hazards, and human health) impacts from certain 

constituents of coatings.  However, the SCAQMD disagrees with the commentator’s assertion that 

the SCAQMD did not analyze the hazards and human health impacts from replacement coatings.  In 

order to determine the hazards and human health impacts associated with low-VOC complaint 

replacement coatings, the SCAQMD determined the individual constituents (e.g., solvents) of the 

coatings and then compared them to conventional solvents.  This comparison provided the SCAQMD 

with an indication of the incremental impacts associated with the use of low-VOC complaint 

replacement coatings.  As shown in the Hazards Impacts and Human Health Impacts sections in 

Chapter 4 of the Draft and Final SEA, the SCAQMD has found that no significant hazards and human 

health impacts are associated with low-VOC compliant replacement coatings. 

The commentator cites testimony given by CalTrans, MWD, and PDCA at the December 9, 1998 

Public Worskshop regarding their concerns with the availability of IM coatings that meet the 

proposed amendments.  In particular, the commentator highlights Caltrans’ testimony noting that 

they are currently happy with a 250 g/l IM coating used for steel structures but it is concerned with 

the availability of IM coatings to meet the final limits.  This statement corroborates the SCAQMD’s 

analysis that low-VOC compliant coatings are commercially available to meet the interim VOC 

content limits (07/01/02).  PAR 1113 sets the interim VOC content limit for IM coatings at 250 g/l.  In 

the context of the final VOC content limits, the IM coating limit drops to 100 g/l in 07/01/06.  Based 

on the SCAQMD’s product data sheet analysis of hundreds of coatings, low-VOC IM coatings are 

currently available that can meet the final limit.  However, the results of the NTS study indicate that 

some of these compliant coatings may have some application problems.  For this reason, the 

SCAQMD has given coating formulators seven years to reformulate their coatings.  This time period 

is consistent with input received from resin manufacturers and coating formulators that it takes five 

to seven years to reformulate coatings to make it commercially available based on emerging resin 

technology.  PAR 1113 contains a technology assessment provision whereby approximately one year 

prior to the interim and final compliance dates staff will perform a technology assessment of the 

availability of compliant coatings.  If compliant IM coatings are unavailable by the completion of the 

technology assessment to meet the final limit, the SCAQMD will report back to the Governing Board 

as to the appropriateness of maintaining or delaying the existing VOC content limits. 

6-12 With regard to reactivity of solvent-based coatings the commentator is referred to the response to 

comment #3-4. 

6-13 With regard to a reactivity based rule, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments 

#3-4 and #4-1.  It should be noted that methanol, relative to Rule 1170, was considered a promising 

alternative clean fuel, especially for mobile sources, because of its potential as a NOx control 
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strategy and, therefore, an ozone control strategy, not because it may or may not be less reactive 

than gasoline. 

6-14 The commentator indicates that the best scientific evidence strongly suggests that glycol 

compounds prevalent in compliant water-borne coatings are more reactive than mineral spirits 

prevalent in solvent-borne coatings.  The commentator asserts that the SCAQMD ignores this data.  

The SCAQMD has not ignored the fact the different solvents have different reactivities.  Nor does 

the SCAQMD dispute the fact that different VOCs have different reactivities.  Furthermore, the 

SCAQMD is not opposed to the use of VOC reactivity control strategy as evidenced by the inclusion 

of rule language in PAR 1113 to commit the SCAQMD to assess the reactivity of architectural 

coatings during technology assessments.  However, given the state of science in this field and the 

fact that several studies are currently being undertaken to refine reactivity numbers for 

architectural coating solvents as well as the future building of an ozone reaction chamber, the 

SCAQMD agrees with the EPA that it is more prudent to utilize a mass VOC emissions control 

strategy at this time.  In its 1995 Report to Congress entitled “Study of Volatile Organic Compound 

Emissions From Consumer and Commercial Products,” the EPA concluded, “To be most effective, 

ozone control strategies ideally should be based not only on mass VOC and NOx emissions but 

should consider the relative photochemical reactivity of individual species, the VOC-to-NOx ratios 

prevalent in specific airsheds, and other factors which could work together to minimize the 

formation of ozone with adverse impacts.  Reactivity data on VOC, especially those compounds used 

to formulate consumer products and commercial products, is extremely limited.  Better data, which 

can be obtained only at great expense, is needed if the EPA is to consider relative photochemical 

reactivity in any VOC control strategy.  In the meantime, a practical approach is to act on the basis of 

mass VOC emissions.”  Thus, until more comprehensive VOC reactivity studies are completed that 

yield more refined speciation profiles for architectural coatings, the SCAQMD will continue to use a 

mass VOC control strategy.  In fact, Dr. Carter himself has expressed the need for more study to be 

done to determine the reactivity of various compounds.  In furtherance of that effort, he is currently 

conducting a study for CARB that will further evaluate and refine the atmospheric potential of 

selected VOCs (e.g., glycol ethers) emitted from consumer products and industrial sources, which 

includes chemical classes used in architectural.  The SCAQMD welcomes any new scientific data that 

industry can provide to aid the SCAQMD in moving from a mass VOC emissions reduction strategy to 

a control strategy based on VOC reactivity. 

