DRAFT FINAL
2012 AQMP

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
TO THE 2012 AQMP

NOVEMBER 2012



SOUTH COAST AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT
GOVERNING BOARD

CHAIRMAN: WILLIAM A. BURKE, Ed.D.
Speaker of the Assembly Appointee
VICE CHAIR: DENNIS YATES
Mayor, Chino

Cities of San Bernardino
MEMBERS:

MICHAEL D. ANTONOVICH
Supervisor, Fifth District
County of Los Angeles

JOHN J. BENOIT
Supervisor, Fourth District
County of Riverside

MICHAEL A. CACCIOTTI
Mayor, South Pasadena
Cities of Los Angeles County/Eastern Region

JOSIE GONZALES
Supervisor, Fifth District
San Bernardino County Representative

RONALD O. LOVERIDGE
Mayor, City of Riverside
Cities Representative, Riverside County

JOSEPH K. LYQU, Ph.D.
Governor's Appointee

JUDITH MITCHELL
Councilmember, Rolling Hills Estates
Cities of Los Angeles County/Western Region

SHAWN NELSON
Supervisor, Fourth District
County of Orange

CLARK E. PARKER, Ph.D.
Senate Rules Appointee

JAN PERRY
Councilmember, Ninth District
City of Los Angeles

MIGUEL A. PULIDO
Mayor, Santa Ana
Cities of Orange County

EXECUTIVE OFFICER:
BARRY R. WALLERSTEIN, D.Env.



Draft Final 2012 AQMP

CONTRIBUTORS

South Coast Air Quality Management District

Barry R. Wallerstein, D.Env.

Executive Officer

Elaine Chang, DrPH

Deputy Executive Officer
Planning, Rule Development, & Area Sources

Laki Tisopulos, Ph.D., P.E.
Assistant Deputy Executive Officer
Planning, Rule Development, & Area Sources

Joseph Cassmassi
Planning and Rules Manager

Philip Fine, Ph.D.
Planning and Rules Manager

Planning, Rule Development, & Area Sources Planning, Rule Development, & Area Sources

Authors

SCAQMD - Planning, Rule Development, & Area Sources SCAQMD, Science & Technology Advancement

Naveen Berry — Planning and Rules Manager
Eyvonne Drummonds — Air Quality Specialist
Heather Farr — Air Quality Specialist

Carol Gomez — Planning and Rules Manager
Tracy Goss, P.E. — Program Supervisor

Kathryn Higgins — Program Supervisor

Greg Hunter, Ph.D. — Air Quality Specialist
Aaron Katzenstein, Ph.D. — Program Supervisor
Michael Krause — Program Supervisor

Sue Lieu, Ph.D. — Program Supervisor

Ernest Lopez — Air Quality Specialist

lan MacMillan — Program Supervisor

Michael Morris — Air Quality Specialist
Victoria Moaveni — Senior Air Quality Engineer
Susan Nakamura — Planning and Rules Manager
Dr. Jean Ospital — Health Effects Officer

Minh Pham, P.E. — Air Quality Specialist
Andrea Polidori, Ph.D. — Air Quality Specialist
Gary Quinn — Program Supervisor

Steve Smith, Ph.D. — Program Supervisor

Henry Hogo — Assistant Deputy Executive Officer
Randall Pasek, Ph.D. — Planning and Rules Manager

SCAQMD, General Counsel
Barbara Baird — District Counsel

SCAQMD, Executive Office
Peter Greenwald — Senior Policy Advisor

Southern California Association of Governments
(SCAG)

Rongsheng Luo — Regional Planner

Jonathan Nadler — SCAG Manager

Production

Arlene Martinez — Administrative Secretary
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COMMENT LETTER LOCATOR

AGENCY/ COMPANY DATE Leftg;“gi';ttor

AEROPRES Corporation 11/12/2012 SS-27
Air Conditioning Heating, and Refrigeration Institute (AHRI) 8/31/2012 \YJ
Air-Scent International 10/1/2012 SS-4
Alpha Aromatics 10/1/2012 SS-5
American Chemistry Council 10/5/2012 SS-17
American Cleaning Institute 8/31/2012 SS-1
American Coatings Association 6/13/2012 D
American Coatings Association 8/31/2012 P
American Coatings Association 10/5/2012 SS-16
American Coatings Association - David Darling 2/4/2011 E
American Jetway Corp. 11/6/2012 SS-23
Armored AutoGroup 10/10/2012 SS-18
Association of CA Cities Orange County (ACCOC) 7/25/2012 A
Automotive Specialty Products Alliance (ASPA) 10/12/2012 SS-20
Bear Valley Electric Service 8/31/2012 X
Bear Valley Electric Service 10/9/2012 TT
BETCO Innovative Cleaning Technologies 9/12/2012 SS-3
Blaster Chemical Company 11/8/2012 SS-25
CA Council for Environmental and Economic Balance (CCEEB) 10/31/2012 CCcC
California Council for Environment and Economic Balance (CCEEB) 8/31/2012 BB
California Small Business Alliance 11/12/2012 EEE
California Trucking Association 8/30/2012 J
Chicago Aerosol 11/12/2012 SS-28
CIAQC 11/8/2012 GGG
City of Santa Clarita 8/31/2012 K
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AGENCY/ COMPANY DATE Leﬁg;‘ﬂi’;ttor

Clean Energy 8/31/2012 FF
COBRA 11/6/2012 SS-24
County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County 8/30/2012 M
CRC Industries, Inc. 11/12/2012 SS-29
Dairy Cares 8/31/2012 EE
Darnall Army Medical Center 9/28/2012 00
Diversified CPC International, Inc. 11/12/2012 SS-30
Dow Chemical Company 10/5/2012 SS-14
Eastern Aerosol Association (EAA) 10/4/2012 SS-9
Einstein, Dr. Geoffrey Kabat 10/30/2012 ww
Enstrom, James E. 8/30/2012 U
Enstrom, James E. 9/20/2012 NN
Four Star Chemical 11/12/2012 SS-37
Gatzke Dillon & Balance (GDB) LLP 11/8/2012 HHH
Gatzke Dillon & Ballance LLP 10/30/2012 XX
Harvey Eder 11/8/2012 JJJ
lan Gecker & Associates, LLC. 10/5/2012 SS-12
IFRA North America 9/28/2012 QQ
IKI Manufacturing Co. 11/12/2012 SS-31
International Fragrance Association North America (IFRANA) 8/31/2012 1
ISSA 8/31/2012 L
John R. Froines 10/26/2012 \AY
John Wayne Airport 8/31/2012 AA
John Wayne Airport 9/28/2012 RR
Joint Orange County Coalition 9/12/2012 LL
LA Department of Public Works - Cynthia Holguin 8/14/2012 @]
LA Department of Water & Power 8/31/2012 S
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AGENCY/ COMPANY DATE Leﬁg;‘ﬂi’;ttor

Latham & Watkins LLP 8/31/2012 DD
Leroy Mills 11/8/2012 1l
Losorea 10/5/2012 SS-10
Mar Vista Community Council 5/20/2012 G
Mesa Consolidated Water District 9/12/2012 KK
Mitchell M. Tsai, Esq 3/28/2012 F
Mitchell M. Tsai, Esq 8/28/2012 N
MONTSENBOCKER’S Lift Off 11/12/2012 SS-32
Mothers Incorporated 10/15/2012 SS-21
National Aerosol Association (NAA) 11/12/2012 SS-33
Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC) 9/5/2012 JJ
Neighbors of Santa Monica Airport 7/28/2012 |
Nexreg Compliance Inc. 10/5/2012 SS-15
Orange County COG (OCCOG) 8/31/2012 Z
Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) 8/31/2012 R
Pacific Merchant Shipping Association (PMSA) 10/31/2012 ZZ
Paramount Petroleum 8/30/2102 CcC
Personal Care Products Council 9/28/2012 PP
Pestco Inc. 10/1/2012 SS-7
PLZ Aeroscience Corp. 10/30/2012 SS-26
Public Solar Power Coalition - Harvey Eder 7/17/2012 H
Public Solar Power Coalition, Harvey Eder 10/31/2012 YY
Quality Car Care, Inc. 10/25/2012 SS-22
Radiator Specialty Company (RSC) 10/10/2012 SS-19
RadTech 10/31/2012 BBB
Roof Coatings Manufacturers Association (RCMA) 10/5/2012 SS-13
SASOL 11/12/2012 FFF
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AGENCY/ COMPANY DATE Leﬁg;‘ﬂi’;ttor

SC Johnson 8/31/2012 Q
Shield Packaging of California 9/28/2012 SS-2
Sierra Club Angeles Chapter 10/31/2012 AAA
Simple Green 10/1/2012 SS-8
Southern California Business Coalition 5/15/2012 C
Southern California Business Coalition (SCBC) 8/31/2012 T
Southern California Edison 8/31/2012 Y
Southern California Gas Company, Sempra Energy Utility 8/31/2012 GG
Spray Products 11/12/2012 SS-35
Stoner 11/12/2012 SS-34
SurcoTech 10/1/2012 SS-6
The Adhesive and Sealant Council (ASC) 9/17/2012 MM
The Consumer Specialty Products Association (CSPA) 10/9/2012 SS
The Port of Los Angeles & Port of Long Beach 8/30/2012 HH
The Port of Los Angeles, Port of Long Beach 10/31/2012 DDD
Turtle Wax 11/9/2012 SS-36
U.S. EPA 8/31/2012 B
WD-40 Company 10/12/2012 uu
Western Aerosol Information Bureau (WAIB) 10/5/2012 SS-11
Western States Petroleum Association (WSPA) 8/31/2012 W
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PREFACE

The 2012 Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) response to comments is prepared as part
of the 2012 AQMP proceedings to ensure all questions raised and comments received
during the development process of the 2012 AQMP are adequately considered and
addressed. Based on the comments received and additional analysis, changes have been
made to the Plan which is reflected in the Draft Final 2012 AQMP and the Draft
Socioeconomic Report for the 2012 AQMP. Numerous recurring comment letters were
received, and for ease of identification requested by several commentors, each individual
letter is responded to separately, although repetitive. There is one exception.  Staff
received about 38 letters, all addressing VOC reduction strategies, almost identical in
content. These letters are grouped together with one letter as the boiler plate, and the
remaining letters referencing the answers in the boiler plate letter. The Letter SS from the
Consumer Specialty Products Association (CSPA) is the boiler plate for this group and the
37 letters following after are the similar cases.
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AQMP Response to Comments

A. Association of CA Cities Orange County (ACCOC), July 25, 2012

’

-
ASSOCIATION OF CALIFORNIA CITIES

ORANGE COUNTY

600 South Main Steeet, #9490, Orange, CA 92868 | P 7T14.953,1300 | F; T14.953.1302 | www ACCOC.org

July 25,2012

Dr. Barry Wallerstein

Executive Officer

South Coast Air Quality Management District
21865 Copley Dr.

Diamond Bar CA 91765

RE: ACC-OC Comments to the Draft Air Quality Management Plan
Dear Dr. Wallerstein,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the South Coast Air Quality Management
District’s (AQMD) 2012 Draft Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP). As the largest municipal
education and advocacy organization in Orange County, the Association of California Cities —
Orange County (ACC-OC) is proud of its cfforts to protect and restore local control on behalf of
all 34 cities. Thus, we are grateful for the opportunity to review this important regional policy
document to ensure local governments are able to continue to represent their taxpayers to most
effective way possible.

The ACC-OC appreciates the mission of AQMD to protect the health and well-being of Southern
California residents. Clean air is a vital part of Orange County’s quality of life and we respect the
importance as well as the complexities of your efforts.

However, the ACC-OC has several questions and concerns regarding the draft AQMP and its
control measures as it concerns to potential impacts to local governments, Therefore, | have
included the following chart outlining the specific Control Measures and the ACC-0C’s
suggested revisions or actions AQMD should take in order to balance the overall objectives of
the AQMP and fiscal health of local governments.

As AQMD continues its AQMP process, we would appreciate responses to these issues and
requests included below.

Measurc # Description ACC-OC Concern & Recommendarion
BCM-01 Emission reduction from under- Restaurants are an important part of the Orange
fired charbroilers; seeks to require | County economy and provide significant sales tax A-1
that restaurants install new devices | revenue to local cities. This mandate would
to reduce emissions from their discourage the development of new restaurants in
charbroilers. the region, thereby reducing potential revenue

sources for cities. Moreover, this measure is

RTC-1
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untested and AQMD's own report states that
“Emissions reductions specific to this control
measure are unknown at this time.”

AQMD should have an ecopomic impact analysis m

and a clearer picture of what this measure would
improve alr quality prior to its adoption.

CMEB-03 This control measure seeks Local governments operate large facilities across
emission reductions from Orange County, many of which are heated by the
unregulated commercial fan-type | commercial units targeted by this measure, These
central furnaces used for space units are not currently regulated by AQMD and
heating. this measure threatens to require cities replace

costly units in order to meet this expansion of
regulation.

AQMD showld conduct an ecanomic impact
analysis on how this measwre would affect cities
and other stakeholders priov o its expansion of
regulatory authority.

FUG-01 This control measure secks Cities, cspecially those with their own utilities,
reductions from vacuum trucks awr, operate and maintain between one and three
through the use of control devices vacuum trucks. Annual maintenance costs average
and technologies, including carbon | approximately $15,000 per truck. These trucks are
adsorption systems, positive essential elements to secure and sanitary public
displacement pumps, internal works. Expanded regulation of these trucks would
combustion engines, thermal be financially damaging to both cities and special
oxidizers, refrigerated condensers distriets. FUG-01 would significantly increase this
and liquid scrubbers. burden, vel yield minimal (if any) benefits

towards AQMD's overall goals,

In its proposed regulations, AQMD does not
identify municipalities as impacied parties 1o
FUG-01, The ACC-0C requests that AGMD
exempt local governments, including cities,
special districts, county governments, and others
from this measure due to their limited
contributions to fugitive emissions and the
disproporiionaie financial impact that wenld
result fram FUG-01.

ICE 1-02 These measures outline incentive Tao often, the imp-lcummaiion of incentive and

and programs and education and education programs falls to cities. These cost

EDU-01 outreach efforts to facilitate the valuable time and monetary resources that are not

implementation of all control
measures.

currently available at the city level. It appears as if
cities will have a level of responsibility for
implementation based on the Measure EDU-01,
which states that “The implementing agency will

RTC-2
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be the District, in cooperation with other local
governments, agencies, technology manufacturers
and distributors, and utility service providers.”

AOMD, in its final AQMP, should state how it
expects local governments to assist in the
implementation of these programs as well as the
resources provided and costs expected to be borne
by cities.

Cities and local governments are a leading source of innovation with regards to emissions
reductions. Broadly, numerous municipalities have gone to fleet management services,
drastically reducing the amount of vehicles miles traveled. In addition, many have are
transitioning from gas-thirsty trucks to hybrid or natural gas vehicles and implementing forward-
thinking air quality measures, like anti-idling policies and diesel particulate filters. These
proactive, voluntary measures should be rewarded rather than discouraged through the expansion
of regulations that would unintentionally harm local governments.

Again, we appreciate the opportunity to review and comment on this early draft. We look
forward to your response on these requests, especially Control Measure FUG-01, as it will
have the most immediate impact on local governments.

Please do not hesitate to reach me at (714) 953-1300 or lkelly@accoc.org should you need
further clarification.

Sincerely,

Koy flly
Lacy Kelly
Chief Executive Officer

Association of California Cities — Orange County

cc:

Supervisor Shawn Nelson, 4" District
Mayor Miguel Pulido, City of Santa Ana
ACC-OC Board of Directors

RTC-3
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Responses to Comment Letter A
ACCOC

Response to Comment A-1:

AQMD staff will consider any concerns regarding the economic impact associated with
implementing emission controls at restaurants, particularly existing small businesses.
However, under-fired charbroiling is still one of a few, large unregulated sources of air
pollution. Prior rule development efforts have been put on hold due to affordability
issues (capital, installation, and annual operating), which is why the AQMD is
conducting testing at UCR-CCERT. The goal of the testing is to identify
technologically feasible, cost-effective, and affordable emission controls. It is worth
noting that the Bay Area AQMD already has a rule in place that establishes
requirements for under-fired charbroilers and the AQMD is one of many air pollution
control agencies currently looking at control programs for this source category. If
technologically feasible and affordable emission controls have been identified, and
additional emissions reductions are needed for attainment of ambient standards, then
rule development process will begin, which will include a full environmental and
socioeconomic analyses.

Response to Comment A-2:

A socioeconomic analysis has been conducted as part of this AQMP. Broad in scope,
the analysis encompasses the economic impact of all proposed control measures. As
required by state law, AQMD staff will also prepare a socioeconomic assessment and a
cost-effectiveness analysis as part of this measure’s rulemaking process. This proposed
measure will not require local governments to replace their forced air-heating units.
Instead, the proposed measure will require manufacturers to produce a lower emission
product at some date in the future and will require sales outlets to sell only compliant
units to customers after that date. After that date, at the time of replacement, local
governments can purchase low emission compliant furnaces. In addition, this proposed
measure is not an expansion of AQMD authority. The AQMD currently has the
authority to regulate these units just as it currently regulates smaller residential units
and larger units with heat input of 2 million Btu/hour or greater.

Response to Comment A-3:

Although FUG-01 does not exempt local governments, including cities, special
districts, county governments, and others from this measure, the District does not
expect the control measure to have a significant financial impact on them. This control
measure is based on Bay Area AQMD Regulation 8, Rule 53: Vacuum Trucks
Operations, which is limited to emissions of organic compounds from the use of
vacuum trucks to move materials that are typically handled at petroleum refineries, bulk
plants, bulk terminals, marine terminals, and organic liquid pipeline facilities. Because

RTC-4
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local governments, cities, special districts, county governments primarily use vacuum
trucks to remove trash from parking lots, clean out sewers and water mains for
maintenance work, and remove waste from septic tanks and portable toilets, the AQMD
will carefully consider whether to include them in the rule’s scope. The Bay Area
AQMD regulation does provide an exemption for emergencies that would be applicable
to both private and public agencies under defined circumstances (e.g., a petroleum
product spill) where the delay in acquiring and using equipment to comply with the rule
would result in a risk of significant harm to facility equipment, personnel, the public, or
the environment. District staff expects to include similar provisions in any rulemaking
efforts. Any other use of vacuum trucks that would otherwise be subject to the
proposed control measure would be assessed during the rulemaking process with
appropriate stakeholder input, along with an evaluation of cost impacts and
effectiveness to determine the form of the control requirements. Finally, the rule would
be subject to socioeconomic impact analysis if it results in a significant impact on air
quality or emissions limitations.

