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Appendix F — Responses to the 1999 Draft SEA Comments

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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COUNTY SANITATION DISTRICTS
OF LOS ANGELES COWNTY

1955 égeemean AU R, Whitfher, (24 S804 1400
#ailing Address: RO, Bax 4998, Whitier, T4 S080F4995 ' CHARLES W, CARRY
Eedephons: {552 AP97411, FAX: [S68] &PP5432 Chief Enginsar wad Gamenal Mansger

April 21, 19%%

File Mo 31-330.10B

Mr. Damen W, Suond

South Coast Afr Quality Manageraent District

21865 E. Copley Drive N
Diamond Bar, CA 917654132 '

Diear M. Steoud: .:
amvments on PAR 11 raii Snbsegnent tal Aszess

The County Senitaion Districts of Los Angeles County (LACSD) appreciate the opportunity
to commenton PAR 1113 Draft Subsequent Envitonmertad Assessment dated Mazeh 13, 1999, Gur
COMINENts & 45 Tolows:

Ins the environeents] assessment, SCAQMD stalf determined the dwability of low VOO
eoatings fs comparable to conventiona coatings based on qualitative deserdptions from product data
theets, Theinformationcontained intheprodoctdata sheets gaust be verified through laboratgry and
field westing before the durshiliy of the coating canbe judged. LACSD is ivgerested in woiking with
the SCAQMD n evalvaring the dupability of low or zero VOO coatings for wastewster applications
as part of the teclmology assessments. i

11

— SCAQMD showld conduct additional research intn the potentisi for poblic exposure to
diizocyanates from spraying low or zare VOO two-component polyursthene. On page 4-57,.
1-2 SCAQMD comumits 1o condusting a technical asscssment one year prior to each rule Limiv to
determine if enviponrnenital issues are sssociated with the mamufacture and vse of reformulated
prodoncts. Tt is pot clear whether the technology assessment will be started or completed one yeer
prior to the implementadon dates. The technology assessments should be completed one feat prior
| to aHow end-ugers adequate Gme W prepaee foe the nevw products.

In the response to the Do Pont soranent letter section -3 on page C-8-1, staff stated that
SCALMD apprecintes the pesd for end-users to ¢valuate the performance of Low VOO coatings.
Even though the compliance dates have been extended, cnd-users canoaly evalue coatings 4 they
becorne cormmeteially avatlable, Indusirfal maintenance coatings typaeally havea sheff life of one-
vear, therefore, it should not he assurmed that end-nsers can use non-compliant coatings for an

1-3

B Bacclng Passrs
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Dagren W. Stroud z April 21, 1995

1-3
cont.

Eddiﬁunal three years after the implementation dates. J
Thank you for an cpporiaity o express oy conesms and we look forward 1o workang with

SCACMD n the technology assesspent. §f you have any questions, please contact Ms. Preetl
Cihuman of this offfice at (562) 699-7411, extencion 2138,

Yours wary tuly,
Chales W. Carry
. I Q»7 - f'?}t—«-*
i Giregory M. Adams i
Assistant Departmental Enginesr :
: Office Engineering Departenent
ChA PRk '

co: Naveen Bery

EIF g CIPFAT: LF1) §ocooax Lkt on BER Al 1569 =pd
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COMMENT LETTER #1
Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County
April 21, 1999

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
guantitative (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.

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.

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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Drarren Stroud

From: Bernie Appleman [appleman(@sspe.org]
Sent: Wednesday, April 21, 1992 4£:05 P
Tar Dareen W, Steomd

Ca: B Applemarn

Subrect: Comencnits on draft SEA

SEPC: The Society for Protective Coalings
40 24th Steeel, Bth Floor
Pitsburgh, PA 152224556

April 21, 1988

Sauth Caast Air Quallty Management District
213535 E.Copley Drive

Dlarond Bar, G1765.4182

Adre: Daren W Stroud

Dear Mr. Stroud

Cormments by SSPC on SCAGMD Deaft SEA en Praposed Amended Rule 1113

General Comments ) o i _
S5PL s a nal for profll technical organization representing Eeitity
cwners (public and privats), applicalors, and suppliers of materals |
equipient and services, S5FC has 2 histony of cooparating with
enviommantal health & safety regubatory arganiation to minimizé the
impact of coating operations an the health and welfare of the public and
the werk fones..

S5PCs membars wse o sLpply coatings in the class defined as
industial maintenance, SSPC's comrent ara primarily directed at this
eategary, although they may aleo be applicable o ralaled categores such
=2 rust preventive caatings,

— Owerall, we befieve that the SEA did not acquive entugh data
man‘.icularh,r field data) to suppart 2ame of the conclusions regardin

2 impact, The analysis relied tao heavity upon tha unsubstatiag
clalms of a small number of manufaciirers winich may nat repressnt the
mmzirstraarm af ind ugttlal malntenance coatings technalagy,

—opedific Comments

page 4-12 ko 4-14 ragarding need for mare ouch-up and repair workl and
—mone freguent necaosting, 13 statad that *stall metwith numercus
resl anzt? coating manufaclurers .. and also révidwed coating preduct data
sheets.,
‘itz believe that low VOZ coatings (&g at 2450 to 100a0 o less) do not
- hava proven field performance charactenstics for application ¢r
durahility, Resin ranulfagtorars raraly have long term data on coating
durahiiity as they do not work directly with Bhe and ugers. Alsa coating
product data sheets provide vary little information on the keng tem
perties of coatings, The resson coating manufacturats have not been
urrtighing lewer YOO cpating is precisely because they ane not suitablz
for many industrial maintenance expasyes and applhcations.

— page 4-15 reganding gompacizon babween alkyds and acrylics a5 binders.

—Water-bome acrylics have definite application limitations wndar

gonditions af low leropetature and high humidily Under hese conditiong,
roper film coalesgendae is not achiavad and the coating is susceplible to

E&ing wazhed off and & weakaned film rasults. Therolore aoyllc

1
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2-3 weterbome goatings can rgt ba used in these siuatlons. [In many
cont. Linstances adequrate low VOO coatings are simply riot avalable

page 4-33 reganding the potential hazard of substiluting acetons for

conventional solven(s, We beligws that bacausa of its Increased
volatlily, acelone may present 8 sianificant increage infire or
explosion hazant comparad 10 comventional solvents.
2-4 The report cites interviews with several tgeal fire depanments. We
bsliewve that this level of research and analysis is inadeguale to suppord
the conclusions and thars is a need for addlitional investigation on

this izgue

— page 58 reqarding atbernative C.

& numbers develnged i the SE& demonstrats that the impact of
adapling alemative © (no raduction in WO for industrigl maintenance
and rust preventive ::DaE'_ggs in 20058 wiuld e ralatively small based on
the persent of emission reduction loss.. We believe that this sllemsative
should be 3eriously considered and ulirately adapted by the SCALRC if
2-5 the cument analysis is accurate, W belisve that over Ibe nexl 5 ta &
yagrs thare may be tignifcant advances in coatings technology for
industrial maintenances maﬁnﬁs baged on lower VOO (29 10004 or less).
Such advances would allow the industny to reduce VOO amistisns halaw the
Ievel astimabed fac 2002, However, because of the uncertainty of RE&D and
the encrmouws challenge of develaping wltra low YOO coatings with
accaptable applicaton and perfornance properties the VO limits proposed
far oF2005 stiould Ba dalayad until the bechnelegy is proven. Fresently
evern the imits propesed in 2002 are: ngf lectnalsgically feasible far
many [dustrial tnaintenance applicalions.

S8PC appreciates the opporunity to submit these comments and would be
witling ta digauss inn fuethar datall amy of the above comments.

Raspectiully subrmitted
Bernard R, Applemzn
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COMMENT LETTER #2
Society for Protective Coatings
April 21, 1999

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 Current VOC # of VOC Limit # of VOC Limit # of
TYPE Limit Samples (gms/liter) Samples (gms/liter) Samples
(gms/liter) Effective Effective
7/1/2002 7/1/2006

Floor Coatings 420 9 100 5 50 13
Industrial 420 47 250 26 100 61
Maintenance
Coatings
Non-Flat 250 10 150 29 50 16
Coatings
Primers, Sealers, 350 28 200 10 100 29
and
Undercoaters
Quick-Dry 400 3 250 7 50 0
Enamels
Quick-Dry exempt 9 200 6 100 17
Primers, Sealers
and
Undercoaters
Rust 400 6 no change n/a 100 4
Preventative
Coatings
Stains 350 3 250 10 no change n/a
Water-proofing 400 5 250 10 no change n/a
Sealers

120 103 140
Total # of
Samples
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2-3

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.