It should be noted that the commentator’s assertion that glycol compounds are prevalent in 

compliant water-borne coatings is not consistent with the SCAQMD’s findings.  Because many glycol 

compounds are considered hazardous air pollutants, many coating formulators are replacing these 

compounds with less hazardous compounds.  The Censullo report, which is intended to upgrade the 

species profiles for a number of sources within the general categories of industrial and architectural 

coating operations, reported that the four most common solvents in the 52 randomly chosen water-

borne coatings (flats and non-flats) were: texanol (found in 37/52); propylene glycol (31/52); 

diethylene glycol butyl ether (23/52); and ethylene glycol (14/52).  It appears from this information 
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that the use of solvents such as texanol in water-borne coating formulations, is prevalent today and 

should continue into the future with the eventual replacement of more hazardous glycol 

compounds.  Therefore, since the trend appears to be the replacement of glycol compounds in 

compliant water-borne systems with less hazardous compounds, it is even more prudent to wait 

until better scientific reactivity data is available. 

6-15 The commentator contends that since it is known which compliant coatings will be used to meet the 

interim limit (2002) there is no reason why the SCAQMD should not analyze the relative reactivities 

of the compliant coatings compared to conventional coatings.  The commentator’s contention blurs 

the real issue associated with the use of a reactivity-based regulatory approach.  The SCAQMD 

agrees with the commentator that it is well known that compliant coatings are commercially 

available to meet the PAR 1113 VOC content limits.  However, based on the SCAQMD’s research to 

date, the science of reactivity analysis has not reached the level of sophistication that it can 

accurately predict how various VOCs in coatings upon release in the atmosphere contribute to 

ozone formation through reaction with other compounds.  Therefore, it is premature at this time to 

rely on a reactivity-based approach for PAR 1113.  The commentator is referred to responses to 

comments #3-4 and #6-14. 

6-16 The commentator cites CEQA Guidelines §15144 regarding disclosure requirements.  The SCAQMD is 

aware of CEQA requirements for preparing environmental analyses.  Further, the SEA for PAR 1113 

complies with all relevant CEQA requirements. 

The commentator then cites CEQA case law, Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of 

University of California, 47 C.3d 376 (1988), implying that the Draft SEA for PAR 1113 has not 

analyzed potential adverse environmental impacts and relies on “bare conclusions.”  The Draft SEA 

for PAR 1113 does not rely on “bare conclusions,” but relies on extensive data surveys and analyses 

of potential adverse impacts to a number of environmental topics.  As noted in response to 

comment #6-2, the conclusion that PAR 1113 is not expected to generate significant adverse 

environmental impacts is based on substantial evidence and does not rely on, “A study conducted 

after approval of a project...”  The commentator is also referred to the environmental analyses in 

Chapter 4 of the Final SEA for PAR 1113. 

6-17 The commentator alleges that because glycol compounds have low evaporation 
rates they do not disperse widely enough nor remain in the atmosphere long enough 
to contribute significantly to ozone formation.  The commentator further alleges that 
the Draft SEA fails to analyze this issue.  The commentator’s allegation contradicts its 
implications in other comments that because glycol compounds as compared to 
mineral spirits prevalent in conventional coatings have higher reactivities they 
contribute more to ozone formation.  Thus, it is unclear exactly what point the 
commentator is trying to make. 
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 In any event, the commentator is incorrect in alleging that the SCAQMD has not 
considered a low-volatility approach for PAR 1113.  In Chapter 5 of the Draft and 
Final SEA, although not specifically focusing on glycol compounds, the SCAQMD 
extensively discussed the feasibility of such an approach in the broad context of 
architectural coatings..  The SCAQMD noted that although CARB has included a low 
vapor pressure (LVP) exemption in their Consumer Products regulation, CARB staff 
indicates that the LVP exemption was placed into the proposed regulation because 
of specific additives found in consumer products, such as surfactants, paraffins, and 
other heavier compounds that are typically washed away before they evaporate into 
the air.  Furthermore, CARB has indicated that the LVP exemption was not intended 
to apply to solvents used in AIM coatings, since these solvents are intended to 
evaporate into the air.  For that reason, CARB has not provided an LVP exemption in 
their aerosol paints rule. 