Response to Comment A-4:

The ICE-01, ICE-02 and EDU-01 measures do not propose to require cities to
participate in incentive program funding. Incentive programs are generally voluntary
and implemented by the District. However, AQMD hopes to partner with local
governments where appropriate to enhance and outreach and education efforts.

Response to Comment A-5:

AQMD staff agrees that cities and local governments can be a leading source of
transportation innovation that has reduced vehicle miles travelled through ridesharing
and other fleet management services. Local governments have implemented fleets with
alternative technology vehicles and clean fuels that help with air pollution and fuel
costs. There are no proposed measures that would discourage such activities or add
additional regulatory requirements on local governments. The AQMD will continue to
be a significant supporter of these transportation changes in local government fleets and
operations through incentive programs, grant funding, and providing technical
assistance.

RTC-5
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B. U.S. EPA, August 30, 2012

L o Y
g m & UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
\ Sope” REGION IX

P

75 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco, CA 94105-3901

AUG 3 0 2012
Elaine Chang, Dr.PH
Deputy Executive Officer
South Coast Air Quality Management District
21865 Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, California 91765
Dear Dr. Chang,

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) appreciates the opportunity to review the
draft 2012 South Coast Air Quality Management District’s (District's) Air Quality Management
Plan (draft 2012 AQMP), which addresses the planning requirements for the 2006 fine
particulate (PM2 5) National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). Thank you for continuing
to work with EPA, the California Air Resources Board (ARB), the Southern California
Association of Governments (SCAG) and all stakeholders to ensure that the Plan provides for
expeditious attainment of the 35 pg/m’ 24-hour PM; 5 standard in the South Coast. The draft
2012 AQMP reflects an extensive effort from you and your staff, and we understand that
additional work at the District and ARB is underway. Here are our preliminary comments on the
plan.

Emission Inventories
Documentation of the Baseline Emissions Invento

Raseline emissions inventories are the projected future inventories that incorporate reductions \
from baseline control measures; that is, measures adopted prior to a plan's development that
continue to provide additional reductions between the base year and the attainment year.

Preliminary results of the air quality modeling as presented in Chapter 5 and Appendix V of the
draft 2012 AQMP show that baseline measures are expected to provide for attainment of the 35
pg/m’ standard by 2014 in most of the South Coast air basin. Given the importance of an B-1
accurate understanding of these baseline measures for attainment planning purposes, we
recommend that the plan identify the specific measures that are providing the baseline reductions
and the emissions reductions associated with each measure. The AQMP should highlight the
baseline measures with compliance dates during the period that the Plan covers. We note that
while the draft AQMP already describes the measures that have been adopted to regulate sources
in the South Coast, the final AQMP should also identify the measures for which emissions
reductions are included in the baseline inventories. _/

RTC-6
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Rule Effectiveness

EPA recommends that states consider “rule effectiveness™ as part of the calculation of emissions
estimates for stationary point and non-Pomt (or “area”) sources when developing base year and
pl’OjCCtIOI'I year emissions inventories. ' Adjustments for rule effectiveness (RE) are appropriate
for emissions estimates that involve the use of a control device or control technique (i.e., where
the estimates are contingent on the effectiveness of controls), but not where emissions can be
calculated by means of a direct determination (e.g., direct emission measurements or cxplxcnt
records of types and amounts of solvents used) or for uncontrolled emission sources.”
Accordingly, we recommend that the District develop its base year and projection year emission
inventories using appropriate RE adjustments for the stationary and area source emissions
estimates that are contingent on the effectiveness of controls. We also recommend that the
District include, in its SIP emission inventory submissions, specific documentation of any RE
adjustments applied to the emissions calculations, and the basis for the identified adjustments,
consistent with EPA guidance. Use of the highest RE range (86 to 100%) in developing
emissions estimates may be appropriate where the SIP contains adequate documentation of high
compliance rates in the regulated industry and rigorous enforcement/compliance programs, such
as source-specific monitoring, submittal of monitoring records, inspections, and compliance
assistance programs.

Requirements for Reasonably Available Control Measures Demonstration

The Draft 2012 AQMP should provide for implementation of all reasonably available control
measures (RACM) for existing sources as required by Clean Air Act (CAA) section 172(c)(1).
RACM are those economically and technologically feasible measures that are necessary to
provide for attainment as expeditiously as practicable or to demonstrate reasonable further
progress. See 40 CFR section 51.1010; see also 70 FR 71612 at 71661 (November 29, 2005). As
part of the RACM demonstration, the AQMP should include a list of the potential measures
considered by the State, District, and SCAG and analysis sufficient to show that all RACM,
including reasonably available control technologies (RACT), have been adopted and are being
implemented expeditiously. See 40 CFR section 51.1010(a). Potential measures that are
reasonably available considering economic and technological feasibility must be adopted as
RACM if] considered individually or collectively, they would advance attainment in the area by
one year or more. See 40 CFR section 51.1010(b). Please work with ARB and SCAG to identify
any potential RACM that are not adopted and to quantify potential emission reductions from

* “Rule effectiveness™ is a term that describes a method to account for the reality that not all facililies covered by a
rule are in compliance with the rule 100% of the time. See “Emissions | v Guidance for Ir ion of Ozone
and Particulate Matter National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) and Regmnal Haze Rugulanum EPA- 454/R-05-
001, August 2005 (Appendix B), at B-3,

? “Rule Effectiveness Guidance: Integration of Inventory, Compliance, and Assessment Applications,” EPA 452/R-
94-001, January 1994,

* See “Emissions [ v Guid: for | ion of Ozone and Particulate Matter National Ambient Air Quality
Standards (NAAQS) and chlonal Haze chulnnons EPA-454/R-05-001, August 2005 (Appendix B).

RTC-7
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—
these measures. As part of this analysis, the plan should estimate the additional emission
reductions needed to advance attainment by one year. B-3
Documentation of Interpollutant Trading Ratios
—
If the final AQMP will include provisions that rely on trading between PM; 5 and its precursors ™~

to meet CAA requirements (e.g., a trading mechanism for transportation conformity), the AQMP
should document the methods used to derive equivalency ratios. This documentation should
include rationales explaining why the methods are reasonable for the specific requirement. The
methods should be based on the photochemical modeling used in the attainment demonstration
and should account for the variability of pollutant and precursor relationships across the air B-4
basin. Note that under the transportation conformity rule, interpollutant trading for PM; 5 and its
precursors is allowed only upon EPA approval of a specific trading hierarchy and ratio(s) as part
of the PM; 5 attainment plan for the area.

Contingency Measures

)\

Section 172(c)(9) of the CAA requires that SIPs for PM2.5 nonattainment areas provide for the
implementation of specific contingency measures to be implemented if the area fails to make
reasonable further progress or to attain the NAAQS by the applicable attainment date. Under
long-standing EPA policy, these contingency measures should, at minimum, ensure that an B-5
appropriate level of emissions reduction progress continues to be made if attainment or RFP are
not achieved and additional planning by the State is needed.” Accordingly, the PM2.5 plan
should identify the specific amounts of emission reductions (generally expressed in tonnages)
associated with each adopted contingency measure, together with the District's rationale for how

these adopted measures ensure an appropriate level of emissions reduction progress if attainment —
or RFP are not achieved.
Update on Implementation of the 2007 AQMP for 8-Hour Ozone N

We fully support the District’s inclusion in the 2012 AQMP of updates on the implementation of
control measures and emission reduction commitments relied upon in the South Coast 2007

AQMP to demonstrate expeditious attainment of the 1997 8-hour ozone NAAQS. We urge the B-6
District to continue working closely with EPA staff to identify the specific near-term and long-

term control measures that will fulfill the NOx and VOC emission reduction commitments

contained in the SIP-approved South Coast 2007 8-hour ozone plan, and to develop appropriate
methodologies for calculating the emission reductions attributed to each such measure. B,

" See 40 CFR 93.124(b).

* See "State Implementation Plans; General Preamble for the Implementation of Title | of the Clean Air Act
Amendments of 1990," 57 FR 13498, 13511: see also "Clean Air Fine Particle Implementation Rule," 72 FR 20586,
20643 (April 25, 2007) (contingency es should rep a portion of the actual emissions reductions
necessary to bring about attainment in the area) and Memorandum dated March 2, 2012 from Stephen D. Page,
Director, Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards, to EPA Regional Air Directors, "[mplementation Guidance
for the 2006 24-Hour Fine Particle (PM2.5) National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS)" (plan may show
that the cumulative effect of the emission reductions to be achieved by adopted contingency measures would result
in specified reductions in ambient pollutant levels).

RTC-8
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Comments on Specific Measures and Rules

BCM-01 Further Reductions from Residential Wood Burning Devices

Page 4-10 of the draft 2012 AQMP describes a new basm-\mde curtailment provision that would
apply “...whenever a PM; s level of greater than 30 ng/m’ is forecasted at any monitoring
station at whnch the design value has exceeded the current PM; 5 24-hour standard of 35 pg/m’
for either of the two previous periods.”

We support the District’s efforts to address upwind/basin-wide PMa s emissions. In the draft
AQMP, it is unclear how the criteria will be applied. The PMa s design value is the 3-year
average of annual 98th percentile of 24-hour average values. Please clarify how the new
curtailment criteria will be calculated, for example:

- ..whenever a PM, s level of greater than 30 pg/m’ is forecast at any monitoring station
Lhat exceeded the current PM; 5 24-hour standard of 35 pg/m’ at least once during the
previous 2 years.”

- ..whenever a PM; 5 level of greater than 30 pg/m3 is forecast at any momtormg station
Lhat recorded violations of the current PM; 5 24-hour standard of 35 pg/m’ at least once
during the previous 2 design value periods.”

Also, please clarify whether the curtailment criteria will apply for the entire curtailment season.

The San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) is considering lowering the
residential wood burning curtailment threshold to below 30 pg/m’ (SJV PMa 5 Plan, Appendlx D.
June 27, 2012 draft). We recommend the District consider whether a lower threshold is
appropriate in the South Coast air basin given model forecast ability and/or PM: s reduction
needs.

Additionally, the District should consider adding a provision to require removal of non-certified
wood stoves upon property resale. This is a common provision in nonattainment areas around the
country (c.g., Washoe County Rule 040-151, Section D-3, Placer County APCD Rule 225,
Section 303, San Joaquin Valley APCD Rule 4901, Section 5.2, Great Basin Unified APCD Rule
431, Section E, and Oregon Department of Environmental Quality Division 262 (340-262-0700).

BCM-02 Further Reductions from Open Burning

Page 4-10 proposes to ban agricultural burning on days when residential wood burning is banned
basin-wide. We recommend the District also consider banning agricultural burning by sub-region
on sub-regional curtailment days to more fully align the two programs. Additionally, we
recommend the District consider whether a ban on burning specific agricultural crops, which
have economically and technologically feasible alternatives to burning, is reasonable, as is done
in SJVAPCD Rule 4103.

RTC-9
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BCM-03 Emission Reductions from Under-Fired Charbroilers

We support the District’s work to establish cost-effective controls in this area and recommend
continued collaboration with EPA and the Bay Area and San Joaquin Valley air districts during
this process. If there are areas where EPA can be of help, please contact Rynda Kay at (415) 947-

4118 or kay.ryndafaepa.gov.
Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the South Coast Draft 2012 AQMP.

We look forward to working with you as the plan is finalized. If you have any questions or
concerns, please call me at 415-972-3183.

Sincerely,

— =7 =

0. A @czr\ww
Elizabethy. Adams

Deputy Pirector, Air Division

RTC-10
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Responses to Comment L etter B
US. EPA

Response to Comment B-1:

Appendix Ill to the 2012 AQMP provides the base year and future years emission
inventory that considers the effects of growth and of adopted regulations that have later
implementation years. Thus, the reductions from past rules with later compliance dates
are included in the baseline emissions inventory. However, in order to be more specific
as per the comment, a new Table Il 2-2B has been added to list the emissions
reductions (for both 2014 and 2023) by District rules with Post-2008 compliance dates.

Response to Comment B-2:

As discussed in Chapter 3, the emission inventories are based on activity information,
and emission factors from either EPA or facilities' annual emissions report, and rule
requirements or source test. As noted in Appendix 1V-A, the District followed the
EPA's guidance on rule effectiveness. As such, the quantification of emission
reductions in the baseline inventory reflects future reductions considering rule
compliance rates and control effectiveness. For example, reductions in VOC emissions
from the required reformulation of architectural coatings are a direct determination, and
thus the District used 100 percent effectiveness. Other rules require control devices or
compliance rates (e.g, Rules 461) that can achieve a certain percent reduction. This
percent reduction achieved was considered in generating the emission inventory.
Documentation in establishing the emission inventory can be found in Appendix I11.

Response to Comment B-3:

The Draft 2012 AQMP provides for the implementation of all RACMs as expeditiously
as practicable. The comprehensive six-step approach for RACM (including RACT for
stationary sources) demonstration in this AQMP is essentially identical to that in the
2007 AQMP, and the current list of control measures is built upon those stated in the
2007 AQMP. It should be noted that the RACM demonstrations and the PM2.5 control
measures in the 2007 AQMP were approved by EPA on November 9, 2011 (76 FR
69928). The robust demonstrations conducted by the District, CARB and SCAG for
RACMSs (Appendix VI and its attachment and Appendix 1V-C) show that the three
agencies have diligently analyzed all possible control measures available at this time,
specifically considered the most stringent rules and regulations nationwide for
opportunities for further emissions control. With many of the most stringent
regulations in the nation already implemented in the District, opportunities for
implementing further control are limited. The modeling analysis in Chapter 5 suggests
that the region can meet the 24-hour PM2.5 standard by 2014 (within 5 years of the
designation date) by implementing the short-term episodic PM2.5 measures listed in
Table 4-2. As such, the District will not request an extension beyond 2014. The
District has not identified any additional measures that could individually or
RTC-11
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collectively be implemented to achieve the PM2.5 standards earlier than 2014. The
District is always open to suggestions and recommends that the commenter as well as
the public provide detailed information on any potential measures that may individually
or collectively advance the attainment date.

Response to Comment B-4:

The Draft Final 2012 AQMP provides a detailed description of the methodology used
to determine the proposed Basin trading ratios (Appendix V, Attachment 8). The use of
the trading ratios represents the impacts of regional precursor emissions reductions on
the attainment of the NAAQS. Briefly, the ratios have been developed from the 24-hr
PM2.5 attainment demonstration. Projected reductions in the four basic components of
particulates and their relative contributions to ambient 24-hour PM2.5 levels were
determined from CMAQ regional modeling. The procedure related SOx and NOx
emissions reductions to corresponding reductions in ammonium sulfate and ammonium
nitrate including the contribution of bonded water. Reductions of VOC emissions and
directly emitted PM2.5 were used to determine the ratios for organic carbon and the
primary particulate component categories including EC. This methodology has been
presented in the 2007 AQMP where trading ratios were specifically developed for the
annual PM2.5 attainment demonstration. The methodology was incorporated in the
2007 AQMP and was approved by U.S. EPA as part of that plan. The District requests
EPA to approve the interpollutant trading ratios for use in transportation conformity and
SIP emission reduction commitments. Staff has previously worked with U.S. EPA to
help refine potential policy on emissions trading and the establishment of regionally
determined trading ratios.

Response to Comment B-5:

The contingency measure discussion in Chapter 6 was expanded to include specific
emissions reductions for each control measure relied on for contingency purposes.
Table 6-2 in the Revised Draft shows the emissions reductions from each measure and
the corresponding NOx equivalent reductions.

Response to Comment B-6:

The District appreciates the support from US EPA for the inclusion of control measures
and emission reduction commitments relied upon in the 2007 AQMP to demonstrate
expeditious progress towards attainment of the 1997 8-hour ozone NAAQS.

Response to Comment B-7:

The design value is the 3-year average of the annual 98th percentile of the 24-hour
average values of monitored data ambient PM2.5 data. The suggested alternative
language implies a curtailment would be called if a violation of the standard occurs “at
least once during the previous two years”; however, that one violation may be excluded

RTC - 12
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under the 98th percentile. Staff has clarified in the control measure that a curtailment
would apply Basin-wide whenever a PM2.5 level of greater than 30 pug/ma3 is forecast at
any monitoring station at which the design value for either of the two previous 3-year
periods exceed the current PM2.5 24-hour standard of 35 ug/m®.

The referenced San Joaquin Valley APCD proposed control measure includes
consideration of lowering the curtailment threshold to 20 pg/m3 in the event the area
fails to attain the current PM2.5 24-hour standard of 35 pg/m3. The AQMD’s control
measure already proposes lowering the curtailment to 30 pg/m® to address forecast
uncertainties. Note that lowering the threshold does not lead to additional daily
emissions reductions, other than potential carryover from previous days. The San
Joaquin Valley has significantly more carryover of PM2.5 from day to day than the
South Coast Basin. However, staff is considering longer term forecasts and curtailment
periods that last multiple days to address any potential carryover influences. The
expansion of the wintertime curtailment period to include October and/or March is also
being considered.

As to the removal or replacement of a non-certified wood stove during property sale or
transfer, this was considered during the development of Rule 445. Staff will revisit the
Issue as part of current incentive programs, but as the 2014 attainment date is fast
approaching and given the rate of property transfers, adding the requirement to the rule
would not have an appreciable effect by 2014.

Response to Comment B-8:

AQMD staff concurs that additional emissions reductions can be achieved with the
alignment of the Rule 444 — Open Burning and Rule 445 — Wood-Burning Devices
control programs. With respect to sub regional forecasts, Rule 444 currently includes a
definition for source/receptor areas, which correspond to the same forecast areas under
Rule 445. Under the provisions of existing Rule 444, the Executive Officer is
authorized to restrict all burning activities by source/receptor areas if the air quality is
forecasted to be unhealthy for sensitive persons (AQI 100). This corresponds with the
existing Rule 445 curtailment threshold of 35 pg/m3. AQMD staff concurs and
proposes to match the Basin-wide and regional curtailment criteria in Rules 444 and
445 to the extent possible while still being consistent with State law.

Regarding the suggestion to prohibit the burning of specific agricultural crops where
there are alternatives that are technically and economically feasible, staff intends to
require economically and technologically feasible alternatives to burning where
possible.