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

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.

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.

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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A Benjamin Moore & C0.  Fuints Stains « Cloar Finishes

TLEHRIERL & AR HIETARTIN ChHTER - K0 FOuTE SIE + &0 L [0 e P LaRDRIE, BEW SCAREY 0IAIG A © 17Uy 4373000 « P A8 BT P50

April 21, 1990

Soudh Coast Adr Quality Manazement District
"Darren W, Slrowd

21805 E. Coploy Drive

Diamond Bar. CA 917634182

Boe: Moracs of Counpletion of a Draft Subsequent Environmental Assessment
Proposcd Amended Rule 1113 - Acchilecwml Coatings

Trean M. Sirquod:
Benjamin Moore & Co. has develaped and manuFrttured Al Coalings for ever 115 years. Sinee the sarly fitties
manulizcture and distribulics has been at oy Commerce, CA plant whore we employ over 80 people, Currently wie
3-1 make for sale to pur &b “liconsed™ private paint dealérs approxemately 300 ditferent Tings of paint availzble in an

infinite breadth of eolos hrough our “eolat marching system™ and praduct findshes. The corrent PATLLTTS will

autlaw gver 70% of these preducts and will destrey our buginess it (e South Coast and my companics repuiation as
a manulacturer of very likgh quality AW Coatings.
[ The above referenced docarent £rossly simplifics the paint bosiness and s intentionally misleading when it eomes
ta desoribine A0 Costines caterories. As a naticual paint eompany ve ave pleaded for onitorm language relative
b e USERPA ATM YOO Rrle Part 59 900 to 413 when it comes s definilions, ataonstragon and lpbeling, while
rocognizing the need for & differen Table of Stndards (TGS for the South Coast. Staff has not been esponsive
fiis steed, e have repeatedly woleed our objoction 6o Jimirs thit are past the liomit of current or foresceabls
3-2 technobopy and are not enforceable by Mebod 24 apd the Federal definition of O that excludes the volone of
weater in the caleulation ar test. This concorm his also been virtually iginoced by Staff. Finally we have requested
additional deaininons specialy categoties with higher linits tor coatings that don't fit in the a1l enconpasging
cataorwies with the cxtremely low limits as proposed by 3taff, Ratlier flan listen to these requeests we have beea
iven Lwo new cateparies where, if wsed, we are penalized for praducts so pesitioned, spacifically “floor coatings™
and 'rusk proventative coatings™.
[~ For Steff ro clam St 2/ painls a0e available (o meet alf owr costomers needs on the besis of hearsuy, marketing
berocliupes, and taw material supplicrs sales litcratues when we bave 115 years of sales histary to the contrary
stratohis the truth Beyond beaaking, We are not jn the business of sckling solvent, rether we are in the besitess of
3-3 selling top quality paint. The trend is very much toward wier based paint Lecanse of cost, heaith and safoty and
wase 0f use. To repulate os aut of the solvent paint buginess using the propositions cutling in his SEA docansent js
at best unfair and telse. Our customers will nat pay more for product that only peavides low YOO, In faot in our
cage aur 07 VOO products diseussed [y the “BRAFT Staft Repon " of 2717/9% on pags 42 have heen s0
|__unsuccessfub in the meariect place that they bawe bess willideawn froem sale.

Finably Siaft continoously nsserts thure are new magic ingredients that roake water paint fechnolagy user friendly
3-4 vt miny of these wateriats ate WO fn themselves. We have requested exemptions for thess marenals ot e
bazis of low valatility andfor lack of reactivity, This has 2150 been categorically rejected with only an averaging
oot fiven i respoase, We sk not avatl ourselves of this option when the dovwn sids §s 2 523,000 per day fine,

Ve hope thess concams are sddezszed and the writer can be contactod at 973-252-2650 i there are iy questicng.

Sincereky,

Barry A. fenkin (Reaulatory AfEains)

BB U D R R R R FWLRAL B w FLARTSICE, L) s RUTLRT Rl AN W STC0AnCR D b 3 aADARORAT L H o )00 DAY AT w S AST @ oS iees i
AR kTG, D MG T n (AL, FA s A b, A, £ (AN H L1 n L ARGELES b w 201 T CLAEA G s TEEAinlp, Qb s WIKINEA M LAsILLY B o AL IS e o

Establisked 1583
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3-1

3-2

COMMENT LETTER #3
Benjamin Moore & Co.
April 21, 1999

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.

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/I.

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/I limit
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3-3

3-4

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.

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

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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Kessler {z_&mciates,;lnc.

Aprit 21, 1999

Mr_Darren Serend, Afr Cuality Specialist .
CEQA Section of the Planning, Rule Development, and Area Sources Division
South Coast Ajr Quality Mapagemen Tiswier

21265 E. Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, CA 91763

Subject: Commenis on Draft Subssquent Environmerital Assessnent for
Proposed Amended Rnle 1113 = Arehitectural Coarings

Dear M, Stoowd:

Kessler.& Associates, Inc., a governmgent affaies Tirw, represents Ouna-Edwards
Corperation (Dunn-Edwards) a Log Angeles, Califorria-based manufacturer and se”, xr of
quality architectiural eoatings. This jetter 13 in response to the South Coast Afr Quality
Management District™s (SCAQMD s) Draft Subsequent Environmental Ascessment 'EA)
prepared. for Proposed Amended Rule 1113 — drehitectural Comings.

[ Thank you for sllowing us the opportunity te comment on the potential impacts of this
proposed rilemaking. e have restrictod Catr comments to those areas of the EA vheee
additional technical data or analyses are necessary to more accurately assess potentiai
4-1 environmental impacts, Our comments on the Moties of Preparation have net beon
addressed ip this document with respect 1o the reactivity of speeific YOCs and the
contribution of emissions from architectural coatings on the formation of seone 1o tha
Soeeh Cozgt Adr Bagin,

Page 1-1 - Introduciion

4-2 We heve 3 genersl comment concerping the nbent of fus rlemalking. Rule 1113 doss
nof regulane volatile ceganie ¢omponnd (VOO emissions, but rather regrlates the V0T

510 11th Stcet, S.E, @ Washington, D.C, 20003 o 2025476808 » Fax 202.546-5425
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M. Daryen Smoud A1, 1959 Pagz2

content of architeetural costings. Regulation based on coutent wther than emissions

4-2 .
assiunes a direct comrelation between VOC content and effect on ozone. This conceps is

cont. .
ot g peigrd Correct.

Furthermose, gl VOCs may not contribute equally, 1€ at ali, to ozone formation. This
themne is continued threnghout Chapter 4 — Alr Quality Impaces.

Page 37 = Air Quality
The Draft EA, siates, “The adoption and implementation of PAR 1113 is cxpbeted to
produce Jopg-timn VOO emission rednctions ™ Whether Yimiting VOC content of
4-3 architecturzi costings aceaily reduces emissions m wltimarely, czonc formation is
unclear by the District’s analysis, Distriet waff has indicated thar ererent Urban Alrshed
Modcls cannot demnnsn:a.lte ineasurable rosults froom & source as sreall as the Districr's
¢sttmate for the entire soatings category. Therefore, implementation of e Pmpose& :

| Fule may not result in a reduction in, ozone formation.

Reactlviry
We believe that a reactivity-besed regulatory scheme will provide the District with the
means of reachiag and mainteining the ozone standard T g menner that 13 mere cost-
effective and equitable in its impaet on (e regulated commmunity. A resetivity-bared
approach s consisteat with the mandates of the Clean Air Act (Sectfons 183(2)). In
addition, regulation based on VOO niass content without Tezard to reactivity allows the
possibility of adverse environmental impacts through reformulation using ineredients that
| e more reactive. ‘ '

4-4

Kessiermgf: Associates, Inc,
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e, Barren Strond April 2], 15%% ' Paze 3

Page 1-11 and Page 4-32 — Maintepance at Public Faeilities
Staff concluded 1hat “no significant public seovice tnpacts are anticipated fom the
4-5 prapesed nulemaking for mafrenance at publjc facilivies ™ In the sheenge of Tongterm
tesiing of complying coatings nsed for maintenance of watsr treatment facilities, bridaes,
safery milings, fire ¢cepes, and other cssential public uscs, this finding is unfounded.