 Additionally, USEPA also did not include an LVP exemption in the National AIM Rule 
and USEPA staff has communicated to the SCAQMD that they do not support an LVP 
exemption for the architectural coatings rule.  USEPA staff concludes that any VOCs 
(non-exempt solvent species) that are included in the approved test method are 
considered to be part of the overall VOC content of the coating, and should not be 
exempted.  Using the currently approved test method, testing of coatings containing 
some of the LVP solvents includes identifying some LVP solvents as VOCs.  As a 
result, because a LVP exemption is not appropriate for paints, a low vapor pressure 
alternative is considered to be infeasible. 

6-18 The commentator asserts that as a result of PAR 1113 low-VOC compliant coatings will be 

substituted by higher-VOC coatings resulting in increased emissions.  The commentator alleges that 

250 g/l IM and 350 g/l rust preventative (RP) coatings will be substituted for low-VOC compliant 

coatings.  As part of the environmental impacts analysis for PAR 1113, the SCAQMD conducted an 

extensive analysis of currently available low VOC coatings and conventional coatings.  This analysis 

evaluated hundreds of coatings from approximately 40 manufacturers and considered the following 

coating characteristics: VOC content, percent solids by volume, coverage, adhesion, durability, pot 

life, shelf life, gloss, and drying time (see the tables in Appendix D and the related summary tables in 

Chapter 4 of the Final SEA).  The SCAQMD’s analysis of resin manufacturers and coating formulators 

product data sheets indicates that overall low-VOC compliant coatings had comparable performance 

characteristics to conventional coatings.  Additionally, the conclusion was further corroborated by 

the NTS study.  The results of the NTS study also indicate, however, that some of the compliant 

coatings may have some application problems, more so for the final compliance limits.  As a result, 

the SCAQMD has given coating formulators seven years to reformulate their coatings to correct 

coating application problems.  This time period is consistent with input received from resin 

manufacturers and coating formulators that it takes five to seven years to reformulate coatings to 
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make it commercially available based on emerging resin technology.  PAR 1113 contains a 

technology assessment provision whereby approximately one year prior to the interim and final 

compliance dates staff will perform a technology assessment of the availability of compliant 

coatings.  If compliant IM coatings are unavailable by the completion of the technology assessment 

to meet the final limit, the SCAQMD will report back to the Governing Board as to the 

appropriateness of maintaining the existing VOC content limits.  Accordingly, substitution of low-

VOC compliant coatings with higher-VOC coatings is not anticipated from the implementation of 

PAR 1113. 

 Furthermore, even if there is some limited substitution due to the implementation of PAR 1113, as 

alleged by the commentator, overall emission reductions will still be achieved.  The SCAQMD has 

analyzed four probable substitution scenarios including the substitution scenarios suggested by the 

commentator.  This analysis reveals that even under a “worst-case” where several types of coatings 

are being substituted with higher-VOC coatings in large numbers PAR 1113 still achieves overall 

emission reductions.  The commentator is referred to Chapter 4 of the Final SEA. 

6-19 The commentator asserts that the SCAQMD’s five reasons why substitution will not occur are 

obviously false.  The strongly disagrees with the commentator’s assertion and refers the 

commentator to responses to comments #5-22 - #5-25. 

6-20 Regarding the SCAQMD’s review of resin manufacturer’s and coating formulator’s product data 

sheets and the preliminary results from the NTS study the commentator is referred to response to 

comment #2-1.  The commentator is also referred to responses to comments #5-22 - #5-25 and #6-

18 regarding potential substitution of low-VOC compliant coatings by higher-VOC coatings. 

6-21 The commentator is referred to responses to comments #5-22, #5-23, and #6-18. 

6-22 The commentator is referred to responses to comments #5-23 and #6-18. 

6-23 The commentator is referred to responses to comments #5-24 and #6-18. 

6-24 The commentator is referred to responses to comments #5-25 and #6-18. 

6-25 The commentator is referred to responses to comments #2-1 and #6-1. 

6-26 The commentator is referred to response to comment #6-8. 