RTC-13
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Response to Comment B-9:

Staff appreciates the support and has been in contact with all the noted agencies as the
District continues its efforts to seek affordable and technologically feasible controls for
under-fired charbroilers. Control device testing at University of California Riverside,
College of Engineering-Center for Environmental Research and Technology (CE-
CERT) is ongoing with the participation of the agencies listed and U.S. EPA.

RTC-14
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C. Southern California Business Coalition, May 15, 2012
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May 15, 2012

Dr. William A. Burke, Chairman

Members of the SCAQMD Goveming Board
South Coast Air Quality Management District
21865 Copley Dr.

Diamond Bar, CA 91765

Dear Chairman Burke and Goveming Board Members:

As AQMD staff continues development of the 2012 Air Quality Management Plan, our coalition )
made up of the leaders of some of California’s largest regional business entities and

associations, wants fo convey to you our recognition of the challenges and difficulties inherent in

this process, and express our continued support for a well-balanced strategy that addresses

federal requiremenis as well as economically feasible compliance approaches.

Through the AQMP Advisory Group, many of us have seen SCACQMD staff presentations on

issues related to emissions inventories and modeling, but little discussion or information has

been presented io date related to specific control measures or sociceconomic impacts under
consideration for this AQGMP. Since this last issue is one that the Board has weighed in on

_
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Southem Callfornia Susiness Coaltion — Page 2

numerous times on other rules and policies, we feel compelled to offer our assistance to help
direct the drafting of the AQMP so that it complies with the Board's stated preferences regarding
independent economic analyses of proposed policies, regulations and rules.

Through direction from the SCAQMD Goveming Board, state legislation and recommendations
of the Little Hoowver Commission, common practice now calls for the development of an
economic impact analysis prior to implementation of new regulations and the review of the
economic impacts of certain current regulations.

While we would not presume to dictate one solution that would work for every paolitical opinion, C-1
we do have recommendations based on our combined business sense and praciical
experence. In paricular, there are two key areas in which we have broad agreement.

First, given the persistent economic recession in which we all find ourselves, we urge the

SCAQMD Governing Board to exercise reasonable moderation when fashioning the AQMP.
Specifically, now — more than ever — is the time to rely only on economical and proven

technologies and strategies in this curment AQGMP and allow subseguent plans to focus on future,
as-yet-developed technologies to provide substantial air quality improvements once our

ECoNonTy recovers. /

_—
Second, we support the principles of the Little Hoover Commission that call for using a standard
set of economic analylic tools, “calibrated to the scope of the proposed regulation — to determing C-2
which altemative both meets the stated goal of the regulation and produces the desired social
benefits, while avoiding unnecessary costs to regulated parties and society.” —

As part of the socioeconomic impacts, we strongly urge SCAQMD to contract with a truly
independent party to analyze certain factors related to the proposed AQMP. Please consider C-3
drawing upon the considerable expertise from within the entities represented in this letter to help
develop the statement of work for that independent party. Following are the factors that should

be analyzed: —

1. Cost Effectiveness Analysis (CEA)
This process offers a framework for identifying the most cost-effective and financially efficient
policy choice. CEA examines vanous policy options for obtaining a desired result, and
creates a ratio of cost to an effectiveness measure (e.q., tons of emissions eliminated). The
CEA should also be done for each control measure, as well as the overall AQMP.

We recognize that the District always estimates cost-effectiveness for new or amended rnules,
and attempis - whenever possible - to do so for proposed AQMP control measures. Our C-4
concems, however, are with the facts that ever increasing, higher values for cost-
effectiveness are routinely deemed acceptable, and that the actual values for cost-
effectiveness continue to be calculated in a manner that underestimates the true costs.

We note that, in exireme contrast to the $10,000 per ton cost-effectiveness upper bound set

Iy President Clinton in 1994, or to historical benchmarks established by the District at

$13,000 per ton, values as high as $65,000 per ton of emissions reduced have been

referenced by SCAQMD senior staff as “acceptable” when discussing recent rules. _/

! Cowver letter to the Govemnar and Legislature, Little Hoover Commission, “Better Regulation: Improving Califomia's
Rulemaking Process", 10-25-11
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Southem Callfornia Business Coaltion — Page 3

There has been no discussion in the AQMP stakeholder meetings to suggest that these
spiraling values will be contained. Thus, there is the perception within the business
community, which we represent, that the District lacks sufficient concem about the very real,
and very significant, cost impacts of its requlatory programs.

Compounding the problem of ever-increasing levels of cost-effectiveness that are considered
acceptable by the Board is that fact that the District's method of calculafing cost-effectiveness
produces "low-ball" values that do not reflect the true cost-effectiveness. Specifically, the
District uses a Discounted Cash Flow (DCF) method, whereas virtually all other regulatory
agencies (e.g., US EPA, all of the CallEPA agencies, the BAACQMD, efc.) use the Levelized
Cash Flow (LCF) method. Although the District is required, per the Health and Safety Code,
to estimate the true cost-effectiveness of its proposed rules for both decision makers and
stakeholders, the DCF method underestimates the values for cost-effectiveness. This has
the effect of making proposed rules seem more "attractive” than they really are. Further, the
District's use of the DCF methodology means that the cost--effectiveness of its rules cannot
e compared o those of other agencies’ nules, and vice versa.

The District has, in the past, been made aware of the inadequacies of the DCF method.
Although the problem - and the concems of the regulated community - had apparenily been
given some consideration, as a pracfical matter the problem continues. In addition o
establishing a clear and definitive policy regarding an upper bound on cost-effectiveness, the
actual values for cosi-effeciiveness need to be calculated in a manner (i.e., LCF) that
accurately reflects the true costs.

2. Cost Benefit PLUS Opportunity Costs Analysis
This tool atiempis to examine the costs and benefits of policies and identifies the aliemative
that yields the largest net benefits for society.

3. Comprehensive Analysis of Higher Cost Regulation
The economic impact of the AQMP and its associated control measures is also relevant o
the residents of this region in terms of their overall quality of life and jobs. The region's
continued economic recovery must be a key component of policy makers’ decision-making in
the AQMP, as should the affordability of proposed regulations.

The AQMP should not be so focused on any one result without taking into consideration the
broader context, or unintended consequences, of the solution it seeks.  Undervaluing the
fragile nature of our economy will place the region at a competitive disadvantage and
potentially impact the affordable production and delivery of goods and senvices.

Finally, in order to produce a document that can be supported by both the regulated and non-
regulated communities, the process must be fair, transparent and accountable. With that in
mind, SCAQMD staff should also provide clarity and transparency with regard to benchmarking
for future considerations.

We can't stress enough the need for credible independent evaluation of the data. In fact, this is
the same direction given by the Board in relation to Rule 1110.2, Rule 1147, and the Energy
Policy adopted by the Board last year.

Wi are not requesting less regulation when it comes to the AQMP, but rather befter regulation.

On a larger scale, even the state's economy will benefit from better, more effective regulation
and reduced uncertainty.
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Southem Callfornia Business Coaltion — Page 4

The regulated community appreciates the public process thus far, and helieves that as the

development of the AQMP moves forward, increased collaboration is needed between the

SCAQMD and relevant stakeholders to create a better consensus on how to reduce the region's

emissions as required under existing law, while simultaneously improving the region’s econony. C 8
To this end, and in keeping with your February 3, 2012 comments on the imporiance of ouireach -
io stakeholders, we respectfully request a meeting with you, and the Executive Officer, to

discuss how our recommendations might be incorporated into the current development and

outreach schedule for the 2012 AQMP.

To follow up on this request, Tracy Rafter, CEQ of BizFed (tracy.rafter@bizfed.org) or Kate
Klimow, Vice President of Government Affairs for Orange County Business Council
(kklimow@ochc.org) will contact your office to schedule a meeting.

Sincerely,

Southern California Business Coalition - AQGMP Stakeholders Working Group

Comprised of members of the following associations:

Tracy Rafter Kate Klimow
BizFed, Los Angeles County Business Federation QOrange County Business Council

Bill fn M W( m “

Bill LaMam Clayton Miller
California Small Business Alliance Consiruction Industry Air Quality Coalition
a [
i ol ) ]
) - AT |G A | - A
/% Tocbden. |‘ R, 77
Gary Toshben Peter Herzog
Los Angeles Chamber of Commerce MAIOP SoCal Chapter
M Mo 0% -
Rob Evans Marine Primmer
NAIOP Inland Empire Chapter Mobility 21
'] .
/Q’-.Jﬂ.t_ é,,?ﬂ‘- 13
Jim Clarke Cynthia Kurtz
Apartment Association of Greater Los Angeles San Gabriel Valley Economic Partnership
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Rich Lambros
Southern California Leadership Council

3! s
."r‘_A,,-f‘ . Vi td

Josann Valle

Harbor City/Harbor Gateway Chamber of Commerce

ALl

Michael D. Shaw
Califormia Trucking Association

David W. Fleming
Los Angeles County Business Federation

Fred f]d-'!iﬁ&'”@

Fred Johring
Harbor Trucking Association

CC:  Dr. Barry Wallerstein, Executive Officer
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Steven Schuyler
BIA of Southem California, Inc.
l&?;?mjﬁmmﬁi__
Pafty Senecal

Western States Petroleum Association

A

Stuart Waldman
Valley Industry & Commerce Association

Donna Duperron
Tomrance Area Chamber of Commerce

Paul C. Granillo
Inland Empire Economic Parinership
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Responses to Comment Letter C
SCBC

Response to Comment C-1:

Staff has released cost and cost-effectiveness data for the AQMP control measures
(http://www.agmd.gov/gb_comit/agmpadvgrp/2012AQMP/meetings/2012/july26/CostS
ummary.pdf)
http://www.agmd.gov/gbh_comit/agmpadvgrp/2012AQMP/meetings/2012/july26/Detail
Cost.xls). The full socioeconomic analysis was released in late September which can
be found at: http://www.agmd.gov/aqgmp/2012agmp/DraftSocioeconomicReport.pdf.
The analysis includes discussions on the distribution of costs and benefits to 21 sub-
regions within the AQMD and presents the resulting regional employment and
competitiveness impacts.

Response to Comment C-2:

The standard set of tools called for in the Little Hoover Commission report (October
2011) has not been developed to date. The District's socioeconomic analysis of the
Draft 2012 AQMP includes detailed costs of individual control measures and benefits
of meeting the federal PM2.5 standard (health, visibility, material, and congestion
relief). The benefits analysis is based on peer-reviewed research. Additionally,
Regional Economic Models, Inc. (REMI), that has been used by consultants, public
agencies and academicians, is used to assess the ripple effects of costs and benefits of
clean air on the local economy. The District's analysis, in many instances, has exceeded
the scope and depth of similar analyses performed by other entities.

Response to Comment C-3:

Experts hired and invited to assist in the AQMP socioeconomic analysis are well
established professionally in their respective fields. The list of experts include: Dr.
Leland Deck, Ph.D. of Stratus Consulting Inc., Professor J. R. DeShazo of UCLA,
Professor Gloria Gonzalez-Rivera of UC Riverside, Professor Lisa Grobar of California
State University, Long Beach, Professor Emeritus Jane Hall of California State
University, Fullerton, Stephen Levy of CCSCE, Professor Paul Ong of UCLA,
Professor Karen Polenske of MIT, Dr. Gang Shao, Ph.D. of MarcoSys, LLC, and Dr.
Fred Treyz, CEO of REMI. Additionally, the AQMD's Scientific, Technical and
Modeling Peer Review Advisory Group (STMPRAG) is composed of leading experts
in the socioeconomic and air quality modeling fields, representatives from the regulated
community, and participants from public interest groups. The list of STMPRAG
members can be found at:
http://www.agmd.gov/gb_comit/stmpradvgrp/2012stmprpadvgrpmembership.html.
The District carefully considers the comments of the advisory groups and incorporates
them when appropriate.
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Response to Comment C-4:

Cost-effectiveness analysis, whether LCF and DCF, provides a relative ranking of
regulatory alternatives. The DCF method, because it relies on the present value of all
costs associated with a given proposal, allows for the analysis of complex cash flow
patterns that cannot be analyzed with the LCF method. As such, under the same
assumptions (e.g., interest rate and project life), LCF and DCF are mathematically
equivalent. They merely show two different approaches to presenting a stream of costs
occurring over a period of time.

Response to Comment C-5:

The clean air benefit analysis is based on the opportunity cost concept where the price
of a non-market commodity is deduced from goods and services sold in a market
system. The socioeconomic analysis of the 2012 AQMP uses these deduced non-
market values (i.e., opportunity costs) to estimate the regional economic impacts of
health, visibility, material, and congestion. This is a standard approach in the
economics profession. Please see response to Comment C-1 regarding cost analysis
performed under this concept.

Response to Comment C-6:

The socioeconomic analysis of the all measures proposed in the Draft AQMP was
released in late September. Costs associated with individual measures have been
released (see response to Comment C-1). A more detailed and comprehensive analysis
of the socioeconomic impacts of each measure occurs during the rule making process.

Response to Comment C-7:
Please refer to Comment C-1.

Response to Comment C-8:
Please contact Dr. Phil Fine at 909-396-2239 to arrange a meeting with staff.
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D. American Coatings Association (ACA), June 13, 2012

. AmencanCoatmgs

June 13, 2012

Dr. Philip Fine and Joe Cassmassi

South Coast Air Quality Management District
21865 Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, CA 91763

EE: SCAQMD 2012 Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) Advisory Group
Meeting £9 — Control Measure Concepts: ACA Comments

Dear Dr. Fine and Mr. Cassmassi:

The Amencan Coatings Association (ACA) subnuts the following mutial comments on CTS-01
Further Emission Reduction from Architectural Coatings (Rule 1113) that were presented at the
May 17, 2012 Arr Quality Management Plan (AQMP) Advisory Group Meeting.

Architectural and Industrial Maintenance (ATA) Coatings Inventory \

ACA wants to assure that appropriate inventory credit is given for the significant reductions
already achieved In mass and reactivity of VOC emissions from architectural coatings, and
additional reductions to come from requirements for colorants. VOC limit reductions and
thinning/cleaning solvents.

SCAQMD should fully explain any discrepancies or changes to the architectural and imdustrial
maintenance (ATM) coatings inventory. At the May AQMP meeting, staff released a preliminary
draft ATM inventory of 26 16 tpd for 2008, 22 87 Ipdfor 2014, and 24.72 tpd for 2023. Recent
revised mformation suggests the mventory for 2008 1s now 21.9 tpd (16.1 tpd for AIM coatings;
2 8 tpd for thinning/ cleaning/additives; and 3.1 tpd for colorants). ACA requests additional D-1
mformation on what the 2.8 rpd for thinning, cleamng and additives meludes. ACA has also
requested additienal information om the 2014 mventery. ACA suggests the estimated 2014
mventory 15 teo high, considenng the 2011 Fule 1113 Staff Beport where the Distnict estimated
the 2009 mventory to be as low as 11.6 tpd. Assuming the 2009 and 2014 inventories are smmilar
(11.6 tpd), the onginal 2014 estimate of 22.87 tpd may be as nmch as two times too large.
Instead of accountmg for 22% of the AIM inventory, the proposad CTS-01 would mstead
account for nearly 43% of the AIM imventory.

ACA suggests the District develop an AQMP strategy that relates development/implementation
of CT5-01 to future AIM enussions. If for example the District 1s able to document (via Bule
314} that the ATM emissions in 2012 are less than say 12 tpd (hypothetical number), then the
District would not need to develop/implement CTS-01, since the District could take credit for the
reductions in Fule 314. If on the other hand the ATM emmissions in 2012 are more than 12 fpd, J

then the District would develop and implement CTS-01 to reduce the industry emissions to

1500 RHODE ISLAND AVENUE MW, * WASHINGTON, DC 20008 * T 202.462.6272 * F 202.462.8549 * www.paint.org
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below 12 tpd. Another benefit of this option is that 15 that 1t resolves District concemn that the
recent inventory reductions are economy related (1.e. the emissions will increase once the
ECoOnomy Iproves).

AN VOC Reduction Estimate

ACA assumes that the 4-5 tons per day in CTS-01 will come from reductions from the recent
Fule 1143 (9.75 tpd) and Faule 1113 amendments (4.4 tpd) since the estimated a 4-3 tpd
reduction from CTS-01 is too large based on the associated CTS-01 synopsis. In companison, the
2011 Fule 1113 amendments resulted in estmated reductions of 4.4 tpd, which mchaded VOC
It reductions for 11 categonies (0.4 tpd), changes/phase-out of the averaging provision (1.2
tpd) and limits on colorants (2.8 tpd). ACA requests further details on the estimated CTS-01
reductions, since ACA is concemed that the reductions detailed in the synopsis with not result in
4-5 tpd of reductions, therefore the Distnct will be forced to lower VOC linuits for other coatings
categomies.

Further, smnilar to our comments on the 2007 AQMP (letter dated December 7, 2006), ACA 1z
concemed that 1f these extreme and unproven reductions are approved. the mdustry will be
forced to aclueve the VOC targets regardless of whether the CTS-01 control measures are
technologcally feasible. As ACA commented in the past, we are concerned that once these
reduction estimates are approved in the AQMP and the State Implementation Plan, the District
may sidestep the technical concems claiming that it has no choice since the reductions are
“locked” into the Plan/SIP. Given this significant concemn, the Plan should clearly state that any
specific numenic goals or targets are sub]ect to the District’s statutory authonty to regulate non-
mobile sources and may be ad]'ustad m the future based on technological feasibihity analyses.

CT5-01 Control Measure Technological Concerns

ACA 15 currently reviewing the potential control measure concepts in CTS-01, however ACA
offers the following imitial comments:

1 EReduce VOC Emissions from Flat, Nonflat and Primer, Sealer, Undercoaters (PSU)

ACA 15 concerned that linmits lower than 50 g/1 (flat and nonflat) and 100 g1 (PSUs) may be
difficult given the current problems associated with VOC test methods. In addition, ACA
suggests the District complete a technology assessment to be sure that it is technologically
feasible to lower the VOC limnits, especially since certain products need to be kept at the current
limits. See attached ACA comments dated 2/4/2011.

L Small Container Exemption

ACA 15 concemned that eliminating the small container exemption, or eliminating the exemption
for certain categonies 15 problematic since the small contamer exemption i3 critical given the fact
that the SCAQMD Rule 1113 limits are the most stringent in the US. This exemption provides a
“safety valve” or a last resort option that allows for I:radltonalpm-&lﬁs- in problem situations
when the limits in categories become more stringent or a category 1s elininated. There are also a

(=)
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host of miche coatings that manufacturers can now sell in small containers that would need to be
categorized if the small container exemption is modified or removed. See attached ACA
comments dated 2/4/2011.