Puse 2-5 — Background
Amurding 10 thas document, *...dueto the lagk of doeakdlity information comtained 1o fhe
EMU study, the SCAQMD contragted with Wational Technical Systems (NT3) 10
conduct a comparidon study that will evalusts the durability and application
cheracteristios of ...coating catepomes.™

.We ot pte thet the sovironrnental imoscs of the Propased Amended Rule will
depend, {0 2 lavge extent, on the durability and spplication characteristics of complnng
substjtunes for coatings wnavailable in the futurs due 10 the propused lovrer limits, iwsofar
as the resales of the NTS Study ars oot available, the Dismict lacks the factual basis S
&8sesaing environmental impacts, and has instead relied upon vnfumded specu]ation and
unsubstantiated competitive marketing claims.

4-6

We beligve, therefore, that the Amendments to Bule 1113 and the CEQA analysis ave
prématare, goeen the AQMD s inability te fully sonsider this tmeial factor. We mgy-
Distriel staff 10 consider thege results in future rolemaking efforey and In the Technology
Assessments which have been ndded to dhe rele to engure 1hat high quality, durable &
Coatinrs are avalable. o

Kessler & Associates, Inc.
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4-7

4-8

M. Darrer Spoud April X, 19409 Page &

Page Fud - Backeround

The term: “technical asgessment” ae used by District staff in this dooument acteally refers
to & literamure search of product data sheets and promotional articles. AQMD staff has
relfed on mewverifeed claitms made in marketing meterials and is wsing this as justification
for eatablishing futuee ViIOHT limits and timetines, This is an losdequate basis for this rule.
A gemine, sciertifle wehnology assesement requires exiensive testing of vanoas ceatings

oo & variety of subsirates in both interior and exterior expusures representative of

| cendifions experienced in the South Coast Air Basin.

Pags 3-19 — Stratcgy for A.ttajuing.tha Mational and State Czone Standards

Page 3-19 states, “without additional ATV regulations, the summer-day averase
ivemtory for AIM coating emizsions wall neresse due 1o popwlation prowih by the ™
following: 63.2 tons per day n 1997; 74.7 tons per day by 2005; and 79.4 tons per day by
the yca;rzﬂl . 1fleft unregulated, AIM coating emissions donc would account for mote
than 26 pereent of the VOO emissions inventory tagered for 20147

This comment does not reflect the markst-driven technologicsl advancements thai have
occurred and will continue to ooour, even in the absence of regulation. Duing the past
SO yesrs, market Jorees have driven the demad for soatings with lower- VOO fevels, In
1%/50, wirtually alf architectural coatings were solventburne; by 1975 (25 years later and
it The sbsence of regulation), mere than 70 persent by volume were Jow-VOC waterborne
products, Similarmarket forces such as congimner preferencs For low-odor, health and
safety re:.onmm, and priee competition eperate to reduee VOO content to the lowest
posaible lavels consisteint with desired perfonnance characteristics.

Kessler & Associates, Inc.
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cont.

4-9

4-10

4-11

Ay, Darren Stowd Aprll 21, (900 Page 5

This is apperent in the recently reicased CARB AIM survey data. The AQMD shonld
base the AQMP inventory on this information. The 1998 Dyaft CARE survey indicates
Sz_gert::enﬂ 18 percent walsrboine 1o soivesiborne spiit 23 opposed to the 1993 swrvey
whiich showed 74 percent and 24 pegeent respactively,

Fage 4-4 — Film Thickness

Viscosity dara as well as solids volume date is needed to speculsre on applied film
thickness. Howewver, no viscosiy dar iz sted in this Draft EA. Averased coverage data
firomn data sheets i3 not accurate. Aceual spplfcalicn comparfsons are required. Higher
Vol $otids are evident in averages for lower VOC flovr, industrial maintenamce

coatings, and water proofing seabers.

Page d-11 - More Primiug
The prodnet data sheats may ndicate compatable coverage, but subsmae-specific esting

is vequired to vevify clatms that additional suyface preparation, ineleding priing 1= 1.0t
required o srecessfully applying reformautated products, :

Pawxe $-12 — Mare Topreoats

The addirives cited in the EA to improwve Hlow and Jeveling problemns and deal with ofly
or contaminated sufnces are expengive and can sompromise the final properties of the
fikm. For examaple, they may sanse warer sshsitivity, embitflement, and loss of
ultraviolet ([TV} resistance. Actual testing, 15 required to determnine the extent to which
mote lopenats may be required to suecesstilly apply reformnleted products.

Kessler & Agsociates, Inc.
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wir. Drarren Sweoud April 21, Tyyy . Page#

Pazes 4-13 — &-14 - More Touch-Ups and Repair
The @ocument cites the use of “hypersurfaciants aud reactive diluants™ that have
impru'-"ed the overall pertotmance of low to zero-VOC coatings to achieve “comparable”™
4-12 if reot superior performancs to waditional, solvent conteintng comings. These coatings
kave performance lmitations and their costs can be substantially higher than that for
tmaditions] coatings. Actual testing is required to determine the durabiiity of such
| coatings and the extent 1o which additfonal rouch-up may b nocessary.

Page 4:'44 =4-15 = More Frigqnent Hecoating

The use of UV absorbers o free radical seavengecs to inereass coating Lifs can rasult in
4-13 significant cocts and con produse wndesizahls side effscts. These produss often have
ochjectionzble edors and resnlt iy coaring discoloration. :

Page 4-17 = Muore Rearctivity
As menitoned in our comments above, Dunn-Edwards eocourapes the Distriet v move
towands 2 yepctivity-hazed regulatory scheme for preventing the exceedince of'the ozone
standard as quickly as practicabls, '
4-14 i .
This documert does not discuss the negative resetivity that certain VOCs have in the
atmosphiers. Dr. William Canter of UCR, contends that under certain conditions Tivelviag
lowwr MOx levels or hizher VOC-m0-NOw mtios, VOCs actually inhibit the formation of
oxone rather than contribuie to it

Kessler & Associates, Inc.

PAR 1113 F-4-6 November 2002



Appendix F — Responses to the 1999 Draft SEA Comments

Mr. Darren Sweud Agrh 21, 1902 Page 7

Page 4-1% (bottom of page) - Mare Reactivity

The stéternent quoted from the paper cotitled “Application of Reactivity Critoria to
Architegiural Coatings” i3 true ooly with respect 1o replacement of solventborne flar
caaﬁngs with waterbome flat coatings, The paper cited continues ko explain why .
4-15 reastivity is significant with regaed w the “non-flat coatings catepory, which constitutes
23% of volurne and iz almost evenly divided at present between waterhorne latex
enernels and solventbome allord enamels. Considering reactivity, we my find that
regulation resulis in the substitation of latext cnamels for alkyd ensmels and is
envirotimentaily gounterprodactive; Lo, exacerbates the aeone problem.

Puge 4-20 — More Reactivity
This sevtion references the swre-of-the-art ozonr chamber to be constructed at UCR
We trust that future rulémmakiag will be bsed on the data colleoted using this reastivity
chamber’s data and scientific findings. . The assumption that VOCs coninibute equally to
the formation of ozone in the ambieat 20r is not justified by the current science. This Ea
does not refarence the megative Teactivity that eortain VOCs have in the ambient air,
Dc. Williaxn Carter, noted scientist In the arca of atmospheric reactivicy, mentioned tha
rale of'ﬁcgaﬁw WVOCs in lowering czons levels at a recent AQMD meeting regarding this
e,

4-16

Page 4-39 - SplidHazardous Waste Impacts

The sivnifieanes criteria cited on page 4-3%9 indicates that a profect will have signtficant
4-17 adrverse solid or hazapdons waste Invpacts §f It results in the disposal of materials that
e the capacity of designated tandfills. :

Kessler & Associates, Inc.
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4-17
cont.

4-18

4-19

4-20

Mr. Brarren Swoad . APril2E, 153 . Page 3

Dunn-Edwards does not coneur that tis is the appropriate measure of a significant solid
wagte apart. A more appropriate baseline, we bolieve, 15 the wmount of paint, coatngs,
and eontyiners curently lendfilled or depositad at honssheld hazardous waste roundups,

The discussion gutlines possible ncreased solid wasts generation dus to:; fresze/thaw
problems, shorter shelf lives, and shogcr pot life for two—component systems; however,
there are other problems assmia.teﬁ with the use of these replacement coatings which may
result jn increaed solid waste impacts in the Basin, bore pallons of waterborne coatings
a7 meeder to oover 4 comparable arca dug to their lower solids content; therefore, more
contarners would be manvfictured, wed, and, ultjmately, dizsposed of in 2 Tandfill.