6-27 It is assumed that the commentator is implying that the performance characteristics of compliant 

low VOC coatings will be inferior to conventional coatings, so substitutions such as those identified 

by the commentator will need to be used.  Staff reviewed coating product data sheets (see the 

tables in Appendix D and the relevant summary tables in Chapter 4) to obtain durability information 

for low VOC coatings and conventional coatings.  Based upon a comparison of the coating product 

information sheets, staff concluded that low VOC coatings have durability characteristics 
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comparable to conventional coatings.  Further, based on current availability of low and zero-VOC 

AIM coatings for a wide range of applications, it is anticipated that even more compliant coatings 

will be available by the 2002 and 2006 compliance dates (see also response to comment #3-4 

regarding availability of low and zero-VOC compliant coatings). 

Staff has found both single-component and two-component low- and zero-VOC coatings for a 

variety of uses.  These can be brushed, rolled or sprayed using conventional coating gun 

technologies.  However, staff recognizes that some fast-cure zero-VOC technologies require using 

plural spray technology.  In any event, it is anticipated that even greater numbers of one- and two 

component AIM coatings will be available by the 2006 compliance date.  Even industry has stated 

that research and development of new coating systems takes only three to five years. 

Based on staff research of the product data sheets, there are, generally, a substantial number of low 

VOC coatings that are currently available, that have performance characteristics comparable to 

conventional coatings.  In addition, there is no indication that non-paint protective products such as 

brick, siding, and tiles would be substitutes for either interior or exterior flat coatings.  Even if they 

were substituted for painted surfaces, this practice of using non-paint protective products is 

currently a common practice.  See also the air quality analysis in Chapter 4 regarding substitution. 

6-28 Staff has found numerous single-component and two-component, zero-VOC industrial maintenance 

coatings, with pot lives of up to three hours (see the tables in Appendix D).  These can be brushed, 

rolled or sprayed using conventional coating gun technologies.  However, staff recognizes that some 

fast-cure zero-VOC technologies require using plural spray technology.  However, the increased cost 

of the application equipment is more than offset by the faster dry time and quicker turnaround time 

associated with the fast cure coatings.  It should be noted that two-component coating systems are 

already used in certain applications, e.g., industrial maintenance applications, although such 

equipment requires training to achieve desired coating characteristics.  The final compliance date 

for the 100 g/l VOC limit for industrial maintenance coatings is July 1, 2006, which provides 

adequate time for contractor training with the increased use of two-component coatings. 

6-29 The commentator alleges that the SCAQMD’s assertion that acceptable low-VOC quality coatings 

will be available that exhibit desired performance characteristics is wholly unsupported by the 

record.  The SCAQMD has thoroughly analyzed the availability as well as the quality of commercially 

available coatings that meet the interim and final VOC content limits of PAR 1113.  The SCAQMD has 

comprehensively analyzed hundreds of resin manufacturer’s and coating formulator’s product data 

sheets.  The SCAQMD’s analysis of these product data sheets indicates that overall low-VOC 

compliant coatings had comparable performance characteristics to conventional coatings for both 

the interim and final VOC content limits.   

Regarding the SCAQMD’s review of resin manufacturer’s and coating formulator’s product data 

sheets and the results from the NTS study the commentator is referred to response to comment #2-
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1.  The commentator is also referred to responses to comments #5-22 - #5-25 and #6-18 regarding 

potential substitution of low-VOC compliant coatings by higher-VOC coatings. 

6-30 The commentator is referred to the responses to comments #6-9 and #6-27. 

6-31 With regard to the durability of low and zero-VOC the commentator is referred to the response to 

comment #6-29.  The commentator is referred to the responses to comments #6-9 and #6-27.  The 

fact that an “impoverished community” may or may not have unpainted structures is unrelated to 

the quality of low VOC coatings, especially since relatively high VOC coatings are currently available, 

but is instead related more to socioeconomic factors. 

6-32 With regard to using non-paint substrates the commentator is referred to the response to comment 

#6-27. 

6-33 The commentator contends that if all substrates were painted with low-quality paint, health and 

safety (e.g., hazards and human health) benefits offered by paints would be severely compromised.  

This statement is contrary to the SCAQMD’s findings concerning commercially available low-VOC 

compliant coatings.  Based on the SCAQMD’s research, investigation, and analysis, low-VOC 

compliant are currently commercially available to meet the interim and final VOC content limits.  

Furthermore, the SCAQMD has included extended compliance deadlines to allow coating 

formulators additional time to correct potential coating application problems associated with the 

final VOC content limits.  Accordingly, since low-VOC compliant coatings are commercially available 

and additional time is provided for reformulation, the SCAQMD does not expect significant hazards 

and human health impacts from the implementation of PAR 1113. 