3 Application Technigques with Greater Transfer Efficiency

ACA is concerned the District is imposing transfer efficiency requirements on equipment used to
apply AIM coatings. With regards to the laser paint targeting system, ACA 15 concerned that the
system is sold exclusively by Iowa University and has not been widely distibuted throughout the
US. Whale this technology may be nseful for traming contractors to properly apply coatings in an
automotive refinish shop under controlled conditions. this technology may not be applicable to
field applied coatings. As such, ACA is concerned that it may be difficult for the District to
document and receive SIP credit for increased efficiency from the use of this technolegy.
Further, this equipment is expensive — approximately $100 per umt (not including replacement of
the lithium battery that has a tested average life of only 20 hours). Also, ACA 15 concemed that
this technology was desizned for auto refinish coatings shops, and it may not work on ATM spray
equipment that is used in the field (large areas, use of wands, rough texture substrates, sunny
locations). Finally, 1t"s unclear whether these umts can be properly cleansd.

ACA 15 also concemed that 1f the laser paint targeting system control measure 15 abandoned for
some reason the District will be forced to impose the 65% efficiency requirements for all ATM
spray equipment, which is problematic.

Lack of Technological or Economic Assessment

ACA is also generally concerned with the absence of the following in the AQMP:

(1) No assessment of teclnological or economic feasibility of the proposals, which may amount
to pomtless bans on useful products.

(2) No assessment of potentially sigmificant unintended adverse environmental impacts from
either (a) substitution of inadequate altematives, or (b) lack of adeguate protective maintenance
painting.

(3) No demonstration that further reductions i VOC enmssions from architectural coatings

would be necessary or helpful in achieving ozone attainment under the increasingly NOx-linuted
conditions of the South Coast Air Basin.

Thank you for the opportumty to comment. If you have any questions or need any firther
information on the issues discussed here, please feel free to contact me at (202) 4626272

Sincerely,
e/

David Darding, P.E.
Dhrector, Environmental Affairs

** Sent via email **
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Responses to Comment Letter D
ACA

Response to Comment D-1:

District staff recognizes the significant, cost-effective, and technologically-feasible
VOC emission reductions that have been achieved from architectural coatings over the
past 15 years, primarily with the success in reformulation and commercialization of
low-VOC products by coating manufacturers. For CTS-01, District staff has revised
the total baseline 2008 VOC inventory from architectural coatings to 21.9 tons per day
(tpd), which includes: a) 16.1 tpd of VOC emissions as reported under Rule 314
reporting requirements for CY 2008. b) 2.8 tpd from thinning / cleaning / additives
based on the California Air Resources Board (CARB) 2005 Architectural Coating
Survey Final Report Appendix B - New Thinning and Cleanup Methodology and Rule
1143 rule development. ¢) 3.0 tpd from Colorants as detailed in the July 2011
amendments to Rule 1113.  Further, emission reductions of 2.66 tpd from thinning /
cleaning / additives, 2.8 tpd from colorants, and 1.6 tpd from Rule 1113 are also
reflected in future year emissions summarized in revised CTS-01. The Draft 2012
AQMP utilizes the baseline emissions from CY 2008, and subsequent growth
projections are estimated from the 2008 baseline for all measures. An analysis of data
submitted pursuant to Rule 314 shows a decrease in sales volume and emissions, 15%
and 30%, respectively, for CY 2009. However, the data does show a positive trend in
terms of volume and a flattening of emissions for CY 2010 and 2011. This is consistent
with the economic recovery and market-driven trends.  There are no emission
reduction commitments associated with Rule 314, which is strictly designed for the
District to recover its program costs, and therefore this rule is not part of the State
Implementation Plan (SIP). Hence, the District is unable to take credit for future
emission reductions that may be associated with this fee rule.  Nonetheless, total
emissions from architectural coatings continues to reflect daily VOC emissions of more
than 12 tpd, which is one of the largest sources of VOC emissions under the District’s
regulatory program. The District has not yet attained compliance with national air
quality standards, and has a continued need to evaluate all technically-feasible and cost-
effective reductions for criteria pollutants, including VOCs. Therefore, staff believes it
would not be appropriate to implement CTS-01 only if emissions in 2012 are more than
12 tpd.

Response to Comment D-2:

Staff originally estimated that draft CTS-01 may potentially achieve VOC reductions of
4.4 tpd. The estimated emission reductions that were already achieved from past rule
amendments are not part of the reduction estimates, but are reflected in the future year
baseline emissions from architectural coatings. Nonetheless, based on the concern and
subsequent discussions with the industry, CTS-01 has been revised to reflect potential
emission reductions ranging from 2-4 tpd, with 2 tpd to be included in the SIP.  As
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clearly demonstrated in previous rule amendments to Rule 1113, District staff will
evaluate technical feasibility during the rule development process, working closely with
the manufacturers on any specific rule proposals.

Response to Comment D-3:

Staff agrees that an improved VOC test method is needed in order to fully document the
achievement of further VOC reductions. Draft CTS-01 includes a proposal to lower
VOC limits in conjunction with the adoption of a gas chromatographic test method for
more accurately measuring of VOC content, and a change of the metric from VOC of
coating to VOC of material. In addition, staff plans to perform a technology
assessment, in conjunction with the industry, as part of the rule amendment process.

Response to Comment D-4:

Draft CTS-01 has been revised to reflect an evaluation of the potential for complete
phase out of the Small Container Exemption. Staff does not agree that the small
container exemption is a necessary safety valve for the VOC limits in Rule 1113.
However, as part of any rule development activities, staff will evaluate the need for any
niche categories with higher VOC limits that may be necessary for certain small
volume uses. Based on a review of data submitted by manufacturers, there are ample
products available in the market place that meet the VOC limits in Rule 1113. The
District has not yet attained compliance with national air quality standards, and has a
continued need to evaluate all technically-feasible and cost-effective reductions for
criteria pollutants, including VOCs. With consideration of more stringent ozone
standards in the near future including the required 2015 AQMP, it is vital to fully
evaluate the need for any and all exemptions from VOC rules, including Rule 1113.

Response to Comment D-5:

Draft CTS-01 inclusion of transfer efficiency requirements does not focus solely on the
laser paint targeting tool, but relies on any retrofit technology that increases the transfer
efficiency or reduces the amount of overspray that occurs as a result of current spray
application. The laser paint targeting system is one such useful device that assists
painters to utilize the proper distance relative to the pressure to maximize transfer
efficiency, with data supporting an increase in transfer efficiency by more than 30%.
The use of the laser provides immediate feedback to the applicator with two dots which
merge to one when the applicator maintains the optimal distance to the object being
sprayed. The dot also provides a visual reference for conducting subsequent passes
over previously painted areas so the applicator can maintain a 50% overlap. The use of
the laser paint technology has been demonstrated to increase transfer efficiency by
more than 30% (please see the following link

http://www.iwrc.org/index.cfm/products/laserpaint/product-info/). ~ Staff used a
conservative estimate of an increase in transfer efficiency of 5% for this control
measure. To date, this technology has been mainly implemented in the automotive
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refinishing and aerospace uses, but it can easily be used to enhance the transfer
efficiency from other spray applications, including architectural coatings.

The draft measure also includes the use of HVLP or other spray technology capable of
achieving a minimum of 65% transfer efficiency, which is included in all other coatings
rules. HVLP and other spray technology that meet the 65% transfer efficiency are
readily available for most architectural coatings. While the retrofit and new spray gun
technology does have an upfront cost, the transfer efficiency gains, ranging from a
conservative estimate of 2% to 10%, can potentially result in significant reductions in
volume of coating usage, estimated to be between 150,000 to 685,000 gallons
annually. The savings from the reduced paint usage will more than offset the cost of
retrofit or new spray units. Staff plans to conduct a thorough technical analysis,
including evaluating cleaning and maintenance, during the rule development period.

Response to Comment D-6:

(1) The District has released socioeconomic and environmental analysis of the Draft
2012 AQMP. Further technology assessments and socioeconomic impact analysis will
be conducted as part of the rule development process. (2) A comprehensive
environmental assessment will be conducted as part of the rule development process.
(3) The District has not yet attained compliance with national air quality standards, and
has a continued need to evaluate all technically-feasible and cost-effective reductions
for criteria pollutants, including VOCs.
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E. David Darling, February 4, 2011

February 4, 2011

Ms. Heather Farr

Office of Planming. Fule Development, and Area Sources
South Coast Arr Quality Management Dhstrict (SCAQMD)
21865 Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, CA 91763

RE: January 20, 2011, SCAQMD Public Workshop on Proposed Amended
Rule 1113: Architectural Coatings: ACA January 18, 2011 Comment
Amendments

Dear Mz Famr

The Amencan Coatings Association (ACA) ! appreciates the recent changes that staff has made
to the proposed rule amendments. and submuts the followng comments on the Draft Jamary 12,
2011, Proposed Amended Fule 1113,

1. Given the unexpected massive reduction in VOC emissions from architectural coatings, \
drastic amendments to Rule 1113 are not needed at this time

ACA believes that given the reperted Fule 314 emassions data for 2008 and 2009, SCAQMD has
already met — and exceeded by half — its AQMP goal. so there is no reasen or it is not necessary
to enact stringent amendments to Fule 1113 at thus time. If the District wants to amend Fule
1113, ACA suggests parmenng with industry to amend the rle for the purposes of general
cleanup, mproving clanty and consistency, and harmomzing Fule 1113 with the ARB 2007
SCM in the manner we proposed at the working group meefing, and even possibly set reasonable
linmts for colorants. We see no necessity, however, for amending the mule at this time to impose
lower limits on VOC content or restrict flexibility provisions, especially since the latest Bule 314 E-1
data indicate that emissions from this category are less than half the amount projected in the
District’s emissions inventory for this timeframe.

Thus trend 15 partly due to recessionary impacts on sales, but also due to market-dnven low VOC
technology transfer beyond what is required. Further, the trend in average material VOC content
mdicates that even if sales volumes increase, emissions will not returm to former levels (2004

B The American Costings Association (ACA) is 3 volumtary, nonprofit trade association working o advance the
needs of the paint and costings indostry and the professionals who work in it The orzanizstion represents paint snd
coatings mamifactarers, raw materisls suppliers, distrdbators, and technical professionals. ACA serves as an
advocate and ally for members on legislatve, regulatory and judicial issues, and provides fomums for the
advancement and promotion of the industry through educational and professions] development services.
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average MVOC: 97 g/L; 2008: 34 g/L; 2009: 30 z/L). Bottom line, the Distnct has met its
planning geals and industry should be given credit via less aggressive amendments to Fule 1113,

If. over ACA’s objection, the District proceeds forward with the severe proposed amendments to
Eule 1113, we respectfully submit the following comments for yvour consideration.

1. Small Container Exemption

The small container exemption is critical given the fact that the SCAQMD Fule 1113 limits are
the most smngent in the US. This exemption provides a “safety valve™ or a last resort option that
allows for traditional product in problem situations when the limits in categones become more
stringent or a category goes away. It is important to note that district staff consistently mentioned
that if companies cannot meet lower limits they can always use the small container exemption —
this 15 not the case anymore — as linuts get lower and lower end users need a “telief valve™

There are alse a host of niche coatings that manufacturers can now sell m small containers that
would need to be categonzed if the small contaimer exemption 15 modified or removed. These
meclude:

Tile touchup

Porcelain tubvsink touchup

Mametic coatings (fums wall into magmet)

Chalkboard coatings (funs wall into chalkboard)

White board coatings (fums wall into a white board)]

Camouflage coatings

Projection TV. coatings (tums wall into projection TV. screen)

Wood stains and wood stain markers

Appliance touch-up

Samples

Touch-up for woed products (allow proper repairs following mstallation of

kitchen cabinets, bathroom vamties, doors and millwork).

+ Coatings that are not manufactured as architectural coatings but may becoms
subject to Fule 1113 by virtue of being applied to stationary structures or their
appurtenances; .g., hobby pamts, artist colors, marine vamish, and various kinds
of touch-up pamts.

An example is that many Oniginal Equipment Mamifactunng (OEM) product manufacturers will
send small container “touch-up™ product so that products can be touched-up in the field — this is
very common since the shop applied product may be oil based and Fule 1113-compliant product
15 water based, so the coatings are not equivalent from a performance, application, and
appearance perspective. This will result in a patchy appearance and increased corrosion of the

(=)
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touched up areas. This could also result in a negative impact on the overall emissions due to an
earlier repainting to address these performance and appearance problems.

Given the excess emission reductions, and the need for this “safety valve”™ ACA recommends the
District not amend the small container exemption beyond adding “anti-bumdling” lanzuage. ACA
partmered with the District by providing suggested language, and we request the Distrct partner
with Industry and retain the small contamer exemption. If over ACA’s objection the District does
amend the small container exemption. ACA requests the following needed changes to the

proposed mile:

+ Given the niche products above it is likely that additional categories will be
needed ACA suggests flat coatings and stains be added exempted as well.

+ Bundling language 15 problematic: “or” should be “and™ m (£1)B).

+  ACA suggests the following edit-

“The provisions of the Table of Standards and paragraph (c)(1) of this rule

shall not apply to any architectural coatings in containers having capacities of one
quart liter or less, exchuding clear wood finishes andplgmenned lacquers, until
December 31, 201‘ provided that the-fallewsng conditions in Sections A and B
below are met.” and Waterproofing ConcreteMasonry Sealers, provided that
the fallowina conditions in Sections A and B below are met

+  ACA requests the anti-bundling language allow small contamners be sold in
shipping boxes.

+ For categones that may be exchuded from small contamer exemption, a three-yvear
sell through is needed so that products in the pipeline and on shelves can be sold
and not disposed of as hazardous waste.

+ Ifthe amended mile were to require labeling of small containers, a minimum
three-year transition period is needed.

+ ACA suggests the rule be consistent with 2007 SCM — “one liter (1.037 quart) or
less™

+ Ifthe Dhistnet does not add Conversion Varush and Conjugated O1l Vamish
categories to Fule 1113, ACA requests that these be included in the small
container exemption.

3. Markets for Sale - this temunelogy 15 confusing. The definition of “market™ 15 coverad by
current rule (to supply, sell, offer for sale). Since this could pull in Ebay, Craigslist,
Amazon, where they notified of the change and mpheations? ACA 15 also concemed about
national, state and regional TV, print and radio ad campaigns that could be problematic from
2 “markets for sale” perspective.
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4. District deleted “for use”™ — the assumption that products seld in District are used in the
Dhistrict is problematic as a basis for enforcement — ACA believes that the District is
overreaching and does not have authority to do so. We are especially concemed about
warehouse materials/products being shipping through the District, these must be exempted.
This deletion also pulls in homeowners into the ule — ACA does not believe that
homeowners understand this implication. A full CEQA analysis should be performed to
determune the fiscal impact and compliance cost for homeowners.

th

Worksite Definition and “stores at worksite” - ACA suggests deleting “vehicle™ from
definition so this does not apply to contractor vehicles. Further. “regular maintenance”™ occurs
at almost every building, and 1t does not seem logical that the District intended to pull in
every building. Further, the definition should not apply to mamufacturing sites and job shops
(for example OEM surface coating operations).

6. “Manufacturer” definition should exclude repackaging and relabeling at stores.

7. Quick-Dry Enamel and Quick Drv Primer — neads to be transitioned like other CA Awr
Dhistricts have done — ACA suggests the following:

“Effective Jamuary 1, 2013, the Quuck-Diry Pnmer. Sealer, and Undercoater category and Chuck
Dry Enamel category are eliminated and coatings meeting either defimtion will be subject to the
WVOC limit for the apphcable category in the Table of Standards, except in [most restrictive and
sell through provisions].”

8. Nonflat High Gloss Coatings — similar to the Quck-Dry Enamel and Chuock-Dry Primer
categories — ACA suggests the following transition language:

“Effective July 1, 2011, the Nonflat High Gloss Coatings category is eliminated and coatings
ing this definition will be subject to the VOC limit for the Nonflat coatings category, except
m [most restrictive and sell through provisions].”

9. Default Limit — this should be set at 30 g/L to elininate the potential for arbitrary and
capnicious categonzation of “default” products. Also ACA suggests dropping the language
“and less any colorant added to tint bases until January 1, 2014, at which time the linut drops
to 100 grams of VOC per liter of coating (0.83 pounds per gallon).”

10, Section (c)(2) — ACA suggests deleting the language “except anti-graffiti coatings™

11. Colorants — ACA suggests lishing the mit for Solvent Bome Industnal Maintenance
Coatings (600 g'L) first, then the limit for All Other Architectural Coatings (30 gL) next. In
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addition, ACA suggests that the rule needs to be clanfied that colorant limits apply only to \
colorants added at the point of sale.

ACA once again requests a higher colorant limits for IF. Heat Reflective Pigment Colorant
Dispersions, since heat reflective wall coating technology is based upon the use of Complex
Inorganic Color Pizment Technology (CICP). The colorants that contain these unique pizments
are only available from a few specialized colorant supphers. The CICP pigments are very high in
density and formulation of commercially viable machme dispensable colorants is very
challenging. The CICP colorants have been found to be more prone to settling, caking, clogging,
and camster collarng than conventional colorants when used m automated colorant dispensing

I t. This is the case even at conventional VOC levels of 450-330 grams per liter.
Lowering the VOC level of these special colorants to below 50 grams per liter VOC will be very E-11
problematic. Because of the added environmental benefits of heat reflective coating (described
below) and the fact that this a specialized niche, 1t is proposed that a Imnit of 400 grams per liter
VOC be considered for this important class of colorants.

It 15 important to note that the performance of CICP pigment contaming heat reflective wall
coatings have been validated by the U.S. Department of Energy. The many benefits of this
technology are becoming mere widely known and accepted. By reducing the heat uptake of
buldings. the cocling energy demands are reduced. This means less electricity needs to be
generated by power plants for this purpose resulting in reduced power plant emissions. Also
mmportant is that this reduction occurs during the peak demand daylight hours. Because the CICP
IF. pigments are incredibly durable, these coatings do not need to be repainted due te celor
fading for many years longer than ordinary pamt This translates mto elinunating the VOC
emissions that would have occurred due to the skipped painting cycle requirements.