There is aaother significant problem associared with the use of zero-VOC latex-based
systems as outlined in our meetings with Bhstriet staff and national resin suppliers. Zero-
VOU products do ot include biocides necessay 1o eliminate an environment favorable
to the srowth of bacteria, molds, and fungi that can spoil a product batch.

Prodeets ruined by mictoorganisme mast be disposed of in 2 landfill. They are nol’ '
approprizte for recyeling or household hazardons waste programs, Trann-Edwards is
sotzminted to Iimiting the amount of solid and hazardons waste generated in California.

: Qur poal s mot to Dl laadiills wrth pabots and courings.

Analysis of 50id waste Inupacts from the proposed amendments to Rule 1113 should be
based on an increased amount of paints and coetings deposited in landfIls or attempted o
te drogped off at household pickoup arcas, not a comparison to the total landfill capacity
inths E;lnulh Coast Basin anea, :

Kcs@ & Associates, Inc.
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Mc. Darren Serond April 21, 1996 Baue &

Page 553 — Discussion of Alternatives
We do niot eomcur with the discussion of Alemative A — The Mo Project Alternative.
4-21 The zecently released CARRB sarvey demonsteates fhat VOO corment reductions ooour a3 4
vesult of market derand and may continee in the foture even in the absence of any
additional mlemaking on srchitecttral coatings.

We suppor an extended compiiance deadline as a component of the pmpn:-::cd mic. Wo
believe this would allow for additionel, mukh-needed time o develop refiable lover-
VO products, particularly mdneilal maintenance, and most preventative CoaUwog,
Addiricnal rezearch and dewelopment time is criticsl 1o epsure that ¢oatings developed do

4-22

niet, resulf in the potential negative air quality impacts outlined in our cormments zbove.

Dunn-Edwards appreciates the District's efforts in exemiving innovative and meaningful
approaches 1o dealing with ezone nonattsinment. We look forward to werking with
Digrict siaff on this znd other iyportant technological jssnes. These issnes are the keys
1o the viabilicy of ouc industry and our mumual goal of clean air. '

Sineerely yours,

Heward Berman, Fsq.

Senzor Viee Pregident and
Environmental Covnsel

Kessler & Associaies, Inc.
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4-1

COMMENT LETTER #4
Kessler & Associates, inc.
April 21, 1999

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.

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 (NO,). 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 NO, due to the organic “chain reactions.” When VOC emissions are lowered,
the number of NO-to-NO, 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-NO, 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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4-3

4-4

4-5

4-8

4-10

4-11

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.

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.

The commentator is referred to the response to comments #3-4 and #4-1.
The commentator is referred to response to comment 2-1.

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.

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

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.

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.

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.

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

4-13

4-14

4-15

4-16

4-17

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.

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.

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.

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

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.

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.

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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4-20
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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.

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/I. 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.

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

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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»

Apri) 21, 1998

Mr. Daven W Stroud

Offfice of Planning, Transpartation and Information
Soutl Coast Air Quality Management District
218681 . Copley Driva

Diam: nd Bar, CA 917654182

RE: ~ Samments on the Completed Draft Subsequent Environmenial
Assga rsment for Propesed Amended Rule (PAR) 1113 - Architectural and
Induz vial WMaintanznce (AIM) Coatings

The KPCA s providing comments on the South Coast Alr Quality Management
District's (SCAQMD) Complated Draft Subsequent Environmental Assessment
(SEA - NPCA in December 1998 provided comments an the predecessor !’
docur 1211t — the Initial Staff Draft Subsequent Environmental Azsessmant. |

Yithile e acknowledge thas the current proposal has increased some of th
propc ied limits above those proposed in the [nitial Staff Draft, the underlyi 9
funds nental problems that we raised in ragard to the Inifial Staff Dratt havr: not
been ideguately addrassed in the Complated Draft document. Additionally, the
Gomyted Draft raises some new factual issues.

!. Grirorat Comments on Completed Draft Subsequent Environmantaf -
Assewamant :

A, Ry-ah to Judgment Without Adaguate Infoymation ;

The primary defect with the nulemaking process remains that the District is *
unner assarily moving ahead on & fast track rulemaklng schedule before
perir tnt data is made avaitable by staff and tan be adequately reviewed by
indus ry and the Distict. This is essential to making an informed decisior:
congs-rning the technological and econemic faagibility of the proposed rﬂr\resed
WO timits under Rule 1113,

5-1
This | rriinent data inchudes the National Tachnical Systern (NT3) mmparahve
shuddy ¢ Jncem:ng coatings performance snd additional details from the CARR
AIM ¢ rnissions inventory, espackally coatings speciation data. (Only summarres
of the "JARB Inventory and the NTS study has been released to the puklic “o

date. , The Disirict’s fast track rulemaking schedule precludes sufficient ime for
a thnmugh esamination and discussion of the results of all of the mfon‘natuon
coliected in these two important data gatherings.

™ In this connection we note that the District has changed the date for a Board
decigion fram February 12, 1999 to Mai 14, 1998, But we alsa note that the

cggtiges
15041 Bliodls Taand Avenue, MW « Washington, D 200053507 « Phone: 2034020272 - Fu 202 4028540

Feruzil: mw.l:.m@f:htmg (NPCA mgrbets); oF npoifpaint. ofg (enerl public) » Web site: whaHy, painLon:
Td B4E T30 RG4S BTSE Gar T2 W
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Digtrict in ite Febmaary 17 Draft Staff Report siated its expectation that it would be
only 2 "few weeaks" until the NTS study would be finished. The importance of
this study o the decizion making process cannot be overemphasized. The key
igsue for decigian iz not whether low VO coatings currently exisf that are below

) currently applicable VOO limits. They do. The issue is whether they are
adequate to mest all of the performance neads for all of the ceatings in thelr
cont. category and whether reasanahle inferences for even lower VOC levels can be

made based upon cumrent coating technolkgies and performance characieristics.
The NTS study that is to make side-by-side comparizons of perfomance
characteristics of lower and higher YOO ceatings In specific coatings categorias
and subcategories is thersfore egzential fo this rulemaking.  As of this writing the
L_full study has not been released {o industey.

In additien, impedant featuras of the study are baing deleted in order to meet the
Way 14 scheduted Board decigion. We now understand that thiz includes the
glimination of field tests of the application performance characteristics of the
coatings. Laboratory tests are to be substituted in their place,

In this connection it must also be noted that in general there is no substitute for
field testing application, performance and durability characteristics of coatings
5-3 and thiz is especially true in the case of the radical reformulations being
recommended by staff.

Staff acknowledges the importance of this kind of infermation in making its
detenminaticns, For example, the Completed Draft SEA stafes: “Doe to the lack
of durahility information contained [in @ previous study] the SCAQMD contacted
the Mational Technical Systems to condugt a comparisen stidy that will evaluate
the durability and application charaeteristics betweaen low- and zero-vVOC
coatings compared with high VOGC coatings.”™ {Completed Draft SEA at page 2-
3. Undoubtedly in an effort to meat the May 14 Board decision date, staff now
plans to conduct the application characleristics tests in the leboratory instead of
conducting lengthier, but moere religble, field tests. Again this underdines the
"rush to judgment” nature of this ralemaking for which the eaniest compliance
dates for praposed revised VOO limits s Jatuany 1, 2002

The failurs to provide for an adequate review and cormment on the full results of
MTS study {originally expectad by staff to be avallable “a few weeks" after
Febnyary 17, 1999, and thies before the issuance of the Completed Draft SEA)
seriously undermings the adequacy of the stalf's findings in the Completed Draft
5-4 SEA relating to coatings perfarmanes issues. This is patticularly true with
respect to the cument and foresesakble coatings technologies that are conzidered
by staff to be available or feasibla in the future which staff uses to justify mary of
its findings of "no significant environmental impact”, especially refating to air
guality issues. Staifs efforts o shore up this deficiency in Chapter Four and
Appendix D of the Completed Draft SEA by a partial review of coatings product
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5-4
cont.

5-5

5-6

5-7

5-8

data sheets that are not analyzed in terms of their specifically mtendad

substrate and application specifications and requirements is not ab adequate

substitute for the full results of the NTS study, Mot is it the reasotied analysis

| reguired by CEQA. -

It is the consensus of the NPCA membership that at 2 minirmurt five years would

be required for coatings refermulation, field testing and development if feasible

| limits were proposed by the SCAGKMD.

Although the proposed revisions would allowr for a technology review to aseattain

the "product availability” of the lower VOO coatings one year before they ara to

became effective. this time frame is too shert to respond te with the davelopment
of effective coatings should the SCAQMD determine that the limits are feasible.