The commentator is referred to response to comment #2-1 regarding the SCAQMD’s review of resin 

manufacturer’s and coating formulator’s product data sheets and the results from the NTS study.  

The commentator is also referred to responses to comments #6-8 and #6-11 regarding hazard and 

human health impacts from the use of low-VOC compliant coatings. 

6-34 The commentator contends that if all substrates were protected with non-paint substrates, health 

and safety (e.g., hazards and human health) benefits offered by paints would be impaired.  Since the 

commentator does not explain how non-paint substrates would impair the hazard and human 

health benefits of paint it difficult to understand the commentator’s contention.  In any event, this 

statement is contrary to the SCAQMD’s findings concerning commercially available low-VOC 

compliant coatings.  Regarding the SCAQMD’s review of resin manufacturer’s and coating 

formulator’s product data sheets and the preliminary results from the NTS, study the commentator 

is referred to response to comment #2-1.  The commentator is also referred to responses to 

comments #6-8 and #6-11 regarding hazard and human health impacts from the use of low-VOC 

compliant coatings. 
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6-35 The commentator asserts that use of non-paint protective coatings will generate VOC emissions 

from adhesive products or NOx emissions from the manufacture of adhesives.  First, the SCAQMD 

disagrees with this assertion because it is anticipated that compliant AIM coatings will be available 

in the future (see response to comment #3-4). 

Even if it were true that the use of adhesives increases as a result of implementing PAR 1113, the 

SCAQMD strictly regulates the VOC content of adhesives in Rule 1168 – Adhesive Applications.  

Based upon the requirements in Rule 1168, depending on the adhesive application, use of compliant 

adhesives would have no effect on VOC emissions or could potentially reduce VOC emissions to a 

certain extent compared to the existing setting because the VOC content requirements are generally 

equivalent or less than the VOC content requirements currently required for AIM coatings.  

Further, even if the adhesive manufacturing process involved some type of combustion process such 

as a boiler or heater, NOx emissions associated with adhesive production would not create 

significant adverse air quality impacts for the following reasons.  Any new, modified, or relocated 

combustion equipment in the district is subject to Regulation XIII –New Source Review.  This 

regulation strictly regulates NOx emissions from combustion equipment by requiring: that emissions 

comply with the lowest achievable emissions rate; installation of best achievable control technology 

(BACT), and emissions offsets if emissions are greater than one pound per day.  Equipment not 

subject to Regulation XIII would most likely be subject to Rule 1146 – Emissions of Oxides of 

Nitrogen from Industrial, Institutional, and Commercial Boilers, Steam Generators, and Process 

Heaters, which establishes stringent NOx control requirements. 

6-36 Consistent with CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(c) the SCAQMD has described the reasons for rejecting a 

number of alternatives in Chapter 5.  This comment does not explain why the commentator 

assumes that the alternatives rejected as infeasible are feasible. 

6-37 With regard to rejecting a low volatility-based alternative the commentator is referred to the 

response to comment #3-4.  See also Chapter 5 of the Final SEA for PAR 1113. 

6-38 With regard to rejecting a reactivity-based alternative the commentator is referred to the response 

to comment #3-4.  See also Chapter 5 of the Final SEA for PAR 1113. 

6-39 SCAQMD staff has evaluated a seasonal regulation alternative that would allow architectural 

coatings with VOC content limits higher than those contained in PAR 1113 and rejected it as an 

infeasible alternative for the following reason.  Based on discussions with industry, it has been 

suggested that this alternative may be infeasible because it may be difficult for coatings distributors 

to manage architectural coating stocks to ensure that only compliant coatings are sold during the 

high ozone season.  As a result, this alternative is rejected as infeasible.  See also the discussion in 

Chapter 5 of “Alternatives rejected as infeasible.” 
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In addition to the issues identified by staff, one commentator (see comment letter #3) expressed 

concerns with a seasonal alternative because of the additional costs to coatings retailers of changing 

their stocks up to four times per year.  Another concern raised by this commentator was the 

SCAQMD’s ability to enforce a seasonal alternative.  

6-40 Many low- and zero-VOC coatings are currently available for use, and are manufactured by small 

and large coating manufacturers.  Thus, the SCAQMD has no basis to believe that significant amount 

of substitution will occur as a result of the proposed amendments.  The expected approach for 

meeting future VOC content limits is through reformulation.  Significant substitution is not likely to 

occur because uses for various replacement coatings are different and have different performance 

characteristics.  For example, the proposed substitutes have limited specific uses, they do not 

provide the same aesthetic appeal, and some of the proposed substitutes would be cost prohibitive.  