) \_

12. Faux-Finishing/Japan - ACA suggests setiing the linut for the clear topcoat at 200 g/ then
lowering this to 130 g/l since these clear coats are not “typical” they are required to provide E-12
long term color and gloss stability and protection for the color coats, also adequate open time
is neaded to create the faux finish appearances. In addition, there is a typo in Definition (17)
Clear Topcoats - needs to be finished

)\

13. Stone Consolidants (450 /) - consistent with the 2007 SCM, this category and limits
should be added to Bule 1113 since they are needed for preservation of historic buildings in
the SCAQMD. The landmark Wilshire Boulevard Temple in downtown Los Angelesisa
prime example of a istone structure in need of this technelogy. The extenior is literally
falling apart one grain at a time. The Califorma Office of Histonc preservation has stated its E-13
opinion that they must be consulted as part of the Fule 1113 CEQA review due to the
potential for substantial adverse change to histonical resources umder their junsdiction. ACA
will be submitting CEQA comments m this regard.
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14. Reactive Penetrating Sealers (350 g/1) — The Feactive Penetrating Sealer niche category
was created in the CARB 2007 5CM and needs to be added to Rule 1113 for infrastructure
protection. ACA is aware that Caltrans has completed a report in April 2010 entitled “Feport
on Non-Film Concrete/Masonry Waterproofing Products™. This report indicates that Caltrans
recently determined that Bule 1113 compliant alternatives lack the performance necessary for
infrastructure protection and are requesting this category be adopted  ACA will be
subnutting CEQA comments in this regard since effective salt screening products are needed
near the ocean in SCAQMD especially considering the use of pretensioned concrete
structural components, in which 1t 1s vital to protect the remforcement cables from comrosion.
Since the Fule 1113 revision 15 a project with regional sigmificance and has the potential to
impact transportation infrastructure, we believe that the District is obligated to formally
consult with Caltrans as well as the California Office of Historic preservation as part of its
CEQA analysis.

=
A

5 Conversion Varnish(715 g/l )/Conjugated Ofl Varnish (450 gT) — These are very
specialized small “niche”™ high-end coatings with unique properties that are needed m specific
applications, and are generally applied only by professional contractors. ACA requests
SCAQMD include these in Bule 1113. If can’t melude in Bule 1113, ACA requests the
Dhstnct add these to small contaimer exemption.

16. Tub and Tile Refinishing (420 g1} — ACA suggests adding this category and limit
consistent with the 2007 SCM, however please note that a manufacturer of these products is
working on 130 g/ product. Staff has stated that these products fall under IM, however IM
are prohibited from inferior use.

17. Primers, Sealers & Undercoaters (PST)

ACA is concened that SCAQMD 1s considermg whether to lower the VOC linut for the Primer,
Sealer & Undercoater category, since products in this category are extremely important
fimetional coatings that must perform well in adhering to substrates, and are often a last resort in
solving difficult application issues. Also, these products are designed for a wide range of
substrates and exposure conditions. While coatings mamifacturers may be able to meet the 30
gT_ limit for Flats and Non-Flats, they must have good PSU coatings fo do so. Of course, whena
primer fails, not only the primer must be Ieplaoecl new topcoats are necessary, too. This canses
mereased emissions and excess consumption of energy and material resources. ACA will be
submitting CEQA comments with regards to this 1ssue.

The District mentioned that when they lowered to PSU category limats to 100 g/1 that they

acknowledged the fact that lower VOC PSUs needed greater surface preparation, have less
tolerance, and painters need to follow instructions that's why they included a long
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mmplementation timeframe. With 30 g/L topcoats. lowenng the PSU limit firther 1s very
problematic.

While primers at lower VOC contents may be available for all substrates, their performance
limitations make them inadequate as substitutes for higher VOC, better performing preducts.
Consequently, such substitutions lead to higher rates of coating system failure or reduced
longevity, or necessitate nultiple primer coats that would otherwise be unnecessary. To the
extent that better performing, lower VOC primers might be formulated with new technolegies
Just beconung available, the lab werk and field tests would require a peried of time much longer
than a year and a half.

Also, this category represents the 3™ largest category, and a limit of 50 g/l would eliminate 60%
of available products on the market — nearly 550 products — in roughly a vear and a half. This
amount of time 1s insufficient to reformulate and test this mmber of products. District data also
suggests that with every step lower in VOC content, performance attributes suffer accordingly.
There 15 a tradeoff and we must expect a performance drop with lower VOC contents, but this is
not acceptable with PSU coatings. It 15 clear from the bimodal data (or inverse bell curve) results
indicate the need for higher VOC PSUs for specific applications including wood, metal, masonry
and concrete tilt-up. Most PSUs at or below 50 g/L are applied to interior drywall. Crtical
substrates that need the 100 g/1 it include: non-bimunons roof primers, exterior wood
(especially wood with high tannin extractives e g, redwood and cedar); stucco; exterior concrete
and masonry (especially with high alkalinity, efflorescence, or heavy surface chalking); and
Interior substrates that are smoke-,_ fire-, or water-damaged. Also, certain types of primers
perform significantly better at higher VOC levels, mcluding thin-film elastomenc primers, and
the higher perfomung multi-purpose primers that can be used on vanous substrates including
metal.

In addition, a review of the District selected products that meet the proposed 50 g/L Linuit (see
Attachment A) there are several problematic issues with the 50 g/L products:

= several products are meant for intenior use only

*  several products require two coats are recommended for metals and wood with
tanmins;

* several products do not mention use on metal or wood

* several mention use on primed and previously painted metal

* several are two component epoxies which are problematic for consumer use (ease of
use, pot Life 1ssues)

= several are elastomenc coaty

= several mention use of higher VOC block fillers for masonry. metal prmers, and
sealers for wood

= none are intended for use in a roofing or waterproofing enviromment
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18, Non-hituminous Roof Primer (100 gT) — If over ACA’s objection the District lowers the \
limit for the PSU category to 50 g/1, ACA supports the 3M comments and recommends the
Dhistict include a new category for Non-bituminous Foof Primers since the 50 g1 PSU
identified do not include any non-bitumingus roof primers.

As noted above, several of the identified primers are intended for intenor applications. As such,
they are subjected to conditions that are significantly less harsh that those expenienced cutdoors.
Of the products that are listed for exterior use, none are intended for use in a roofing or
waterproofing environment. There are non-bitunuinous rood pimers on the market for use on
low-slope (i.e, approximately honizontal, or "flat”) roofs, such as those on commercial and
industrial buldings. These coatings are used to maintain and restore existing roof membranes.
They extend the life of the existing roof for 10-20 years, thus delaying the cost and disposal
1ssues associated with replacing a roof.

Om low-slope roofs, ponding water occurs. Ponding water, combined with the thermal cycling
that roofs undergo, can lead to coating and/or primer adhesion failure if the primer 15 not durable.
The coating blisters and delaminates, and water can leak into the building at these failure points.
In order for the primer/coating system to be effective, the primer must adequately adhere to the
overcoat as well as to the existing roof membranes. the condifions of which are highly vanable
due to weathenng effects. Because of the highly vanable substrate condifions, achieving and
maintaining the desired adhesion is very challenging and requires sufficient VOCs.

ACA requests the Distnict create a product category of (non-bituminous) roof

coating primers, with a VOC limit of 100 g/L. Overall, the volume of primers I question is
relatively small but is important in order to ensure the successful performance of the low-VOC
roof coating (and the delivering of the attendant cost and environmental benefits).

19, Specialty Primers — CARB 15 the process of completing a technology assessment to analyze \
any techmeal issues between new waterbased and traditional oil based products. This work 13
to be completed later this summer, ACA suggests adding a statement in the Board Fesolution
that staff address any CARB findings and recommendations.

As with the Pnmer Sealer category, specialty primers are cnitical to blocking stamns. In
addition, a review of the District selected products that meet the propesed 50 g/L limit (see
Attachment A) there are several problematic issues with the 50 g/l produets:

= several products do not mention use on metal or wood

= several products are meant for intenior use only

= several mention use of higher VOC block fillers for masonry, metal primers, stan
killer, and sealers for wood

= not for masonry, galvanized or zinc coated surfaces or use only on pamted metal

_
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200. Sell Through Provision — this provision should apply not only to changes in VOC limits,
but alse changes to definitions and labeling requirements. ACA suggest the following edit:

Am coat.ng t]lal is mamfactm‘ed prmr to the effective date of a new rule provision the E-20

in : ds_ .-uu] that was cnmp].mnr ﬁ[ the date of
m:lnu.f:lcnu : o it not abo elim : 5
manufachael may be sold, suppl.led. oﬁ?ered for sale orapphed for up to th.l‘ee years a.ﬂerth&
specified effective date....”

11 Metallic Pigmented - a review of the Distnct selected products that meet the proposed 130
g/1 imit (see Attachment A) there are several problematic issues with the 150 g/1 products:

»  One product is a high-solids mastic — 90% solids E-21
*  One product 1s not a metal pizmented coating but a pimer and the product says it’s

less than 180 2.
* Another is not a metallic pigmented coating it 15 a 2 part pelyurathane —

22, Sanding Sealers — ACA suggests the following transitional language:

“ SANDING SEALERS are clear wood coatings formulated for or applied to bare wood for E-22
sanding and to seal the wood for subsequent application of coatings. Until Jamuary 1, 2013, to be
considered a sanding sealer a coating nonst be clearly labeled as such.”

additional clanfication.

24, Sale or Use of Stains and Lacquers in Aveas above 4,000 feet — ACA requests the District
provide a list of zip codes where these products may be seld and used.

E-24

—_—
13. Retail Qutlet Definition — it 15 1umclear what this term “supplied” means — we nead E-23
—

15, Waterproofing ConcreteMasonry Sealers — ACA suggests including “excluding stains™ as
follows:

“WATERPROOFING CONCRETEMASONEY SEAILERS are E-25
clear or pizmented sealers. mnclnding concrete lacquers that are formmuilated
for sealing concrete and masonry to provide resistance against water.

alkalis, acids, ultraviolet light. and staining, or enhancing appearance excluding stains.”

26. VOC Definition - clanfy that reportimg 15 not for coatings manufacturers but for TBAC E-26
manufactorers.

RTC - 36



Draft Final 2012 AQMP

17. Economic burden — distnct needs to consider cost per ton for categones in which less than 1
Ib/day emussion reductions would be achieved Denominator very small — costs very high
Mamfacturers have same reformmlation costs for minor incremental changes as they do for
major reformulations.

15, Addition of “fields and lawns" is problematic — rarses more issues than resolves and impact
other ATM mules.

29, Enforcement — what is the impact of adding the words “each gallon of” to the fine mamix
30. Concrete Lacquers —this term should be defined
31. Swimming Pool Coatings — the current linut is missing from Table 1

32. Averaging — the timing of when the various coatings can be averaged does not make sense,
also the Dhstnct should add Zme Fich Primers since these are sold by the job.

33, Gondoapparent Characteristics for Coatings — Method E284 only defines this temm. it does
not state how to determuine it.

34. Exemption of TEAC and DMC

ACA once agam requests exemption of TBAC and DMC for ATM coatings. With regards to
TBAC. the survey mdicated that 30% of manufacturers that are using TBAC m IM formmlations:
Those cumently not using TBAC — 23% are conducting research: 34%; are conducting research
onusing TBAC for other categories of coatmgs.

If TBAC and DMC cannot be exempted for all AIM coatings at this time, ACA requests an
mitial limnted exemption in those product categones such as exterior applications (Concrete
Curing Compounds, Concrete Surface Retarders, Duveway Sealers, Form Felease, Fire Proofing
Exterior, Foof coatings and primers, swimming pool coatings, traffic coatings, waterproofing
concrete’masonry) and in imdoor application where vapors are vented outside the house and
coatings are applied by licensed confractors wearmg respiratory protection (such as the tub & tile
refinishing category as well as others).

DMC should be exempted for Industrial Maintenance coatmgs since these coatings are apphied

outside by professional contractors. TBAC/TDMC should be exempted for Anti-Graffiti coatings
since this category was pulled from the Industnal Mamtenance category were TBAC was already

exempted.

10
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It 15 important to note that many other CA Air Districts have exempted TBAC and DMC and
others have exempted these compounds with requirements for permits and necessary information
to perform a health risk assessment

If SCAQMD has done any recent risk assessment analysis for Thac or DMC for use in ATM
coatings — ACA requests mformation on assumptions used in these assessments.

35, Reactivity

ACA suggests SCAQMD work with the coatings mdustry to develop a Eeactivity-based
Altemative Compliance Option (FACO) that would allow a company to achieve compliance
with Eule 1113 VOC limits by means of a District-approved RACO program. A manufacturer’s
FACO program would apply reactivity criteria to the VOC content of covered products and
ensure equivalent or lower ozone formation potential compared to products complying on a mass
VOC basis. ACA suggests this discussion topic be added te a future working group meeting.

36. Atmospheric Availability Credit

ACA agam requests that the District account for the fact that certain coatings components remain
mn the substrate or coating structure and therefore are not “available™ for ozone formation. While
the ACA PACES work continues and a draft report 15 expected soon, ACA would like to discuss
how the atmospheric availability issues can be addressed m Fule 1113. Hopefully, either the
VOC calculation or the VOC inventory can be adjusted accordingly.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. If you have any gquestions or need any firther
information on the issues discussed here, please feel free to contact me at (202) 4626272

Sincerely,
David Darling, PE.
Senmior Director, Environmental Affairs

** Sent via email **

11
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Artachment A
Review of Product Data Sheets
Specialty Pomer and Undercoat

Benjamin Moore — Fresh Start — exterior use on previously coated ferrous metal surfaces.
not recommended for sealing knots or over pine sap. In cases of sever bleeding, a solvent
based primer should be used to prevent stains from reappearing. If surfaces to be painted
exhibit severe tanmin or smoke staming, an alkyd based Benjanun Moore pnimer may be
your best choice for conguering these severe conditions. Fecommends for masonry —
Moorcraft Latex Block Filler, Unpainted metal - Ironclad metal and wood enamels.

Richards Product Number 7-44
a. VOC content — “not to exceed 30 g17

. Richards Product Number 705

a. VOC content — “not to exceed 30 g1”
b. Linutations — “not for masonry, galvanized or zinc coated surfaces™

Kilz — maybe used on “painted metal”
ICT Dulux Trade
a. Sutable for use on mterior walls and ceilings
b. Has EU VOC content and has a range of between 0.3% and 7.99%
Smart Hide — Conecrete block filler is recommended. and unpainted metal must be primed
with metal pnmer. This product may be used on previously pamted metal only.
Zinsser Bulls Eve — Spot primer knots and sap streaks with Zinsser BIN Primer-Sealer.
Valspar — does net mention recommended use cn metal
UGL - Ecolock — does not mention use on exterior metal

10. Fusst Oletm Smart Prime - Spot primer knots and sap streaks with Zinsser BIN Primer-

Sealer.

. Duron Terminator Stain Killer — Use Terminator o1l based stam kaller over water

sensitive stains.

. Insl-X Aqua Lock Plus — galvanized metal and aluminum — ferrous metal not mentioned.

. Metal Pigmented

Carboline Carbomastic 13 —high-solids mastic — 90% schds
Modem Masters Acid Blocking Pnmer — not metal pigmented but a primer. Metallic
paints are considered under faux finish and are less than 180 gl

. Deft 36 Series Acrylic Polyurethane — not a metallic paint — 2 part polyurethane.
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C. Primer, Sealer, Undercoat

1. Frazee Paint 172 Grip-N-Seal — two coats are recommended for metals and wood with

tannins

Frazee Pamt 168 Prime+Plus — 2 coats for metal and wood with tannmins

Frazee Paint 066 Envirokote — Interior only - Net for wood prone to tannin blesding.

Metal not mentioned.

Frazee Aqua Seal — Interior only — metal not mentioned.

Benjamin Moore Latex Block Filler 160 — Block Filler not pnimer. sealer. undercoater

Benjamin Mocre Latex Block Filler 285 — Block Filler not primer. sealer, undercoater

Frazee 262 Acrylic Block Filler - Block Filler not primer, sealer, undercoater

Sherwin Williams PrepRite Block Filler - Block Filler not primer. sealer, undercoater

. Vista Paint 018 Acrylic Bleck Filler - Block Filler not primer, sealer, vndercoater

10. Davlin — Butylseal 372 — elastomenc coating

11. Frazee 063 PVA Wall Sealer — Interior only. no metal or wood.

12. Westceat EC-11 Water-based epoxy — two component epexy — IM

13. Westceat EC-12 Epoxy primer - two component epexy — IM

14. Benjamin Moore Auro Color Foundation — primed and previously painted metal. for
bleeding use FreshStart, rough or pitted masonry use Moorcraft Block Filler, Unpamted
metal use metal and wood enamel

15. Benjamin Mocre Moorcraft Super Hide 284 - rough or pitted masonry use Moorcraft
Block Filler

16. Frazee Pant - 266 Extenor Epoxy - two component

17. Frazee Paint - 061 Aqua Seal — Interior Wall Sealer

18. Glidden — Stain Blocker — does not mention ferrous metal

12. ICI Prep and Prime Stain Jammer — mentions use of block filler and metal primer

[FEN]
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Responses to Comment L etter E
David Darling

NOTE: The following were prepared in 2011 in response to the original letter dated
February 4, 2011.

Response to Comment E-1:

Staff concurs that the coatings industry has made great strides in lowering the VOC
emissions from architectural coatings. Staff agrees that this can in part be attributed to
market demands as well as the financial incentives in Rule 314. Table 1 of the Staff
Report summarizes sales and emissions data for 2008 and 2009, and clearly shows that
in addition to the reduction in the VOC content, the coatings industry has experienced
several years of depressed sales due to the economic recession. Even with these
reduced emissions, the coatings industry is one of the largest sources of VOC emissions
under the AQMD’s purview. The colorants alone, which are currently not included in
the emission inventory for architectural coatings, account for 3 tons per day of VOC
emissions. Due to the extreme non-attainment status for the AQMD, staff is under a
directive to achieve all feasible emission reductions, as included in the 2007 Air Quality
Management Plan (AQMP), specifically Control Measure CM# 2007 MCS-07 —
Application of All Feasible Measures. This control measure explicitly lists coatings
and solvents rules to achieve additional VOC reductions. During the rule development
process, staff has conducted considerable outreach and research to determine reductions
that are feasible and achievable. Through this process, staff received extensive and
well supported comments that resulted in extended implementation dates and the
elimination of several coating categories from the proposed VOC limit reductions. The
current proposal is reasonable, achievable, and cost-effective and it reflects full
implementation of currently available technology.