The determination also will turn upeon the staff's interpretation of what it

vonsiders to be “availlable". We take litthe comfart from the staffs determinafions

in this document conceming what they may consider o be “available”™ coafings.

Far example, cifing the 1988 CARB Survey, the staff finds “availability” of

coatings in the industrial maintenance coatings category at the proposed VOO

limits for 2002 when the survey shows that currently only 27% of the coatings
meet the proposad 2002 level and only 11% meet the proposed 2008 limit.

{Completed Draft 3EA at page 3-3) The report does indicate that the coatings

ara available for “some applications”, suggesting not all applications.  But

totally absent from skaffs discussion of this topic is any indication that it will
apply the “availability” criberia in a manner that draws distinctions ameng the
performance characterislics and requirements of the coatings subcategories that
make up the industrial maintenance coatings category.  As this is not baing
done in the surrent proposed rule amendment, we have little reasan to believe
|__that it will be done in future fechnaology assessments under the amended rule.

- in any caze, even if SCALMD should determine that the VOC Imits are not
feasible for alt coatings in a category, the standards may nonethelass become
part of EFPA enforceable SIP requirements theat can be enforced irrespective of
the SCAGMD’s determination.

All of this means that the establishment in Fube 1113 of low YOU limits 23 baing
potentially feasible at some time in the fufure raizes the very real rish that they
will be imposed irrespective of whether they ane witimately proven to be
technologically unfeasible. The federal enforceability of these S|P requirements
further compels the conelusion that SCAGMD staff should develop realistic
praposals for future limits. As will be demonstrated in our mera specific
comments, this has not accurred.  And again this argues for delaying
consideration of the prapasal unbll information already being developed by staff
is rnade more availabls for industey review.
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B. Four General Recommendations

The gist of the four general recommendations that were made in our December
1998 commants on the Initial Staff Draft Subsequent Environmental
Azzessment rermains the same.,

+ Postpane the currently scheduled May 14, 1989 presentation on the
proposed revisions to Rule 1113 to the SCAQMD Board until both the
NTS comparative study and tha CARE inventory results are made fully
available to the regulated community, which ingludes chemiste with
extensive knowledge of the paint technelogy issues involved in this
malter, has are opporfunity to review and digcuss the findings of the

L studies with District staff.

5-9

+ The NTS study should be expandad to include ongoing real world
5-10 waathering and durakility testing that manufacturers and applicators
can menitor in the future. It should not be truncated to exclude initially
planned tests such as coatings fisld application tests,

The District relies for much of its proposed lower YOU coatings limits
on currently available low YOG coatings technology. A low YOO
product teshnalagy in & general class of coatings may be suctessfully
5.11 used currently to maet the perforntance requirements of ong or more
application and exposure environments, However, thers must first be
a thorough svaluation of this technology before it can be mandated as

being feasible for all or even most of the _application, performances
and exposure requirements of the geners! class of coatings bo which it

L belongs.

-

The SCAGMD Al rula should adopt the national AW rule as a
template, incorporating the natienal rule’s product definitions, reparting
and labeling requirements, as well a¢ the national rule’s "less than of
equal to" one liter package size exemption. It must be acknowledged
that the SCAGIMD will specify lower YOO limits for coatings than those
of the national rule. This may necessitate the greater division of
separate coatings categories in the SCAQMD Alkd rule than those that
exist in the naticnal rule. But the basic componants of bolh rules
should be as uniform as possible to reducs the ineficiencies
aszociated with having {o address the special VO reduction neads of
the SCAQMD. ’

5-12
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Il Comments on Specific Features of the Completed Draft Subseguent
Envirgnmental Aszesament

Below are our commenls on specific features of the Completed Draft
Subsequent Environmental Assesament,

A. Inadequate Technology Assessments Based on Froduct Information
Sheats

G.omplated Draft SEA at page 2-4

"Since e NTS study was initfated, stalf condinued o conduet its fechnology
azsesament of fou-and zero-VOT coatings affecled by the proposed
amendments and Ras gained additions! informalfon pertaining fo fheir
performance characlerisiics . .. . Based on Ihs assessment, sialf believes that
haoth the proposed compliance fimifs and deadiines are achievable. Staff will
nevertholess raassess ihe deadiines based upon fhe lahoratory rasufts of ihe
5-13 NTS study., These resulls are expected fo be complefed sometime in the
March/April 1999 time frame."

Comment: Staff's "analysis" of the performance characteristies of compliant
products was based almost entirgly, if not exclusively, on manufacturer's claims
from product information sheets and with o reference to the real-life
performance charactamstics of the coatings and their specific end uses.
Manufacturer product data sheets ate often promotional in nature and based
upon applying coatings in ideal condilions, e.g., tharough preparation of
substrate and ideal weathar canditions. Moraaver, it is now April 21, 1999, and
| the NTS data are still not fully available for review and comment.

B. Completed Draft SEA indicates Only VOU Limit Deadlines and Not the
Limits Themselves May Change Depending on Final Results of NTS Study

Completed Draft SEA at page 3-2

“The Eastarn Michigan Study "concludad that low- and zero-VYOO coatings are
eurrently avaifabla for the proposed coating categories, but did nof reach
eonciusions regarding the overall performance of ihese coafings, ss compared o
5-14 cirrent sofvent-basad coaling formulations, ™

Staff will reassess the deadlines based on the faboratory results of the NTS
stache :

Comment: Does this second paragraph mean that staff will not reassess the
proposed YOO Imitz based on the NTS study? If this is so than it suggests that
the staff is already convinced that its recommended VYOG limits ane
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5-14
cont.

5-15

5-16

technalogically feasitle and that the final results of the NTS study will not change
its view,
C. Completed Draft SEA Demonstrates that Distinctions Between Different

Coatings Technelogies and Performance and Application Requirements
Mot Understood by Staff

Completed Draft SEA at pages 4-3 0 4-4

"...{THe appefale courd has already defermined that six of the eight fesuss
gsserfed by indusiry and contractors had been adaquately addressed in the
previcusly prepared CEQA docwment . .. ] it should be noted that during
the November 1998 rufamaking process, the eight isstras as mentioned above
were discusserd in dedail for fals and laoquers . . . I ihe Draft and Finaf
Subseguent Environmental Assessment for the November 1226 rule
amendments. In each case if was conclirdad that the coating manafaciurers’
and contractors” elaims for an inoreass in emissions as a resuflf of the
refarmufation of the low-vOC coafings were nof supported by any creditie or
empirfcal evidence, The Los Angefes Counfy Superior Court has upheld this
corteiusion fo dafe.”

Comment: These prior analyses were, with' some minor exceptions, daone for
other products and SCAQMD does not demonstrabe why these analyses would
apply to the product categoties at issue in this rulemaking which involves
cormpletely different products. This is an exarmpla, but not the anly one, whare
the staffe analysis demonstrates a lack of understanding or dizsregard of
irmportant distinctions that exist hetween different coatings technolagies and end
user performance requirements. Elsewhere in the Completed Draft SEA, the
staff distnisses concatns raised about surface preparation requirements for
different coatings by stating that all coatings require surface preparation. This is
a truism that avoids tha key issus, The key issue here is the deqree of surface
preparation that is required for different coatings technologies.

[r. More Thicknieas Discussion Bemonstrates Misunderstanding of
Industry’s Pozitlon on Issue and SCAQMD's Continuad Failure to Draw
Distinctions Among Coatings Formulated for Different Performance and
Application Requirements

Completed Draft SEA at pages 4-5 to 4-3 {More Thickneas)

"SCAGMD staff evelusted product dafa sheets far approximately 340
convertional and fow- VO coalings fo compare solids cantent . . .. Siaff has
assarfad in the past and cordinues o mainfain that a coating with more salids will
actually cover a graater surface area, . _ . Mi] These resiils indicate thaf
etnrently avaiable ow-\VOC coalings are rof necessarily formulated wilh a
Righer salids confant. Furtfier, a fiigher sofids confent doas not resuft in a

&
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5-16
cont.

5-17

5-18

significant reduction in the coverage area, The inforrmation from the coatig
product data shaats fands fo coroborate & positive carrelalion belween sofids
cantent and the coverage araa.”

Comment: Coatingz are developed to be applied with different mil thickness to
meet their paricular performarice requirements. To make valid comparisons on
thiz scare, high and low VO eoatings formutated for particular performance
requirements must be cotmpared with each other. It is clear that this was not
done by staff. It is also clear that staff did not actually test the surface area
coverage for zerg-, lowe-, and high-v"OC products. For some applications, no
such products exist, Also, the results are averaged by VOO conient, not by
praducts with similar performances characteristics, which does not allow for a

. reasoned analysis of comparable products. In order to conclude that the

proposed YOO levels would not result in increase thickness, and potantially
increased emissions, it iz incumbent upon SCAQMD to present data showing

| that inforrmeation.