Even if there is some limited substitution due to the implementation of PAR 1113, emission 

reductions will still be achieved. 

6-41 The SCAQMD is aware of the requirements to respond to comments on the draft CEQA document.  

This appendix, Appendix F, provides detailed and extensive responses to all comments received on 

the Draft SEA for PAR 1113.  Further, the SCAQMD disagrees with the commentator’s assertion that 

the Draft SEA for PAR 1113 does not include a comprehensive analysis of potential adverse impacts 

from implementing PAR 1113 (see the responses to comments #6-2 and #6-16).  Finally, the Final 

SEA for PAR 1113, including responses to comments on the Draft SEA (Appendix F), will be provided 

to all Board members prior to the public hearing for PAR 1113. 

6-42 The commentator appears to infer that non-compliant coatings will be eliminated as a result of 

adopting and implementing PAR 1113, but no compliant coatings will become available.  Based upon 

the number of future compliant coatings currently available (see Table F-1 in response to comment 

#2-1) and the fact that there is substantial time available to develop compliant coatings, especially 

for the final July 1, 2006 compliance date, it is likely that existing coatings may be reformulated 

using currently available resin technologies or completely new compliant coatings will be developed.   

Further, the SCAQMD will conduct and complete a technology assessment one-year prior to the 

interim and final VOC content limits becoming effective.  The technology assessment will evaluate 

the availability and feasibility of compliant coatings.  Since the language regarding technology 

assessments is included in PAR 1113, the SCAQMD will be required to revise the VOC content limits 

or extend the compliance dates depending on the results of the technology assessment.   This 

continuing evaluation requirement assures that future limits will always be based on the current 

state of coating technology.  Furthermore, if during the technology assessment it is determined that 

changes are necessary to Rule 1113, the changes will be evaluated to determine CEQA applicability 

and, if necessary, a CEQA analysis will be prepared. 



Appendix F – Responses to the 1999 Draft SEA Comments 

 

PAR 1113 F-6-33 November 2002 

Based upon the above considerations, as well as the comprehensive analysis of potential adverse 

impacts of implementing PAR 1113 contained in Chapter 4, no significant adverse impacts were 

identified. 



 

 

C O M M E N T   L E T T E R   # 7 
   

S O U T H E R N   C A L I F O R N I A   A S S O C I A T I O N 
 
O F   G O V E R N M E N T S 



Appendix F – Responses to the 1999 Draft SEA Comments 

 

PAR 1113 F-7-1 November 2002 

 

 

 

7-1 



Appendix F – Responses to the 1999 Draft SEA Comments 

 

PAR 1113 F-7-2 November 2002 

COMMENT LETTER #7 

Southern California Association of Governments 

April 13, 1999 

7-1 The SCAQMD acknowledges and agrees with the commentator that PAR 1113 is not a regionally 

significant project.  The SCAG Clearinghouse number is noted and listed on the front cover of the 

Final SEA. 
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COMMENT LETTER #7 

Southern California Association of Governments 

April 13, 1999 

7-1 The SCAQMD acknowledges and agrees with the commentator that PAR 1113 is not a regionally 

significant project.  The SCAG Clearinghouse number is I9900112. 



 

 

P U B L I C   C O N S U L T A T I O N   M E E T I N G 
 
C O M M E N T S 
   

 



Appendix F – Responses to the 1999 Draft SEA Comments 

 

PAR 1113 F-PC-3 November 2002 

March 31, 1999 and April 28, 1999 

Public Consultation Meetings 

(CEQA Comments) 

The following are summaries of environmental impact-related comments received at either the March 

31, 1999, or April 28, 1999 Public Consultation Meetings held for PAR 1113. 

 

 

COMMENT #1: Exemptions need to be given for some categories or applications that do not perform at 

the lower VOC limits.  Some coatings will be eliminated.  These coatings protect workers around 

containment areas that have the possibility of an accidental release or spill. 

 

RESPONSE #1: Please see response to comment #2-1 regarding the availability of future compliant 

coatings.  Staff has also extended the interim compliance date to July 1, 2002, and the final compliance 

date to July 1, 2006. 

 

The SCAQMD will conduct and complete a technology assessment one-year prior to the interim and final 

VOC content limits becoming effective.  The technology assessment will evaluate the availability and 

feasibility of compliant coatings.  Since the language regarding technology assessments is included in 

PAR 1113, the SCAQMD will be required to revise the VOC content limits or extend the compliance dates 

depending on the results of the technology assessment.   This continuing evaluation requirement 

assures that future limits will always be based on the current state of coating technology.  Furthermore, 

if during the technology assessment it is changes are necessary to Rule 1113, the changes will be 

evaluated to determine CEQA applicability and, if necessary, a CEQA analysis will be prepared. 