Response to Comment E-2:

Staff spent considerable time and effort in studying and evaluating the small container
exemption (SCE), and recognizes the benefits of the SCE for manufacturers and end
users for niche products, as well as repair, touch-up and maintenance. Based on
comments received, staff has revised the rule language and is not proposing to further
limit the categories that can use this exemption or to phase out the exemption at this
time. This change addresses the concerns pertaining to additional categories, as well as
the touch-up and issues represented by original equipment manufacturers. Staff does
not agree that this exemption is a necessary safety valve for the VOC limits in Rule
1113. Aside from a few niche categories or new categories that may be developed,
there are ample products available in the market place that meet the VOC limits in Rule
1113. Staff will continue monitoring the sales of products in small containers, and
plans to revisit either limiting or phasing out the exemption in the future. Over the
years, enforcement staff has encountered considerable rule circumvention due to this
exemption, resulting in removal of the clear wood finish category from the SCE in
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2006. Based on comments received, staff has revised the initial proposal which would
have limited the eligible categories, and is proposing to clarify that while coatings in
small containers do not need to comply with the VOC limit requirements, they do need
to comply with other rule requirements, such as the labeling requirements. Further the
proposal prohibits bundling of containers practiced by some manufacturers to sell
multiple small containers in one package. The current proposal further incorporates
additional clarifications to address comments from industry.

Response to Comment E-3:

Staff has included a definition for the term ‘market’ that limits the term to third-party
vendors who solely bring together buyers and sellers, including but not limited to
catalogs, and e-commerce businesses (e.g., EBay, Amazon). The definition also
explicitly indicates that for the purpose of Rule 1113, ‘market’ does not include
promoting or advertising coatings. Staff has contacted potential affected parties
(Grainger, EBay, Craigslist, McMaster-Carr, & Amazon) and forwarded PAR 1113 for
their information.

Response to Comment E-4:

Staff feels that it is indeed reasonable to assume that a coating sold in retail outlets
within the District will be used in the District. However, that assumption is rebuttable
for situations where a local manufacturer or distribution warehouse makes or stores a
coating, staff has further clarified that when evidence shows coatings supplied, sold,
offered for sale, marketed for sale, manufactured, blended, repackaged or stored in the
District are for shipment outside of the District, they would be exempt. This exemption
fully covers the coatings industry’s concern regarding coatings stored in the AQMD. In
regard to the comment on the implication of the rule change on homeowners, Rule 1113
has always applied to any person who specifies or uses architectural coatings, including
homeowners. Based on limited enforcement resources, which are more efficiently
utilized where a large amount of coatings are sold, stored or may be used, inspectors
generally do not make compliance stops at private residences; however, enforcement
staff would investigate if there were public nuisance complaints regarding odors from
the use of architectural coatings at a private residence, and based on the findings from
the investigation, may issue notices to homeowners. As a result, staff does not
anticipate any environmental impacts resulting from this rule change due to any fiscal
Impacts on homeowners.

Response to Comment E-5:

An exemption for non-compliant coatings stored in work trucks would create a

loophole in the proposed rule language. Worksites frequently store their coatings in

trailers which could be interpreted as a work truck. Worksites could simply store all

coatings in a truck or trailer to circumvent the rule language. Staff is not proposing to

exempt work trucks but did include clarification in the staff report regarding who would
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be responsible for non-compliant coatings stored in work trucks. Further, the definition
of worksite has been revised to indicate any location where architectural coatings are
stored and applied, based on comments from the public. Staff is not proposing to
exempt manufacturing sites or job shops considering that coatings operations for
maintenance purposes are performed at those facilities. The building that houses a
manufacturing operation where non-Rule 1113 coating operations occur would still
need to be painted and maintained. The provision would apply to the architectural
coatings that are used to paint the building e.g. floors, wall, doors, etc. Non-compliant
products that are not for use at the facility but are stored for sale or shipment outside the
AQMD, would be exempt under paragraph (f)(2)(A):

Response to Comment E-6:

Staff addressed industry’s concern with the definition of manufacturer by exempting
retail outlets where labels or stickers may be affixed to containers or where colorant is
added at the point of sale. Staff does not feel that a further exemption for repackaging
or re-labeling is necessary. It is a common practice for manufacturers to repackage or
re-label (add their own label) coatings that were produced by another manufacturer
(e.g., toll manufactured coatings). In those instances, whomever’s name is on the label
is considered the manufacturer. When a non-compliant coating is found in the field, it
Is the manufacturer whose name is on the label that is ultimately responsible for that
coating. For this reason, staff does not intend to exempt repackaging or relabeling in
the definition of a manufacturer.

Response to Comment E-7:

Staff addressed the concern regarding Quick Dry Enamels and Quick Dry PSUs by
including an effective date of July 1, 2011. While the change is proposed to take place
shortly after rule adoption, it will not result in a change in the VOC limit or the labeling
of the products. Coatings can still be labeled as quick dry enamels, but for the purpose
of Rule 1113, those coatings will be considered non-flat coatings effective July 1,
2011. Since there are no impacts of this change, a longer implementation period is not
included.

Response to Comment E-8:

The comment includes a request for a phase-in period of July 1, 2011 for the
elimination of the non-flat high gloss category. Since there is no VOC or labeling
implication for the removal of the non-flat high gloss category, staff is not proposing
any phase out period. Coatings can still be labeled as non-flat high gloss coatings, but
for the purposes of Rule 1113, those coatings will be considered non-flat coatings. The
proposed change is for rule simplification since there are currently no differences in the
VOC limits or labeling requirements between non-flat coatings and non-flat high gloss
coatings.
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Response to Comment E-9:

Staff agrees with industry’s proposal to lower the VOC limit for the default category to
50 g/L and has revised the proposed rule language accordingly.

Response to Comment E-10:

For rule clean up purposes, the requirement which was included in paragraph (c)(2) has
been moved to paragraph (c)(7). This requirement states that industrial maintenance
coatings, except non-sacrificial anti-graffiti coatings, shall not be applied or solicited
for residential use unless they would be exposed to the extreme environmental
conditions described in the definition of an industrial maintenance coating. The
comment is to remove the clause “except non-sacrificial anti-graffiti coatings” since a
separate category has been established for those coatings. Since the Non-Sacrificial
Anti-Graffiti Coating category is included as a subcategory for Industrial Maintenance
Coatings, staff feels this language is still necessary to be included.

Response to Comment E-11:

Based on the comment regarding the Table of Standards 2, revised PAR 1113 includes
proposed VOC limits for architectural coatings, excluding IM, Waterborne IM Coatings
and Solvent-Based IM coatings. In addition, staff has added language to clearly state
that the VOC limits for colorants only apply to colorant added at the point of sale. Staff
contacted several manufacturers of heat reflective or complex inorganic color pigment
(CICP) technology who stated that these colorants can be formulated and are available
with a VOC content of less than 50 g/L. Furthermore, based on a discussion and
subsequent emails with the manufacturer that expressed concern about the VOC content
of colorants with CICPs, they do not add these colorants at a point of sale, so PAR 1113
would not apply to their specific use. Lastly, staff agrees with the energy savings
benefits of heat reflective coatings.

Response to Comment E-12:

Based on feedback from industry, staff has proposed to increase the proposed VOC
limit for clear topcoats used in Faux Coatings System from 50 g/L to 100 g/L. Staff has
received feedback that this limit is feasible. In addition, the omission in the definition
has been addressed. The missing language was for the labeling requirements for clear
topcoats.

Response to Comment E-13:

PAR 1113 includes a definition for Stone Consolidants that limits the use of these
products only when used for restoration and/or preservation projects on registered
historical buildings that are under the purview of a restoration architect. This category
also includes a proposed VOC limit of 450 g/L, as requested. Staff intends to monitor
this category through the Rule 314 Annual Quantity and Emissions Reports to ensure
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that sales do not exceed the estimated usage, and may consider sales caps for this
category if actual sales are well above the estimated usage.

Response to Comment E-14:

PAR 1113 includes a definition for Reactive Penetrating Sealers that limit the use of
these products only when used for restoration and/or preservation projects on registered
historical buildings that are under the purview of a restoration architect or for use on
reinforced concrete bridge structures for transportation projects located within 5 miles
of the coast or above 4,000 feet elevation. Staff shared the proposed definition with the
interested parties and did not receive any negative feedback. This category also
includes a proposed VOC limit of 350 g/L. Staff intends to monitor this category
through the Rule 314 Annual Quantity and Emissions Reports to ensure that sales do
not exceed the estimated usage, and may consider sales caps for this category if actual
sales are well above the estimated usage.

Response to Comment E-15:

Staff has conducted research on the need for an additional coating category with a
higher VOC limit for specific types of Clear Wood Finishes referred to as Conversion
Varnishes. There has been extensive research on this coating category, including a
technology assessment conducted in 2004 and 2005. The results of that assessment
supported the 275g/L VOC limit, which was implemented on July 1, 2006. Details of
that study can be found on the AQMD website at:

http://www.agmd.gov/hb/2006/February/060236a.html. In addition, staff has received
feedback from manufacturers that there are compliant waterborne clear wood finishes
that perform as well if not better than the high-VOC counterparts. One reason for this
request is that Clear Wood Finishes are not allowed under the Small Container
Exemption. They were excluded from this exemption due to rule circumvention that
resulted in significant excess emissions. Since conversion varnishes were one of the
major coating types utilized for coating hardwood floors in the past, allowing this type
of clear wood finish to again be sold in the AQMD would, eliminate the emission
reductions achieved by removing these coatings from the small container exemption.
In addition, the application of conversion varnishes releases formaldehyde, and
therefore has some health and safety issues that would be created compared to the
waterborne products in use today. For these reasons, staff is not proposing to add a
high-VOC category for conversion varnishes. Staff also considered the need for an
additional category for conjugated oil varnishes. These are solvent-based, high-VOC
Clear Wood Finishes that cannot be reformulated to a lower-VOC limit due to the
nature of the oils of which they are composed. Based on research conducted, including
reviewing variance requests seeking relief, staff did not find sufficient evidence that a
high-VOC Clear Wood Finish is needed at this time since there are sufficient compliant
waterborne technologies available. This is demonstrated by the fact that there have not
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been any variance requests for Clear Wood Finishes with a VOC content higher than
the Rule 1113 limit.

Response to Comment E-16:

Staff has researched the tub and tile category and has not found sufficient evidence of
the need for a separate category. These coatings currently fall under the IM category
with a VOC limit of 100 g/L. Previous staff analysis clearly shows a preponderance of
acrylic, epoxy, and urethane-based coatings that can be used for tub and tile
refinishing. In addition, these coatings are typically sold in small containers, since most
tub and tile coverage area is limited to no more than 100 square feet. Coatings sold in
small containers are exempt from the VOC limits in Rule 1113, thus providing
additional flexibility for manufacturers of these coatings. The rule language that
prohibits the application of IM coatings for residential use only applies to coatings that
do not meet the extreme environmental conditions described in the definition of IM
coatings. Since tub and tile coatings do meet the definition of IM coatings, especially
under the abrasion resistance requirements, they are permitted for use in residential
settings. If the small container exemption is eliminated in future rule development,
staff will consider whether there is a need for additional niche categories with higher
VOC limits.

Response to Comment E-17:

Based on comments received pertaining to the originally-proposed VOC limit of 50 g/L
for PSUs, staff has reconsidered the proposal and is not proposing any additional VOC
reductions limit for PSUs at this time.

Response to Comment E-18:
See response to E-1 through E-17.

Response to Comment E-19:

Based on comments received pertaining to the originally-proposed VOC limit of 50 g/L
for specialty primers (SP), staff has reconsidered the proposal and is not proposing any
additional VOC reductions limit for SPs at this time.

Response to Comment E-20:

Based on feedback received during working group meetings, staff extended effective
dates for rule changes sufficiently such that an additional sell through period is not
necessary. In regard to the labeling requirements, manufacturers requested a three year
period to implement the change so they could use their current labels. If the rule
included an additional three years to sell through of old labels, the rule change would
not be effective for six years. Staff feels that the proposed three years to implement the
change is sufficient without an additional sell through period. A similar change is the
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labeling change for sanding sealers. This change will re-categorize coatings from the
PSU category to the Clear Wood Finish category. Since 2006, Clear Wood Finishes are
no longer included in the small container exemption. Staff proposed an effective date
of July 1, 2013 for this change to allow a two year transition, which should be sufficient
to sell through products that are currently on retail shelves.

Response to Comment E-21:

The list of coatings provided for review only encompass a selection of the coatings
currently available at the proposed VOC limit and should not be considered all-
inclusive. As presented in the numerous working group meetings, there are 18
manufacturers that have reported the sales of 63 products that are categorized as
metallic pigmented coatings. Staff can provide the comprehensive list of these products
upon request. As for the 3 products mentioned, the coating that is referred to as a
mastic in the product data sheet does not meet the Rule 1113 definition of a mastic.
The coating is applied at a maximum of 7 — 10 mils in one or two coats. The Rule 1113
definition specifies that the coating is applied at least 10 mils dry in a single coat. That
coating would fall under the metallic pigmented coating (MPC) category. The primer is
not a metallic pigmented coating, but an acid blocking primer specified for certain
metallic pigmented coatings, that page was inadvertently included with the other
coatings. The last product mentioned is a high performance, zero VOC acrylic
polyurethane which can include metallic pigments resulting in a coating that meets the
definition of a metallic pigmented coating. Those coatings have been in use at local
theme park to create metallic effects. Staff has reevaluated the last coating included in
the list and interprets that coating to be an IM coating. Even though this coating could
meet the definition of a MPC based on the metallic content, the coating is a
polyurethane which could be tinted to several colors, including a clear or a metallic, the
specified usage is for IM applications. The product data sheet states that the intended
application is for theme parks, industrial maintenance and heavy equipment
applications. Many of the products used at theme parks are IM coatings due to the
extreme conditions created by the number of daily visitors, typically requiring coatings
that withstand “repeated heavy abrasion, including mechanical wear and repeated
scrubbing with industrial solvents, cleaners, or scouring agents” as well as “exterior
exposure of metal structures”.

Response to Comment E-22:

PAR 1113 includes language to address the necessary transition time for the proposed
change to the definition of sanding sealers. This change will re-categorize some PSUs
to sanding sealers; therefore, they will no longer fall under the small container
exemption. The extended transition time will allow ample time for those select
coatings to be phased out.
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Response to Comment E-23:
Staff agrees with the comment and has removed the word ‘supplied.’

Response to Comment E-24:

The following list includes the cities and communities within the AQMD that may
qualify for the exemption in paragraph (f)(2)(D):
Lancaster, 93536
Castaic, 91384

Angelus Oaks, 92305
Valyermo, 93563
Mentone, 92359
Idyllwild, 92549
Cabazon, 92230
Banning, 92220

Lebec, 93243

Big Bear City, 92314
San Bernardino, 92407
Lytle Creek, 92358
Cedarpines Park, 92322
Sylmar, 91342

Yucaipa, 92399
Crestline, 92325
Palmdale, 93550

Mt Baldy, 91759

Lake Hughes, 93532
Forest Falls, 92339
Acton, 93510

Running Springs, 92382
Wrightwood, 92397
San Bernardino, 92404
Santa Clarita, 91390
Newhall, 91321
Tujunga, 91042

La Canada Flintridge, 91011
Morongo Valley, 92256
White Water, 92282
Mountain Center, 92561
Palm Springs, 92264
Palm Springs, 92262

Note: Most of the zip codes listed are not completely above 4,000 feet, therefore, a
more precise indication of the areas above 4,000 feet can be found by referencing the
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map included as Appendix B. An interactive map will also be included on the website
www.agmd.gov

Response to Comment E-25:

Staff concurs with the comments and has revised the definition for waterproofing
concrete/masonry sealer.

Response to Comment E-26:

Staff has provided clarification in the staff report (Definitions section, page 9)
regarding the implications of the change in the VOC definition pertaining to reporting
of TBAC.

Response to Comment E-27:

Based on comments pertaining to possible costs of lower-VOC limits, as well as the
associated environmental benefits, staff has revised PAR 1113 to include only those
categories that are cost-effective. The 2007 AQMP, Control Measure MCS-07,
indicates that cost-effectiveness cannot be determined because “all feasible” measure
are not known. Nonetheless, MCS-07 commits that the District will continue to
analyze the potential cost impact associated with implementing the control measure,
conduct research on the newest control technologies, and provide cost effectiveness
information. A thorough cost-effectiveness of the proposed amendments was
conducted and a summary of overall cost-effectiveness is included in the Staff Report.
More detailed data is included in the Socioeconomic Impact Analysis Report.

Response to Comment E-28:

Staff included the phrase ‘including but not limited to’ in regard to the inclusion of
fields and lawns. This addition is for rule clarification, as this is a frequently asked
question of staff, and is not expected to have any implications on other architectural
coatings rules.

Response to Comment E-29:

The change in Appendix A subdivision (J) is to clarify that the penalties for violating
the provisions of the averaging compliance option (ACQO) apply to every gallon of each
product line sold above the VOC limit and not just for each product line sold above the
limit. This proposed revision is for clarification, since based on discussions during the
development of the ACO Guidance document, staff always intended the violation to
apply to each and every gallon of coating sold above the VOC limit if a manufacturer
violates any provisions of the ACO.
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Response to Comment E-30:

Based on the comment, staff has removed the phrase ‘concrete lacquer’ from the
proposed amended definition of waterproofing concrete/masonry sealers.

Response to Comment E-31:
Staff has addressed the omission in the proposed amended rule language.

Response to Comment E-32:

Staff has addressed the inconsistency in the proposed phase out dates in the ACO. Staff
is not proposing to include zinc rich primers to the list of categories that can be
averaged since no manufacturer has, or is currently listing zinc rich primers in their
averaging plan. Manufacturers must submit the coatings they are proposing to average
at the beginning of an ACO period. New coatings must be submitted for review and
approval prior to averaging them, and would be considered a modification to the
previously approved plan. The ACO provision does not work well when a
manufacturer adds coatings on a job-by-job basis and the ACO needs to be well
planned to ensure that the actual emissions at the end of the compliance period are
below the allowable emissions.

Response to Comment E-33:

Staff is still proposing to keep the method which defines the term gonioapparent; the
ASTM method provides a technical definition of gonioapparent which can be measured
in a laboratory. The definition states that gonioapparent material change in appearance
with change in illumination angle or viewing angle. This can be demonstrated in a
laboratory by using multi-angle color measurements.