E. Thinning Discussion Ducks the Key lssue -- Whether There Wil Be
Increased Thinning When the Proposesd Lower VOC Limits Become
Effective

[ Completed Draft SEA pages 4-6 to 4-11 {lllegal Thinming)

“Thinning shoutd not be a problem because eompliant coatings are avaifable that
may be appfied without thinniig. Even if some thinning ocours, thirmirg wold
likedy be done with water or exempt sofvents. Finally, current practice indicates
that coafing appficafors do nof engage in widespread thinning, and even when
thinnitty occurs, the coatings VOC content fimits are not excesded. As a resuff,
clafms of Hinming resufting in significant adverse afr queally impacls are
urfounded. ™

Comment: Staffs conclusions regarding thinning do not constitute an adeguate
discussion of this issue. Cuerent thinning practice of contractors which now can
uge coatings with bigher VOC levels not requiring additional thinning te be
effectively usad -- 420 grams per liter in the case of industrial maintenance
coatings-- is not relevant {o predicting what will cccur when the level is dropped
to 250 grams per litter and 100 grams per liter and application becomes difficult
without additionzl thinning. The assumption that compliant coatings that requite
no thinning &t the proposed YOO limits will be available assumes away the issue
entirely — it does not addrezs it The same is true of the statement that if
thinning ocours it will likely imvelve only water or exempt solvents. Exempt
solvents ara not uniformly suited for all the coatings at issue here.

F. Rejection of No Additional Priming Argument

Completed Draft SEA pages 4-11 ta 4-12 (Mare Priming)
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5-18
cont.

5-19

5-20

5-21

“Information from the coafing product data sheels indicatad that low-VOC
coatings do not require substantially aifferent surface praparaion than
convenlional coatings. According io lhe product dala sheats, comventional and
foneVOC coatings required simifar measures for the preparalion of the surface
fie., apply fo clean, dry surfaces), and appiication of lhe coalings (le brush,
rofter or spray). Boffh fouw-VOC coatings and conmventional coatings for both
architectural and industial mainfenance applications have demonsirated the
abilify to adhere fo 8 varigly of surfaces.”

Comment: Staif's "analysis" of the performancs charactanstics of compliant
products was based almost entirely, if not exclusively, on manufacturat's claims
from praodust information sheets and with no reference o the real-lifs
performance characteristics of the coatings and thei specific end uses. As was
ncted in point O abova, to makes valid comparisons, high and low YOC coatings
formulated for particular end uses requirements must be compared with each
| ather. Itis clear that this was not done by staff.

Additionally, there was no response to the indusiry assertion that water-borme
sealers do not penetrate and seal porous substances ke wood 25 well as
traditional solvent-b:orne sealers.

G. More Conclusions Bassd on Product ﬁata Sheets

Comment: As with paragraph A, abowve, staff's "analysis” of the parfermance
characteristics of compliant products in the following cases was based almast
antirely, if not exclusively, an manufacturer's claims from produet information
sheets and with no reference to the reallife perfonmance characteristics of the
coatings and their specific ehd Uses.

Completed Draft SEA pages 4-12 o 4-13

water-bome coalings have proven durabifify qualifes.”
Completed Draft 3EA pages 413t 4-14

iMore Touch-Ups and Repair Work)  "based on the durabifity characterslics
infermalion contained in the produet dafa sheets, low-VOC coatings and
|__conventional coslings heve comparable durabifity characferistics.”

Completed Diraft SEA pages 4-14 10 4-16

{More Frequent Recoating) "Coatintgs manufacturers’ own dafa sheets

applications are durable and forg fasting.”

{More Topooats)"According fo e product data shects for the sampled coalings,

show that ihe fow-YOO coatings for both archifectural and indusirial maittenance
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5-21
cont.

5-22

5-23

5-24

5-25

Comment: Here SCAQMD alzo relied upon data from the Eastemn Michigan
study which "emphasizes the superior durability of acryiic coatings” over alkyd
coatings. et there is nothing but speculation to suppart the implied conclusion
that acrylic coatings will be available for all of the applicaticns covered by the
current propesed rule amendments.

Completed Draft SEA pages 4-16 to 4-17

{Subsiitution) ‘based on slaff research of resin manufacturers’ and coatings
formutators’ product data sheels, here are, generally, a substanfial number of
fove-YO0 coatings thet are currendly available, at have performance
characlersiics comparalie fo conventional coafings . ... Second, PAR 1113
prohibitz the appiication of cerfain coafings in specified sefifngs. . . .. Third, the
type of performance (e.g., durabilily) desired in some setfings wauld profibit the
use of certain coalings.  For example, in &t IM setiing a coaling with a fife of 10
wears or more s iypicafly desired dive fo the harstirness of the environmoent,
Therefore, i & uniifkely thaf 2 rust preventalive coaling with a fypical fife of five
years would be vsed in plece of an IM coating.  Fourth, PAR 1113 reqiires that
whern a coating can be used in more than ane coaling category the fower limit of
the two calegories s applicable. .. Lasfly, SCQAMD enforcement records
revesf that there = greater than 88 percenf compiiance rate with Rule 1113
Thus, it is highly uiliely thaf coating appficators will wiolate Rule 1113 by
substituting Righer- VOO0 coatings for fowerVOC coalings.

Commant: Second point - 1113 does not prevent all ceatings from baing used
by contractors outside of their compliance categony,

[ Third point — if a produst is not available that would [=2st 10 years, why would the

confractor not use a product that wall work, if only for & years, and only give a
warranty for that long? The altemative iz a product that won't wark at all if no

L compliant product is available. Thiz analysis is a non-sequitur,

Fourth point - theoretically, any coating "could” be usad in anather catagary if
there is no restriction on the contractor, Section $113{¢)3) only applies if a dual-
use representation is made "anywhere on the container . . . on any sticker or
label affixed therato, of in any sales or advertising literaturs. it does not apply 1o

[ contractor substitution.

Fifth point - compliance with today's limits is a poor predictor of compliance with
the future lintits, and an inadequate analysis under CEQA. The Los Angeles
Superior Gourt in 1880 rejected SCAQMD's conclusion that thinning would not
oocur because it was "ilegal" as an inadequate analysis undar CELA.

K. Water Demand Impact Analysis Inadequate
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5-26

5-27

5-28

Completed Draft SEA pages 4-27

(Wister Demand impacts)  "The SCAQMD staff will conduct a technical
assessrant one yaar pror fo each of the rule limit requiraments o datermine
where the fochinology is af that fime and what, if any, environmental issues are

associated with the manufaciure and use of such reformdlated products.”

This statement i made in the section regarding Water Demand Impasts, ltis
unelear whether stalf praposes to revisw all envirorenental impacts asscciabed
with the future rule limits, or just water demand impacts, Furthermore, it is
ungtear whether staff is committing SCAQMD to a formal environmental
assesament such as the currant process, WPCA strongly urges that SCAQMD
commit to 2 igorous enviranments| assessment at the fme of technclogy

| assessments undertaken under Rule 1113

. Water Quality Impact Analysis Inadzquate

Completed Draft SEA pages 4-28

(Water Quality impacis) *A research roport released in March of 1977
demonsiraled thal fafex (nonfiat fechnology) paint is, in fact, not a hazardous
wagte product,”

Tha NPCA agrees with this conclusiorn.  Unfortunately there are authorities in the
California hazardous waste program that do not share this view and this practical

|_fact and its impact should ba analyzed by the staif.

J. Acetone Flammability Analysis Inadequate

[ Completed Draft SEA pages 4-33 o 4-36

{Pubfic Services Impacts—Fira Depariments)  Acefons Flammahifify,

Staff's discussion of the flammability aspects of acstone flamemability issues s a
repeat of the dizcussion advanced in the F3EA for the Novermber 1996
amendment to the lacyuer VOC imts. The same lack of analysis regquired by
CEQA applies to these praposed amendments.