 

Additionally, the SCAQMD has added three new categories (i.e., Essential Public Service Coating; 

Bituminous Roof Coatings; and Recycled Flats and Nonflats) to further define the differences in coating 

applications and the ability to achieve a certain compliance limit. 

 

 

COMMENT #2: Conclusions in the Draft SEA are largely derived from marketing information and are not 

based on the NTS Study.  The conclusions should be based on the study. 
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RESPONSE #2: Please refer to the response to comment #2-1. 

 

 

COMMENT #3: Paints products are the largest amount of household hazardous waste generated.  More 

of an effort needs to be made to recycle paints. 

 

RESPONSE #3: The fact that paint products constitute a large portion of household hazardous wastes is 

an existing problem and is not expected to increase substantially as a result of implementing PAR 1113.  

In certain controlled situations, coatings applied in spray booths for example,  excess water-based 

coatings can often be reused compared to solvent-based coatings that need to be disposed of properly.  

To the extent that PAR 1113 increases the usage of water-based coatings, disposal impacts could be 

reduced slightly. 

 

It should also be noted that some jurisdictions that collect paints as part of household hazardous waste 

programs may mix together compatible and usable coatings for painting out graffiti. 

 

For additional information please refer to the response to comment #5-27. 

 

 

COMMENT #4: A concern was raised regarding the availability of compliant coatings that are suitable 

for wastewater treatment facilities. 

 

RESPONSE #4: Staff has analyzed the use of the lower-VOC technologies for a variety of uses.  The low- 

and zero-VOC industrial maintenance coatings are recommended for a variety of industrial uses, 

including but not limited to refineries, chemical facilities, food processing, pulp and paper 

manufacturing, bridge, pipeline, and wastewater treatment facilities.  Staff can provide information on 

currently available coatings that could be used for wastewater treatment facilities.  Nonetheless, staff 

has added an Essential Public Services  

Coating category with an interim VOC limit of 340 g/l, effective July 1, 2002,which is higher than that of 

the general IM coating category. 
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COMMENT #5: Concerned with the cross-media impacts from the disposal of waterborne coatings. 

 

RESPONSE #5: Please refer to the responses to comments #5-27 and #6-8. 

 

 

COMMENT #6: Multi-component coatings are not appropriate for residential use.  Specific NIOSH 

equipment should be used with 2-component systems.  A residential user does not understand this.  

Homeowners wear dust-preventive masks instead of masks that prevent organic vapors. 

 

RESPONSE #6: It should be noted that two-component coating systems are already used in certain 

applications, e.g., industrial maintenance applications and such equipment requires training to achieve 

desired coating characteristics.  Industrial maintenance coatings are typically not used by, or available to 

the residential do-it-yourselfer.  In addition, such coating may not be used in residential settings. 

 

 

COMMENT #7: The ecological burdens of Rule 1113 amendments depend upon the performance of the 

substitutes. 

 

RESPONSE #7: The SCAQMD comprehensively analyzed potential adverse impacts from adopting and 

implementing PAR 1113.  This analysis, contained in Chapter 4 of the Draft SEA, concluded that PAR 

1113 is not anticipated to generate significant adverse environmental impacts.  Consequently, no 

“ecological burdens” are expected as a result of implementing PAR 1113. 

 

 

COMMENT #8: Concerns were expressed regarding a proposed prohibition on spraying two-component 

IM coatings containing diisocyanates (Rule 1113 §(d)(8)).  The prohibition was proposed due to 

preliminary data suggesting adverse health effects from exposure to diisocyantes.  Many speakers 
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noted, however, that the chemistry of these systems make it unlikely that diisocyanate compounds 

would be emitted during the spraying process. 

 

RESPONSE #8: The SCAQMD evaluated this issue by conducting a thorough technical literature search 

as well as contacting experts in the field.  From this further research, the SCAQMD obtained a study 

conducted by Mobay (now Bayer) that provided monitoring results from the spraying of two a 

component IM system containing HDI poly-isocynate during the painting of a bridge and a chemical 

manufacturing plant.  The results from the study are summarized below in Table F-8. 