Response to Comment E-34:

Current Rule 1113 — Architectural Coatings considers tertiary butyl acetate (tBAc) as
an exempt VOC when used to formulate industrial maintenance coatings only,
considering that these coatings are typically applied by professional painting
contractors that use personal protective equipment (PPE), including appropriate
respirators. At this time, staff does not believe that it is necessary to expand the
categories that can use tBAc as an exempt VOC. Staff is not confident that contractors
applying the suggested broad range of coatings are trained in the use of PPE, and would
use the appropriate respirators. Further, in regards to Dimethyl Carbonate (DMC), staff
1s not proposing any exemptions since, in September 2009, the AQMD’s Governing
Board rejected delisting DMC due to potential health concerns expressed by the public.
Additionally, AQMD staff is working with the California Air Resources Board staff on
a consumer/worker exposure health assessment for DMC, which is still in the draft
stage. If and when this final health assessment recommends the exemption of DMC as
a VOC, the AQMD will consider a proposal to exempt DMC. In regard to the comment
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that permits could be required prior to allowing the use of DMC for architectural
coatings operations, currently, the use and application of architectural coatings does not
require any AQMD permits, thus this approach would not be feasible.

Response to Comment E-35:

Over the past 15 years, AQMD staff has been, and continues to participate in
discussions at the federal and state level, to discuss alternative ozone control strategies,
including the use of a reactivity-based approach. However, as discussed over the past
two years, uncertainty in some Maximum Incremental Reactivity (MIR) values,
enforcement, toxics, and formation of fine particulate less than 2.5 micrometers in
diameter (PM2.5) continue to be areas that need additional assessment.  Staff is
studying the viability of a reactivity-based ozone control strategy by actively
participating in research projects pertaining to establishing maximum incremental
reactivity (MIR) values for different VOCs. For example, staff is actively participating
in the North American Research Strategy for Tropospheric Ozone (NARSTO) work
related to reactivity. Staff also continues to participate in the following committees:
Applications Benefits, Near Term Science, Toxics, Atmospheric Chemistry and PM.
Further, staff recognizes the low MIR values associated with the compounds that are
considered exempt under the traditional VOC mass-based regulatory scheme as well as
the potential flexibility of an alternate ozone control strategy. In concept, staff is not
opposed to a reactivity-based approach to control ozone, but based on the state of the
science and other comments received, there are several concerns. For example, one of
the main concerns is that there may be toxicity associated with some VOC-containing
compounds that have a relatively low MIR value. Other issues that need to be
considered include the potential for secondary organic aerosol formation, specific
consensus methodology, and enforceability. Further, CARB staff has indicated that,
effective and efficient enforcement of the aerosol coatings rule, which is a reactivity-
based control approach, has been an issue over the past few years, especially with
regard to formulation data and analytical limitations. The EPA is also in the process of
developing a “toolkit” that will address SIP equivalency and will include additional
enforceability guidelines for a reactivity-based approach. Thus, staff plans to continue
working closely with CARB, U.S. EPA, the American Chemistry Council, other
industry members and the public to address and resolve these issues prior to proposing
a reactivity-based ozone control strategy.

Response to Comment E-36:

The AQMD appreciates the opportunity to continue working with industry on the Paint
and Coatings Exposure Study (PACES), and closely monitors the progress. As these
studies fully evaluate the fate and availability of solvents used in architectural coatings,
and are finalized, the AQMD staff is open to discussions as to how the results may be
incorporated into future planning activities and/or regulations.
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F. Mitchell M. Tsai, March 28, 2012

nA h H - 801 South Garheld Avenuve, Ste. 338, Alhambra, CA 21801
Mitchell M. Tsai, E«Sq tsai mitchell@gmail com 714.851 4876

BY HAND DELIVERY AND ELECTRONIC DELIVERY
March 28, 2012

Dir. Phullip Fine

South Coast Air Quality Management District
21865 Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, CA 91765

phinefdagmd.gov

Mr. Joe Cassmassi

South Coast Air Quality Management Diserict
21865 Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, CA 91765
jeassmassi@agmd pov

RE: 2012 Air Oualioy Management Plan — Santa Monica Atrport

Diear Dr. Fine and Mr. Cassmassi,

T am writing on hehalf of Concerned Residents Against Airport Polluton (“Concerned
Residents™) regarding Santa Monica Municipal Airport (“SMO7) located at 3223 Donald Douglas
Loop South, Santa Monica, California 90405, Concerned Residents is composed primarily of
residents who live and/or work near SMO. We request that South Coast Air Quu.hl}' Managerment F'l
Dustrict (“SCAQMIYT) review, propose, approve, and submit to California Alr Resources Board
(FCARB™) an Indirect Source Review Rule regularing air pollution emissions orginating from

activities at SMO),

J\

| SMO has a disproportionate environmental health impact on local residents, SMO is unique
in having dense residental development less than 300 feet froim the east and west ends of the
runway. Unlike other Southern California airports, SMO has almost no buffer zone berween the

| runway ends and the surrounding community. Addan Castre, et al, Santa Monica Airpert Health
Impact Assessment (20107, A UCLA study noted that “[s|mall airports in heavily populated areas do

not necessarily have .. buffers .. so residents may be more directly exposed to aircraft emissions.”

Shishan Hu, et al Airvagfi Emisitans Inpacts in a Neighbarbond Adjacent fn a General Avcation AAtport in
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Conceened Residents Againat Airport Pollution
2012 Adir Qualiny Manzgement Plan — Santa Momea Adrpore
Warch 28, 2012
Southern California, 43 Environ. Sci. Technol. 8039, 8039 (2009). The UCLA study went on to
conclude that the residential neighborhoods surrounding SMO have “markedly high concenteations
of ait pollutants ... sugpestng ... [that the] buffer areas around ... [SMO] may be insufficient.” The
prosimity between the airport and the surrounding community ereates a dangerous health sk for
loeal residents.

Local residents living in proximity with the airport face an elevared risk of cancer,
According 10 a study sponsored by the Los Angeles Unified School Districe, cancer rigk arising from

mazimum exposute to air pollution generated by acovities at SMO for local residents ran thirteen to

twenty-six in one million, Bill Piazza,

and Downwind Extent of Emissions Generated From Awreraft and Ground Support Operatons 2

[1999). Cancer risks to local residents from SMO) significantly exceed the guideline lfetime cancer
risk of one in a million individuals for cancer psk from maximum exposure to a source of air

pollutants under the Federal Clean Air Aet. 42 US.C § 7412

L. South Coast Air Quality Management District is Legally Obligated o Implement an
Indirect Source Review Rule Regulating Emissions from Santa Monica Airport

SCACQMILD s k:gall}- rcquired o implemcﬂl an Indirect Source Review rule corn:mlli.ng

emissions from Santa Monica Airport. The California Clean Air Act requires that SCAQMD
"prtwi.dc_ for indirect source controls in those areas of the south coast district in which there are
high-level, localized concentrations of pollutants .. .7 Cal. Health & Safety Code § 40440(b)(3).
Multiple studies have demonstrated that there ate elevared levels of aie pollatants such as
lead, black carbon, and ultrafine particulate matter on Santa Monica Airport property as well as in
netghboring residential areas. Tifia,
Modeling studies have shown that concentration of ambient lead levels near, at and

exceeding the Natonal Ambient Air Quality Sandard “NAAQS”) at Santa Monica Alrport as well
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Concerned Residenrs Against Airport Pallution
2012 Air Quality Management Plan — Santa Monica Airport

March 28, 2012

as at nearby residential nci:ghburhoods_ Studies conducted by the US. Environmental Protection \
Agency {(“USEPA™) and SCAQMD found arcas on Santa Monica Airport’s runway with lead levels
violating the current lead NAACQS, U5, Environmental Protection Agency, Development and

Frahmtion of an Air Ouality Modeline Approach for Lead Emissions from Piston-Engine Aireraft

Operating on Leaded Aviation Gasoline 72 (2010); South Coast Adr Quality Management District,

General Aviation Asrport Air Monitesing Stady 20-21 (2010}, In addinen, bath studies found

elevared ambient lead levels that often exceeded, but averaged near the NAAQS in surrounding

residential neighbothoods. 14 F-3
Lead can have itreversible brain and nerve damage, severe developmental impacts on

children as well as adverse impacts on adults. Lead has been found to have neurological impacts on

children, leading to behavioral problems, leamuing problems, and lowered 10, Adulrs, when exposed

to lead, can suffer eardiovaseular problems such as high blood pressure, and heart disease. Finally,

lead exposure has also been found to have negative impacts on the nervous system, kidney function,

imtmune systems, and reproductive ability, U8, Envitonmental Protection Agency, Lead in Air:

Health (2011), hetp:/ /www.epa.gov /airguality/lead /health html (last visited Now. 11, 2011). J
Elevated levels of Black Carbon have also been found to have been generated by activities at \

SMO. et takeoffs at SMO have been found to result in large spikes in concentrations of Black

Carbon in and around the airport. Hu, 43 Environ. Sci. Technol. ar B039 (2009); South Coast A

Qu:a'lit}r T\-{:magcmcnt Thstrice, General Aviation Airport Air Monitoring Study: Follow-up F 4

Monitorng Campaign at the Santa Monica Avrpore 3 (2011).

Black carbon, as 2 component of particulate matter, has been hnked to increased tisk of

cardiovascular disease, respiratory disease, cancer, and premature death. United MNations
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Concerned Residents Against Airport Pollution
2012 Ade Qualiry Management Plan — Sania Monica Airpose
March 28, 2012

Environmental Program, World Meteorological Organization Integrated Assessment of Black

Carbon and Troposphene Ozone (2011} 11315

Very high levels of ultrafine particulate matter have also been found at SMO. Studies
conducred by the University of California, University of Southern California, CARB, and SCAQMD
found elevated ultrafine particle concenteations in the downwind residential areas directly
artributable to SMO aircraft operations. South Coast Air Quality Managemenr District, General

Aviation Airport Air Monitoring Study (20100; South Coast Air Quality Management District,

General Aviaton Aimport Air Monitord : F I it it S

Moniea Arport (2011}; Shishan Hu et al, Ainnafi Emdrsions Ingpacts in a Neighborbood Adsacent t5
General Aviation Ainpart in Swethern Califormia, 43 Environ. Scn Technol, 8039 (2009).

Ultrafine particles have been linked to premature death from respiratory and cardiovascular
disease, University of Califomia Los Angeles Communiry Health and Advocacy Traming PGY-2
Pediatric Residents, Santa Menica Airport Health Impact Assessment 10 (2010). Uliafine
particulate matter may pose a greater health risk than other, larger forms of particulate matter due ro
their tendency to penetrate deeper into the body, Ning Li et al, Ultngfne Particadate Poflutants Induce
Ohcidative Siress and Mitochondrial Dapage 111 Envt'l Health Perspectives 455, 455 (2003).

Airports are g significant source of emissions of Volatle Organic Compounds (VOCs) as
well as Nitrogen Osides (INCOx), both of which are ozone-forming pollurants. Colleen Callahan, The
Plane Truth: Air Cuality Impacts of Airport Orperations and Strategies for Sustainability: A Case
Study of the Los Angeles World Airpornts 7-10 (2010);, U8, EPA, Documentation for Ajrerafe
Compenent of the National Emissions Inventory Methodology (2011).

Ozone has been shown 1o cause decreased lung function, chest pain, as well as aggravate

existing respiratory illnesses such as asthma, pneumonia, and bronchins, 1.8, EPA, Ground Level
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Concerned Residents Against Airport Pollution

2012 Ade Quaality Management Plan — Santa Monica Aleport
March 28, 20112 —~
Ozone: Health, hitp:/ Swwewepagov Sair/ ozonepollution  health himl (secessed on March 25, 2012),
SMO s located in Northwest Coastal LA County, which exceeded both the State and Federal Ozone F_6
standards in 2010 and 2009, South Coast Air Quality Management District, 2010 Ajr Chaality (2011);

South Coast Air Quality Management Disericr, 2000 Air Chaality (20105,

J\

The California Clean Air Act requires SCAQMD to promulgate Indirecr Source controls to
regulate pollution from SMO. SCAQMIY is required to impose Indirect Source controls in areas
where there are “high level, localized concentrations of pollurants.” A smdy concluded that there EF-7
are “high concentrations of air pollutants in the residential neighborhoods downwind of SM{O] due
to atreraft activities ...." Hu at 8039, SCAQMD should act to regulate emissions from Santa
Momica Airporr.

1T,  South Coast Air Quality Management District has the Authority under the Federal

Clean Air Act to Impose Indirect Source Controls on Santa Monica Airport.

Asguably, SCACQMD is federally preempted from imposing Indirect Source contrals on

J\

SMO. Both the Federal Aviation Ageney and the USEPA have exclusive federal authonty over
aircraft operations, design, and manufacture. However, SCAQMID has the authority ro regulate
pollution from SMO with the approval of CARB with its delegared authonty under the Federal
Clean Air Act. Federal courts have found that states may regulate emsisrons from aircraft engines
under the Federal Clean Air Act as long as it does not directly regulate atrcraft operatons, design, or

n_mnufat;mring. (.'m'gﬁm.lfd ”n Nar_.:u, 431 F.S'sup]'s. 1271 {1977). SCAQMD and CARB have fcdum]l)—'

delegated authonty to impose Indirect Source controls on facilities such as arports, 42 US.C. § J

TH00)(5).
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Concerned Residents Apainst Airport Pollution
2012 Air Ouality Maragement Plan — Sanra Monica Alvport
Mlarch 28, 2012

1. Santa Monica Airport Could Implement Reasonably Available Control Measures to

vironmental Health T n 1 idents.
SMO could implement control measures to abare its impact on the surrounding community
and comply with an Indirect Source Rule. Possible control measures could include reduced idling
and ho'lding times for jet aircraft as well as re-directing the exhanst from prt-ﬂi.ghl Ui up tests.

IV.  South Coast Air Quality Management District Should Impose Indirect Source
Controls on Air Pollutant Emissions from Santa Monica Airport,

SCAQMD should impose an Indirect Source Review Rule on SMO. In light of SCAQMD's
legal obligations, the significant public health risks and the feasibility of control measures that could
be ;ldoptcd, SCAQMD should act to abate SMOYs impact o its su.h:r_lun:lhlg CcOMmmunites,

Thank you for considenng these comments, Please put the undessigmed on the mailing list
for the 2012 AQMP. Should you have any questions or need more information, please contact
Mitchell Tsai at (714) 881-4876 or tsat. mitchell@gmail.com,

Sincerely,

#iZ”

Mitchell M. Tsat, Esq.

Mo Q2
) . M

Martin Rubin

Concerned Residenrs Againse Airport Polluton
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Responses to Comment Letter F
Mitchell M. Tsai

Response to Comment F-1:

AQMD staff and counsel met with the commenter and the Concerned Residents
representative to discuss potential Indirect Source rules regulating activities at Santa
Monica Airport. AQMD has not observed elevated levels of PM2.5 in neighborhoods
near the airport so this plan does not include a measure specific to the airport. AQMD
will continue to explore possible ways of reducing emissions at the airport.

Response to Comment F-2:

Thank you for the references. The health effects of air pollutants are addressed in
Appendix |I. Regarding cancer risk, the AQMD's MATES III study estimates lifetime
risk for air toxics near the Santa Monica Airport at about 930 per million which is less
than the regional average of 1194 in a million.

Response to Comment F-3:

The commenter asserts that AQMD must implement an indirect source rule regulating
Santa Monica Airport based on H&S 840440(b)(3) calling for indirect source controls
“in those areas of the south coast district in which there are high-level, localized
concentrations of pollutants. The comment cites levels of lead, black carbon, and
ultrafine particulate matter. AQMD monitoring studies have not detected exceedances
of lead standards either on the runway area or in neighboring residential areas. US EPA
modeling studies did not project exceedances in neighboring residential areas but did
project exceedances at the blast fence. This was not confirmed by AQMD studies. The
statement that both studies found levels often exceeding the NAAQS but averaging at
the NAAQS is misleading because the NAAQS itself is in the form of a three month
average. The NAAQS itself was not exceeded. AQMD has not observed elevated
levels of PM2.5 near the airport. There is currently no NAAQS or SAAQS for
ultrafines. So, it is not feasible to determine a level to which emissions should be
reduced. Therefore, the cited statute does not require regulation.

Response to Comment F-4:

Thank you for the references. We note that one of the citations is a AQMD report.
Additional discussion of health effects of particulate matter are in Appendix I.

Response to Comment F-5:

Thank you for the references. We note that two of the citations are AQMD reports.
Additional discussion of health effects of particulate matter are in Appendix I, and
additional discussion of ultrafine particulate matter health effects and sources is
contained in Chapter 9.
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Response to Comment F-6:

Thank you for the references. Additional discussion of the health effects of ozone and
nitrogen dioxide are in Appendix I.

Response to Comment F-7:

The commenter states that AQMD must adopt an indirect source rule for the airport
because state law calls for indirect source rules in areas where there are “high-level,
localized concentrations of pollutants” and a study by Hu concluded that there were
“high concentrations of air pollutants in the residential neighborhoods “ downwind of
the airport. However, this study referred to levels of black carbon and ultrafine
particles, which are not criteria pollutants for which a NAAQS has been established.
Neither EPA nor CARB has yet developed any ambient standards for these particular
pollutants. Therefore, it is uncertain what levels of such pollutants would be considered
unacceptably “high.” The 2012 AQMP contains a chapter discussing the emerging
science relating to ultrafine particles and AQMD staff will continue to monitor the
situation.

Response to Comment F-8:

The AQMD staff agrees that it has the authority under state and federal law to adopt
indirect source controls. Such authority is not preempted by the Clean Air Act, as held
in National Association of Home Builders vs. San Joaquin Valley APCD, 627 F. 3d
730 (9th Cir. 2010). Whether any other federal statute would have preemptive effect
would likely depend on the particulars of any proposed indirect source rule.