The opinions received from the fire department authorities, and upon which
SCALMD exclusively relied, were only abstract statements as o the relative
risks of fire hazards presented by acetone and other solvents. Significantiy,
SCAQMD omitted discussion of the effect of vapor pressure. Mone of the
information from the firg authorities addressed the issue of acetone’s significantly
higher vapor pressure, and the fact that there wauld be sigrficantly bigher
concantrations of acetone it the air, and able to ignite, than other salvents used
in the same amount. SCAQMD recognized that acetone bad a higher

0
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: evaporation rate than other solvents. Yet, it simply failed to acknowledge this
5-28 higher evaporation rate in addressing the hazard impacts from the substitution of
acetone for other salvents. SCAQOMD completely failed to respond to comments
about the fire hazards posed by acetone-containing lacquars as actually used on
the jots site, and that failure viclates CEQA,

[ The DSEA relies upon the apinicn of Capiain Les of the Los Angeles County
Fire Department. In a letter of June 12, Captain Lee noted that "acetone
presents the highest degree of fire hazard of the: four salvents, but is net
significantly more hazardous than the others.” His analysis was exprassiy based
oh the Uniform Fire Code {UFG), which treats all of the solvents as "Class |
Flammabie Liquids." Similar information was given on a June 3, 1998, site visit
to a Los Angeles County Fire Station. 20 AR 5545, At a May 30, 1988, meeting
with the Diamond Bar Fire Department, Captain Horton said that his agency
would handle alf products with flashpoint below £5 degrees the same. 20 AR
E878. The Costa Mesa Fire Department also said that they would handle all
Class | substances tha same, 20 AR 5579, The Orange County Fire Authorify
also said that, based on the UFG classifications, acetone would not pose any
greater danger. 20 AR 5581,

cont.

5-29 :
All of the opinions from the fire authoritias are based on the UFC, whish
designates acetone and the solvents it replaces as Class | substances. The
UFC's classifications ara derived front the NFPA 704 Standard for dentification
af the Fire Hazards for Materials, "As originally conceived, the purpose of the
standard is to safeguard the lives of those individuals who may be concerned
with fires ocourring in an industrial plant or storage location where the fire
hazards of materals may not be readily apparent” Id. The standard is
addregsed to "the health, lammability, reactivity, and relafed hazards that may
be presented by shortterm, acute exposure to a material during handling under
conditions of fire, 2pill, or similar emergencies.” Id. (emphasis added). "This
standard provides 2 simple, readily recognized, easity understoed systern of
markings that provides a general idea of the hazards of a material and the
severty of these hazards as they relate to handling, fire pravention, expasure,
and cantral.” 1d. "This system is intended to provide basic information to fire
fighting, emergency, and other perzonnel, enabling them to more easily decide
whether to evacuale the araa or to commence emergancy control procedurss. 1
is alsa intended o pravide Lhem with infermation to assist in selecting fire fighting
factics and emergency procedures.” |d. {emphasis added).

It iz clear from the description of the MFPA Standard ¢lassifications contained in
the UFC that they simply have nothing to do with the potential hazards fram the
uge of coatings in the field. Nothing in the administrative record for the 1958
agmendments demonstrates why it was reasonable for SCAQMD to rely upon this
classification system to address the question of hazards posed by the fizld use
of lapquers. As the indusiny comments pointed owd, acetene has a very low
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flashpoint {lashpoint being defined as “the minimum temperature at which a
liquid gives off vapors in sufficient concentration to form an ignitable mixture with

_oair.. ..M lts vapor pressurs, e, how readily i will evaporate from an applied
coating, i much greater than the solvents SCAQMD intends it to replace. It has
5-29 a greater flammable range than any of these other solvents. The opinions of the
cont. fire authorities, hased exclusively on the UFC classifications, do not address the

relative fire hazard of acetone, compared to other solvents, in lacguers being
used by painters in the field, These opiniohs were not direct evidence of no
significant firs hazard from the use of acetone, and are & totally imparmissibla
basis from which SCAQMD could reach an inference that was consistent with its
prejudgrnent of the issue,

K. Solid/Hazardous Waste Impacts Anatysis Inadaguate

Completed Draft SEA pages 4-40

{SolidiHazardous Waste Impacts) "even I some compliant coalings are
landfilled due fo freere-thaw, shalf ife, or pol ife problems, e fotal smoutt of
sofid waste material daposited frr disinct larcdfills will not creafe a significant solid
5-30 waste fmpact.” :

First, it is interesting to note that total disposal is estimated at hetween 28-52
tons per day; the estimated air emissions reductions are only 20 tons per day. if
the emissions reductions are significant, why are the disposal mereases not?

| Second, see paragraph | above regarding latex waste disposal.
L. Hazard Impacts Analysis Inadequate

Completed Oraft SEA pages 4-42 to 4-43
5-31 -
See discussion above regarding acetons flammability.

See diacussion above regarding water quality impacts,

M. Chapter & {Alternatives)

Az is noted in our summary recommendations above, staff shouwld utilize the
coatings cateqories specified in the naticnal AlM Tule, and develop VOC limits
5-32 based on ratienal distinctions between coatings categories, This aftemadive
should be analyzed for its potential envirenmental effects, so that the Board may
make a reasonsd decizion as ta the feazbility of the project and the propossd
| alfernatives in light of all information currentiy available.

5-33 Wi agree with the District's findings that reachivity-based alternative may not be
a feasible alternative at this fime. Butwe beliave current regsearch that is
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undemvay may provide data that will allow the District and the Califomia Afr
Resources Board (CARE) to implement a reactivity-based alternative cormplianes

5.33 policy in the future, This is one of the reasons why we are urging the Distnct to
expand the Technology Assessment Provision [Paragraph ()] of the rule to
cont. consider " any new scientific knowledge cofcaming the environmental fate and

availability of VOO eompaunds used in architectural coatings, inclesding any aew
atmospheric chamber studies and modeling technigues.”

The District also should suppart ressarch into environmenial fate and
atmaospheric availability of the WOC species that are utilized in architectural
eoatings. There have been some intersating developments lately in this area
under a Design for the Ervironment {OFE} program of the WS Environmental
5.34 Protection Agency. The developments strongly suggest that a significant
amount of ¥OCs associgted with residential coatings may he trapped in their
substraie and not emitted.  This research also may prova fo be usefd! in
determmining the true degrae to which Y0OCs contained in AlM coatings contabtibs
to the VIO emizsions that must be reduced in the SCAQMD basin to maet air
quality standards.

We alzo request that staff consider an alternative in lizu of the proposed 2008
VO limits that would establish an industry increments of prograss program.
Under such a program industny would demonstrate to the District its progress in
5-35 developing lower VOO AlM coatings across the full spectrum of AIM coatings to
achigve the needed VOO emissions reductions. Such an approach would be far
mare realistic and practical than the arbitrary selection of low YOG Imits for
individual coatings categories that are not within the reasonably foraseeable
coatings technology.

lll. Proposed Amanded Rule 1112 - Response fo Specific Proposed
Amendments;

Addition of g_definition far "Flanr Coatings” [Paragraph (BY181];

The definition should be ravized to read as follows:
5-36
FLOOR COATINGS are opague coatings thal ara formulated for
application fo feoring, including but not Fmited to decks, porches,
gymnasiums for purposes of abrasion resisfance.

[ Addilion of a definition for "Hinh Termperaturs Industrial Maintenance Coatings”

{Paragraph (b¥207]

The MFCA suppotts the addition of the new definition for "high temperature
maintenance coalings” as it appears in the Proposed Amended Rule in

5-37

13

PAR 1113 F-5-15 November 2002



Appendix F — Responses to the 1999 Draft SEA Comments

5.37 Appendix A of the Completed Draft SEA and the proposed VOO limit of 350 g/,
This change recognizes the rue raalities concerning the current state of
cont. formulatiun fechnology for these unique seatings products.

[ Revision of the dafi initign_of "ndustrial Maintenance Primers and Topgoats
[Paragraph (B)(21}:

5-38 The NPCA supports the use of the definition as proposed in the Draft Staff
Report (page 102) of the February 25 1998 version of the proposed rule with ong
important modification -- that a_separate cateqony be established for ™ Industrial
Maintenance Primers, Sealers and Undercoaters”. This is a clarification of our
position that was stated in ouf comments on the Draft Staff Repodt thal were
submitfed on April 15, 1999,
The current definiion for Industrial Maintenance Coatings should he replaced
with the following definitions:

INDUSTRIAL MAINTENACE COATINGS are infarmodiafe coatfngs and
fapcoats formulsted for and applied fo subsirafes that are exposed to one
or more of the following exfreme emvirormental canditions i irdusial,
caommensial, o rrshilvfional facilifies:

{A) immersion it water, wastewatar, or chemical solufions (agueans and
Aon=Agqueous), or chronic exposure af inferior surfaces fo moisttre
condensafion;

5-39 {B} acufe or efironic axposure o carogive, caustic oF acidic agants, or i
chemical furnes, chermical mictires, or solulions;

] rapaated axposure o lemperatures in excess of 260 degroos
Fahrenhail

{0} repaated heavy sbrasion, including mecharical wear and repeated
scrubhing with industial zofvents, cleaners, or seouring agenis; or

{E) extarior axposurs of metel structires.