 

The results of SCAQMD’s evaluation is the conclusion that a prohibition on the spraying of two-

component IM coatings containing diisocyanates is not necessary.  Further, since PAR 1113 restricts the 

use of IM coatings to IM settings, the public’s exposure to these coatings are minimized.  Accordingly, 

the SCAQMD does not expect that the spraying of two-component low VOC IM systems containing 

diisocyanates will expose the general public to acute significant adverse human health impacts. 
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TABLE F-8 

SHORT-TERM ACUTE EXPOSURE  

FROM THE SPRAYING OF A TWO-COMPONENT 

IM SYSTEM CONTAINING HDI POLY-ISOCYNATE 

Fleming Park Bridge, Neville Island, Pennsylvania 

Spraying Two-Component Polyurethane Intermediate Coat 

Sample Site Monomeric HDI 

(ppb) 

HDI Poly-isocyanate 

(mg/m
3
) 

Painter #1 2.4 2.5 

Painter #2 1.9 2.2 

Panter #3 4.1 5.2 

Downwind 50 ft* 0.5 <0.02 

Deck 0.6 0.09 

Under the Bridge <0.4 0.02 

TLV/STEL 20.0** 1.0*** 

Spraying Two-Component Polyurethane Top Coat 

Sample Site Monomeric HDI 

(ppb) 

HDI Poly-isocyanate 

(mg/m
3
) 

Painter #1 4.6 1.65 

Painter #2 4.0 1.81 

Mixer/Supervisor 0.7 0.03 

Deck <0.06 <0.03 

In Truck <0.06 <0.03 

Under the Bridge 25 ft* <0.07 <0.03 

Under the Bridge 25 ft* <0.07 <0.07 

Under the Bridge 15 ft* 1.6 0.8 

Downwind 50 ft* 1.3 0.8 

Mixing Area 0.8 0.04 

TLV/STEL 20.0** 1.0*** 
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TABLE F-8 (CONCLUDED) 

SHORT-TERM ACUTE EXPOSURE  

FROM THE SPRAYING OF A TWO COMPONENT 

IM SYSTEM CONTAINING HDI POLY-ISOCYNATE 

 

Mobay New Martinsville, WV Plant 

Spraying Two-Component Polyurethane Top Coat on Chemical Storage Tank 

Sample Site Monomeric HDI 

(ppb) 

HDI Poly-isocyanate 

(mg/m
3
) 

Painter 0.9 0.14 

Painter Helper <0.2 <.0.02 

Downwind 25 ft* (North) <0.2 <.0.02 

Above Painters <0.2 <.0.02 

East 25 ft* <0.2 <.0.02 

Downwind 50 ft* <0.2 <.0.02 

West 15 ft* <0.2 <.0.02 

Upwind 15 ft* <0.3 <.0.03 

TLV/STEL 20.0** 1.0*** 

Spraying Two-Component Polyurethane Top Coat on Waste Treatment Tank 

Sample Site Monomeric HDI 

(ppb) 

HDI Poly-isocyanate 

(mg/m
3
) 

Painter 0.9 0.16 

Upwind 15 ft* 0.9 <0.04 

Downwind 15 ft* 1.4 0.24 

Downwind 35 ft* <0.4 <0.04 

STEL 20.0** 1.0*** 

 

*     Distances are average number of feet from spray gun. 

**.ACGIH has established a Threshold Level Value as an eight hour Time-Weighted Average (TLV-TWA) for HDI of 5 

parts per billion (ppb).  Although Permissible Exposure Limits (PELs) have been established for several 

diisocyanate compounds, federal OSHA has not established on for HDI.  Mobay (now Bayer) endorses the 

ACGIH’s  Short Term Exposure Limit (STEL) of 20 ppb for HDI.  This concentration should not be exceeded not 

even for brief periods. 

*** ACGIH and federal OSHA have not TLV-TWA or a PEL for HDI poly-isocyanates.  However, Mobay (now Bayer) 

recommends a TLV-TWA of 0.5 mg/m
3
 for HDI poly-isocyanates.  Mobay (now Bayer) also recommends a short 

STEL (averaged over 15 minutes) of 1 mg/m
3
 for HDI poly-isocyanates. 
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ANNUAL STATUS REPORTS ON RULE 1113 (YEARS 2000, 2001, 2002) 



 

 

 

 

 

YEAR 2000 

 

Please go to http://www.aqmd.gov/hb/000730a.html for  

the Annual Status Report (Year 2000) 

 

 

YEAR 2001 

 

Please go to http://www.aqmd.gov/hb/010726a.html for  

the Annual Status Report (Year 2001) 

 

 

YEAR 2002 

 

Please go to http://www.aqmd.gov/hb/020723a.html for  

the Annual Status Report (Year 2002) 
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