Industrial Mainfenance Coalings are not for residential use or for vse in
areas of indusinal, commercial, ar instiutiorts! facllities nat exposed fo
sUich extreme environmental condiffons, such as office space and maating
Fatelisl:3

INDUSTRIAL MAINTENANCE PRIMERS, SEALERS, AND
UNDERCOATERS are primers, sealars and undercoaters that arg an
frdegral pert of an indusiral maintenance coatings syslermn formulated for
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5-39
cont.

5-40

5-41

5-42

and applied fo substrates fhat are exposed fo one or more of ihe following
extreme environmertal condiions in industrial, cormmercial, or institutional
facifities: :

{A} inmmersion in water, wastewaler, or chemical solifions (aguacus and
non-aqueous), or chronic exposure of inferior strfaces fo moisture
cordensation

(B} acute or chromic expostrs (o cormasive, carstic or soidic agents, or to
chemical fumes, chamical mixtures, or solufions:

fC) repeated exposure (o temperatures in excess of 250 degross
Fahranteil:

{0} repested heavy abrasion, ncleding mechanical wear and repoated
serulbing with industial solvenits, cleanars, or scowing agents, or

{E) exterior axposure of metal sirrcliures.

Addition of a definition for "Non-Flat Coatings” [Paragraph {bY]:

The WNFCA suppors the addition of the new categaory and definition far "non-flat
coatings. The MPCA (as stated in previous cormments submitted an January 5,
1808, March 2, 1898 and April 15, 1888} recommends that at a minimum at
least one subcategory for "High Gless Mon-Flat Coatings™ be added to the
proposed Table of Standards.

We also would |ike to point out that the "non-flat costings” category is net a
"smeeialty”  categony of AIM coatings but one that makes up over 256% of tha
L__Alb coatings sales at both the national and Galifernia levels.,

Addition of the definition of "Rust Preventative Coaling” [Paragraph {bi{3&11:

Az stated in our comments of April 15, 1998, the definition for "rust prevantative
eoatings” should be revised to read as follows:

RUST PREVENTATIVE COATINGS are coalings formulafed for use in
preveniing the corrosion of metal sudfaces in residential, insfifutionad, and
cormmercial siiations.

Revizion of ihe definition for of Waterproofing Sealers [Paragranh {Bi{49] and
addition of the_of 3 definition for Waterproofing Concreteddasonny Sealers
[Faragraph (bS]
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5-42
cont.

5-43

5-44

5-45

5-46

As stated in our comments of April 15, 1998, we support the spliting of the
"Waterproofing Seafers category into two eategorias: "Waterproofing
Concrete/Masonry Sealars” and "Waterproofing Wood Sealers” as long as tha
definition for the "Waterproofing YWood Sealers” is 1) modified to reflect the
national definition and 23 has a VOUC [imit that reflects the current state of the
technology for this category of coatings that provide protection with a zingle
eoating application.  The definition of "Waterproofing ConcretefMasonry Sealers
is acceptable as cumantly writken,

. _'u'DC Limits and Deadline Dafes

We are not including any recommendations on specific WOC limits in our
comments to the District. We will continue to reserve commenting on specific
VOO limits unfil after industry has had an opporunity to review the NTS study
data and any othar data that the Digtrict is relying on to determine the new YOC
limits, including speciation data fram the CARE inventory,

As to the proposed effective dates of January 1, 2002 and January 1, 2003,
we baligve that the earliest date for the fitst round of revisions should be po
| eaidier than five years from the date of adoption.

Additionally this should be dohe only after the expanded Technical Assessment
{which we proposed in our comment of Aprif 18, 1994) has been completed and
the results reviewad with industry at least a year before limits are established .
That it requires a minimum of five years to develop and introduce a_new
coatings technology = well supported by ample testimany  from coating
marufacturers, raw materal suppliers and coatings applicators.

As noted eardiar in our discussion of Allernatives, for the second round of
reductions, we believe that the VOO limits should not be set individual coatings
cafeqory. As an dlitemative, a performancs oriented hard target for overall
emissions reductions for all Al coatings could be zet. An expanded
technology assessment that would consider technology advances for_all
categories of AIM products would be undertaken. This could include increments
of progress repotts from industry,  While this aption has not been openly
disrussed by all the regulated parties, it clearly offers a more practical and
realistic approach than the arbitrary sstablishment of VOG that are not within
reazonably forezeeable technology developments.

Labels for "Industral Maintenance Coatings" [Paragraph (d)5)]:

The required labe! statement for "Industrial Maintenance coatings" should be
revised to inchude all four of the options that are allowed in the pational Alhd
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546 | regulation (40CFR Part 58.405 (b Container labeling requirements) not imited to

cont just the;one statement from in the proposed revision of Rule 1113,

[ s ra fieafion of oitant pol Tl s1rial Maintenanc
i 380
5-47 Coatings [ ¥

We endarse the recommendation made by the_P_DGA in ts comments of Aprl 1,
1999 aid urge the District to remove this provision.

Robert|. Nelson
Director of Envitonmental Affalrs

J E!IM
o Sounseal
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5-1

5-2

5-3

5-5

5-6

5-7

5-8

COMMENT LETTER #5
National Paint & Coatings Association
April 21, 1999

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

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.

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.

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

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.

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.

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.

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

5-10

5-11

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.

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

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.

PAR 1113 F-5-21 November 2002



Appendix F — Responses to the 1999 Draft SEA Comments

5-12

5-13

5-14

5-15

5-16

5-17

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.

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/I 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.

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

Staff of course will also reassess VOC limits if necessary. The commentator is also referred to
response to comment #2-1.

The commentator is referred to responses to comments #4-11 and #5-11.
The commentator is referred to response to comment #2-1.

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.
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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.

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

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.

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

Acrylic coatings are currently available for a variety of categories, including stains, PSUs, nonflats,
waterproofing wood sealers, floor, and IM coatings.

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.

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.

PAR 1113 F-5-26 November 2002



Appendix F — Responses to the 1999 Draft SEA Comments

TABLE F-2
COMPARISON OF SUBSTITUTE COATING SYSTEMS (CURRENT)
Coating System TYPICAL Current VOC Average Emissions Total System Durability Annual Total
COMPONENTS Content Coverage per Component voC System VOC
Limit (g vOC/ft’) Emission Rate
(g/1) (ft’/gal) (g VOC/ft’) (yrs) (g VOC/ft2)/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
1Top 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 Interim VOC Average Emissions Total System Durability Annual Total
COMPONENTS Content Coverage per Component voC System VOC
Limit (g vOC/ft?) Emission Rate
(g/1) (ft*/gal) (g VOC/ft’) (yrs) (g VOC/ft*)/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
2Top 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 Final VOC Average Emissions Total System Durability Annual Total
COMPONENTS Content Coverage per Component voC System VOC
Limit (g vOC/ft’) Emission Rate
(/1) (ft’/gal) (g vOC/ft’) (yrs) (g VOC/ft3)/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
1Top 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 Annual Total Substitute Annual Total VOC Change

Coating System VOC Coating System VOC

System Emission Rate System Emission Rate

(g vOC/ft))/yr (g VOC/ft))/yr (g vOC/ft*)/yr

NF-2 (150 g/I) 0.4 IM-5 (250 g/1) 1.2 +0.8
NF-2 (150 g/1) 0.4 IM-4 (250 g/1) 1.8 +1.4
NF-2 (150 g/1) 0.4 RP-3 (400 g/I) 1.6 +1.2
NF-2 (150 g/I) 0.4 PSU -2 (100 g/1) 2.0 +1.6
IM-5 (250 g/1) 1.2 RP-3 (350 g/I) 1.6 +0.4
IM-4 (250 g/1) 1.8 RP-3 (350 g/I) 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 Annual Total Substitute Annual Total VOC Change
Coating System VOC Coating System VOC
System Emission Rate System Emission Rate
(g voc/ft))/yr (g voc/ft)/yr (g voC/ft’)/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/1) 0.2 =
NF-2 (50 g/l) 0.2 PSU —2 (100 g/I) 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 Final Limit VOC Remaining Loss of
VOC Increase Increase VOC Reductions VvVOoC
(tons/day) Reductions
(tons/day) (tons/day) (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.

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.

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.

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.

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 appr