Response to Comment F-9:

For the reasons stated earlier, AQMD staff does not believe that this request for an
indirect source rule for SMO should be addressed as part of the 2012 AQMP, but will
continue to consider whether such an approach would be necessary or viable to reduce
emissions in the future.
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Mar Vista
Community Council
P.O. Box 56871
Mar \ista, CA 90066

Board of Directors
2011-2012

Chair
moMMEs R mrass oy

1" Vice Chair

G. Mar Vista Community Council, May 20, 2012

May 20, 2012

South Coast Air Quality Managemant District
21865 Copley Drive
Diamond Bar CA 91765

At the reguiar monthly meeting held May 8, 2012, The Mar Vista
Community Council approved the following policy mation unanimously:

POLICY MOTION: The Mar VistaC ity Council requests that

the South Coast Air Quality Manag t District Impl an G_l
Indirect Source Review Rule regulating emissions from the Santa

Monica Airport as per the California Clean Air Act (Cal. Health and

Safety Code 40440(b)(3) Please see the attached letter

i@ nevite.on

2** vice Chair

chusk@marmsts g %
Secretary /_S_I}Qrdz

< -
~’§haron Commins, Chair
Mar Vista Community Council,

s Bmices1a &g
Treasurer

WD D .Gy

Zone Directors
Zone 1

20002
Zone3
7nnn.-l

Zlonn5>

Zone 6

At-Large Directors

Community Director
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Responses to Comment L etter G
Mar Vista Community Council

Response to Comment G-1:

AQMD staff does not believe that this request should be addressed as part of the 2012
AQMP, but will continue to consider whether such an approach would be viable to
reduce emissions in the future.
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H. Harvey Eder, July 17, 2012

COMMENT LETTER #1
Harvey Eder
July 17,2012

From: Harvey Eder [mailto:harvevederpspeiiyahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, July 17, 2012 3:26 PM

To: CEQA_Admin

Caz

Subject: Part 1 of Comments 2012 AQMD Plan & Public Review Draft Vision for Clean Air 6/27/2012
From Harvey Eder PSPC Salar Conversion Plan 7/17/12

Howdy SCAQMD)/Steve Smith, July 17,2012

This is the first /Part 1 of several submittals commenting on the Notice Of Preparation Of A \
Draft Program Environmental Impact Report Project Title 2012 Axr Quality Management Plan
(AQMP) as well as comments on the Jume 27,2012 Public Review Draft Vision for Clean AarA
Framework for Awr Quality and Climate Planming & Appendix Actions for
Development Demonstration and Deployment of Needed Advanced Technologies from Harvey
Eder.&from PSPC, the Public Solar Power Coalition as part of a Draft Immediate Total Salar
Conversion Plan for the South Coast District and California. This is m addition to comments
made in Santa Monica last Friday July 13,2012 at the City of Santa Monica Main Library from H-1
25 PM et

This part 1 of several contains information and linke from a fracking call heald Thursday
July 12,2012and incorparates all of the mformation and links inte the record herein. including the
recording of the call and papers by Howarth et al.on ghg of methane natural gas frackmg from
2010.2011, and February 23, 2012 which have been shared with SCDistrict Staff in the pastas
well as the mformation submuatted to staff and the board with the December 2009 cover article of
Scientific American and the follow up articles in Energy Policy on a 20 year solar conversion
plan / proposal by Drs. Jacobson and Delucel of Stanford and UC Davis ete. The time for action
15 IOW. /

Thanks take care

Harvey Eder & PSPC Public Solar Power Coalition (310) 393-2389
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[Fraclking Call: Recording and Resources
IMonday, July 16, 2012 4:48 PM

[From:

"Allison Fisher” -afisher/mcitizen org-
|A4dd sender to Condacts

To:

"Energy Public Citizen" <enersviicitizen ors=
Thank you for joiningus! Pleaze sand along sny sugzestions vou heave for fiumre call topics presemters. -Allizon

\Tuly 12, 2012: The Fracking Movement and Climate Change: Current Strategies
|Fiecording: s/ . freec onferencecallbd com/playback himiTn=64-17-65-6712-17-65-6766-1 T-65-6710141-
17-65-6755-52-75-17-65-67-17-65-6758T:00TAEND T 4A D=1

Prezentars:
|Fiobert Howarth has been the David F. Atkinson Professor of Ecology & Emvironmental Biology at Comell
[University since 1003

Tennifer Krill, Executive Director of EARTHWORES
kil mearthworksaction ore

ofce: 202-887-1872 x. 103

|btip ! earthwork sacfion org

[Fracking Climate Change Impacts:

[pIethene and the preenhouse-gas footprint of natural gas from shale formations:
ofwrwew sustainablefisre. comell edu/news/sttachments Howarth-ErAL- 2011

"The tzke-home message of our smdy is thar if vou do an integration of 20 years following the development of the
zas, shale gas is worse than comventions] gas and is, in fact, worse than coal and worse than oil " Howarth said. "We
are not advocating for more coal or oil, but rather to mowe to 3 muly sreen, renewsble fimmre as quickly as possible.
[We need to look at the true environments] consequences of shale gas ™

The stmdy is the first peer-reviewed paper exploring the greenhouze gas footprints of convenfional gas drilling. Most
studies have used EPA emiszion estimates from 1994, which were updated in November 2010 when it was
desermined thar greenhonse gas ennissions of various finels are higher than previously belisved.

[Feb. 2012 backsroumd paper on methane and the nanwal gas indusoy for the MNationa] Climate Asseszment:

e eeb. cornell eduhowarth FHowarth?s20et?s20al. %62 0262 (Bationals 20CTimate? 52 0. As ses sment |
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Soope:

- 830,000 operating oil and gas wells m 5.

- 34 oil and zas producing s

- In 2012, 2,000 wells drilled every month, 90%: of well are fracked

- Already fracking: AK, €O, WY, MM, CA (does not mack production from fracking), MT, TH (news regs
coming next year), OF. L4 AR AT MI OH and PA (among worst rags)

- Prevention states: B, MD, MC

Snmocessful Strategies:

- Conmmmity Rights/ Home Fule

- Zoming Laws

- Property Fights — has provided an oppornmity to work with a new constituency

- Doommentary on this issne: Split Estate (this film is sreaming and svailable on Metflix)

- People’s Assembly and People’s Resoliton - OH

|[Protective Regnlations and Harm Reduoction Strategies:

- Production set-back from homes/simc tares

- Liners and covers for waste pits

- End Goal: Federal Regulatons — fracking is exempted from 7 emvirommental laws, creating an inadequate
Ipatchwork of stae-bazed regulations

(Orther resources:

1) Enforcemens of existing laws is woefilly lax. Earthworks is releasing a series of repoms on enforcemsnt in §
states: tlneﬁrslm‘nun(‘ol.end.uanﬂﬂen "fierum are

/ and b/ wany. earthwork saction or
g'h'bran detm.l‘nm enforcement repon Upmmmgmpum. will focns on Texas, Ohio, Pennsylvania and Mew York.

’]Eardmmiss rEme‘mbad *MDmi'SidoquEoom mxthmssnmufﬂnhealﬂumpa.dsmdemrtShale

3) The federal loopholes in 7 emvironmental laws enjorved by the oil and gas industry are outlined
|hese: hitp: ‘www earthworksaction ore library‘detail loopholes for polheters’. This fact sheet is incredibly handy if
[vou find yourself explaining to folks why fracking is soch 2 boom rght now.

) 1Y
|t mﬂ:ouﬁ:ﬂmﬂmﬁﬁ com

|Upcoming Events:

Stop the Frack Artack — Washington, D.C. July 25- 28

|Leamn more: hitp:(ww.stopthefrackattack. ors’

(Get the word out and join the discussion: Follow on Twitter (twitter com/'stopfackarack) and like us on Facebook

(www facebook com/'stopthefrackattack) for even more infonmation about the rally!

Stop Fracking with California — Toin us in Sacramento Fuly 25
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[Your voice is urgently needed at an upooning demonstration and fracking workshop nm by the Department of

(Comservaton to solicit input on potental regulations. Please join us in demanding = ban that will protect our

environment fom this industry, which is associated with more than 1,000 doqmented cases of water confsmination

acToss the country.

|What: Demonsiration & Workshop on fracking regulations held by the California Depariment of Conservation

[When: Wednesday, July 25 Demonstration at 5:30 pm , Workshop at 7 pm.

[Where: California Environmental Protection Agency Headgquarters, Byron Sher Aunditoriom

1001 I Smeet, Sacramento, CA 85814

|And, wou can also submit your written comments to the state through our action alert:
- . o " 3 i o Homonhlic “action. KEY=1057

i

hiipacion biglomicald oo 2187

[E:SVE to Rose Braz, Center for Biological Diversity, Climate Campaign Director
roraziihi aldiversity.

|Allizon Fisher
(Crarreach Director
[Public Citizen’s Energy Program

|Blog W SnerEyVVoE.Org
(Comact: 202-454-5176

[bdore to follow before the Spm submdrtal deadlins tomamow 71812

Subject: FW: Part 2 Comments Draft 2012 AQMPlan &Draft Vision for Clean Air/Harvey Eder BPSPC
71712 ITSCP Immediate Total Salar Comversion Plan SCD SCALTFORNI

Howdy Steve Smith etc, July 17, 2012

This is Part 2 of Comments for the Draft 2012 Air Quality Management Plan and Public
Review Draft June 27,2012 Vision for Clean Air: A Framework for Air Quality and Climate
Planmng and Appredix: Actions for Development. Demonstration andDevelopment dof Needed
Advanced Technologies / Imediate Total Solar Conversion Plan for the South Coast Air Quality
Management District and the State of Califormia ete, by Harvey Eder & PSPC the Public Solar
Power Coalition July 17,2012 before the Spm deadline July 18, 2012. Stream of consiousness
style sorry, hope to mark comments on the Final more crganized ” The Quantum Inigma: Physics
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Encounters Counciousness”

1) The costs of solar cells has gone down 1/3 m the past 3-3 years PhotoVoltaics note moores
law and computer chips ete.

Consentrated PV 15 more efficient and hyybnds pv heat alse more cost effective

1) Interests rates are the lowest if's ever been since the great deprission of the 19305
In contrast to 30 years ago ( when I first came to the SCD with information that there was no cost
for solar as best available control technelogy bact apx. 1985 when mterest was 10-20% and the
price of fossil fuels was as high as it is today with preset value of $20-120 per barrel of il
without cap and trade values or nox reclaime ete.

3NSolar is BACT Best Available Control Technelogy and BARACT Best Available Control
Technology ( solar should be cited by SCD as such and proven so it can be used in other air
quality management districts in CA and the US using LCA hfe cycle analysis
it pays for itself plus saves without counting extemalities. social costs and direct medials costs ,
security no war in middle east etc, ete.

4) 20 years ago H Eder and PSPC went to the district and presented this and it was included
i the AQMPlan that solar thermal hot water systems were bact etc. for swimming poels and
residential and process hot water ete.

5) Federral Solar Tax Credits on solar are 30% until the end of 2016 and ACFA accellerated
cost recovery system are worth about another 30% for deprestion making no down solar leasing
/PPAs power purchase agreements/less expensive than fossil firels | even if there 15 a cost to
soctety through the federal debt and deficet etc. has to be studed further vs ghe clhimate change
costs and global warming see page 7 of this past weekends Financial Times section 1
Scientists accept global warming 20 times to §0 times probality of this weather in the east and
mid country and weather in England than in the 1960s | Futgers University Prof artic sea ice is
40-50% less than the 1990 etc. efc. etc (theKing and I)

6) Solar thermal 15 2 to 5 times more efficent than PV hike the Israch Luz plants 354 MW less
than 100 nules from SCD Dimond Bar headquarters ( the largest solar project in the world) bult
m 1 14, and several 30,and 80 MW systems now cperating for over 20 and close to 340 years
right here in miver city !

The Sun Makes the Wind Blow, the Water Flow , and the Plants Grow or it can be used
directly. It's the Engine of Our Ecosystem, It's The Way The World Works !

7) This same solar technology can be used and have storage which can ber used 24 hrs as
well as solar seasonal storage in tanks, the earth or indergrouns with compressed air plus other
systems ref the Storage Proceedings at the CPUC and work dont at the CEC all records
incorporated herein by reference and the Ca Styorage Association. Alliance etc national and
mternational and proceedings of the ASES Amencan Solar Energy Society and ISES the
Interbational Solar Energy Society innmmnmmnnnnmmneorporated by reference herein in these
records of proceedings by reference.
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8) The SCD committes on BACT and BARCT plus more strigent federal standerds should
meed and declare vanous solar technologies as sssssuch and mehide thenm in vanious rle
makings and in the 2012 aqmd Plan as part of the 5 year ITSCP , Immediate Total Solar
Conversion Plan This committee neaeds to meet and do this now.and incorp[orate reports and
records from Technology Advancement on Solar ete into the record as well as Nrel the National
Fenewable Energy Lab ( which was the SERI the Solar Energy Research Insititute umder Carter
all reports and studies on the technology solar etc herein the record as well as that of other
countries and companies incorporated herein by reference. We're headed for hell in ahandbasklet
and theree's no time to wait.

9) This 15 a proposal for a 3 year total solar conversion plan ITSC Now The Solar Future is
now. This includes solar cogenteation with solar process heating space heating and cooling
(absorption) and solar district CHIP . We may have to tare up the streets to lay the pipes and it
wom't be easy but it can be done and seasenal solar storage using the earth as has been proven
in the past can be done and fast puting people to work doing this. Unemployment 15 over 10%

m the SCD Southemn Cal and and will soon hit 15% if the economyy continues to faulter with
underenployed at 20-25% and youth unempolyment at 25-30%. ASction 15 needed now.
Chimate change with GHG/ and critena and toxics worst than previonsly thought with an
exponential increase m methane chd with 90% of the wellsnew wells fracked and the tundra
melting with artic warming faster and faster and the oil companies wanting with the mssians
planting their flag at the bottom of the north pole getting ready with our il and gas companies to
dnll in the artic for fossil fiuels on last gasp . grasp for the final demumont. It's insane. Like
Eifnstien said doing the same thing over and over again and getting no different relult is crazy.
Hee also said that the most powerful thing is the power of compound nterest We need to invest
in a solar firhure. it is now...

The economy is slowin in China and the develpoing world with mounting problems in
ewrcpe, greese, spain . italy efc and the germans to bali them out remember the german inflation
of the 205 after wwl there wormied wabout mflation like the fight and the teaparties are here the
gold bugs and the anti feds. with the LIBOR. scandle with Bemake testifying toady before
congress  the world economy and the worlds 15 slowing down

Subject: Part 3 Commenis on 2012 Draft AQMP Plan & Public Review Draft June 27, 2012 Vision for
Clean Air & Addendum.. This is Part 3 part 3 B will follow.From Harvey Eder and Public Solar Power
Coalition 7/18/12 B:06 am

Howdy Steve Smith et al., T/18/12 8:15 am

This is part 3 of comments on the Public Review Draft June 27,2012Vision for Clean Aira
Framework for Air Quality and Climate Change Planning and its” Appendix Actions for
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Development Demonstration, and Deployment of Needer Advances Technologies and Notice Of
Preparation Of & Draft Program Envirenmental Impact Beport, 2012 Air Quality Management
Plan (AQMP) from, by Harvey Eder and Public Solar Power Coalition.

This supplemental 1s in addition to Parts 1 and 2 submutted yesterday 7/17/12.
10. The documents here eeemphasis biofiiels which enutt enitenia and toxic pollutants which is
not the case with direct solar or wind and hydro. It is true that in manfucaturing the solar systems
if not done on a solar breeder there are some emassions and this will have to be sdied further
some work has been doneon this already as well as net energy work and the solar systems
perform well in conparisen to fossil fuels and biemethane and biofuels solar hydrogen is also
proposed as well as solar electnic ( a Santa Cruz man Paul Scott has an electnc car that he has
driven over 100,000 miles on with solar energy/electricity as one example as have many other
people that have testified on the record in the past to SCAQMD etc members of Plug In
American has many memvers that do this in the District and are featured in the documentry Who
Killed The Electric Car, which is also hereby herein placed in the record in these proceedings by
reference %
this shows the past record of SCD and CAREB about electric cars etc..

Subject: Part 4 Commenis Testimony for on the 2012 Air Quality Management Plan {Nofice of
Preparations of a Draft Program) under ceqa as well on for Public Review Draft June 27,2012 Vision for
Clean Air: A Framework for Air Quality and Climate Pla...

Howdy Steve Smith et al.,

This 15 Part 4 of Comments/testimony for on the2012 Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP
subject: Notice of Preparation of a Draft ProgramEnwvironmental Impact Report and for the
Public Review Draft June 27, 2012 Vision for Clean Air: A Framework for Air Quality and
Chimate Planning and its’ Appendix: Actions for Development , Demonstration. and Deployment
of Needed Advanced Technologies for by Harvey Eder and the Public Solar Power Coalition at
9:13 am July 18,2012 contimung etc timely submitted.

11 I/we hereby, herein mcorporate by reeference all submutals im writing and oral Ly to the
SCAQMD since 1985 made by Harvey Eder and PSPC Public Solar Power Coalition in
reference to solar energy as well as all written and oral statements and or comments made to the
CPUC , CEC, NEC. CASIO, including all state and fderal govemment incorpporatite into the
recard in this proceeding CEQA Drafts etc July 18, 2012, EPA etc..

13 Thisisa J year immediate total solar conversion plan by 2017 which allows the federal
government to pay for 1/2 ( through Federal 30% tax credits and an additional 20-30% present
value for accelerated depreciaion ACRS or with AQCES 10% etc Jof the cost of the conversion
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to solar as bact, bract etc_or in the altemative as scon as possible 1ea 10 year mmediate total
solar conversion plan by 2023 or in the worst case a 20 year immediate total solar conversion
plan by 2032 only if the Plan can not be implemted in a 5 year, or in the altemative 10 year etc.
This may also use the Federal B&D tax credit for some of it efc..

14 Ten Yearsa ago AB 117 was made law in the State of California and recently supported by
ABT90 last year which allows city s and counties as in 790 special districts like SCAQMD and
or S3CAG etc to form CCAs Commmmity Choice Aggragations which allow local governments to
form public solar power entities and or municipals like LADWP or regionals like SMUD
Sacramental Public Utility Districts ags well as coops to provide immediate total salar
conversion, CCA the IOU Invester Oamed Utility owns the transnussion and distnbution system
but balls for the power klike PG&E and MEA MaFIN eNERGY aUTHORITY ( there is also
being mplemented a CCA in San Francisce aqs well as activity in the East Bay with East Bay
MUD mumci[pal utility Dhstrict ( also activity in Sonoma abd possibliy in San Diege cpunty as
well as Santa Monica etc)

PG&E spent over 340 million frying to defeat this law about 2 years ago with the pro CCA folks
spending only a couple hundred thousand dollars and their initative Prop 16 lost ! and CCA
move on. This was proposed over a year ago to SCD in a meeting on forming the Energy Plan
and is herein Proposed now. Also as proposed to the meeting on the Intagrated Energy Plan
Report last monthe at the CATTRANS building by Eder and PSPC a Cal State wide enfity

Solar Cal was preposed which world own the transmission and distribution electric system in
califormia ete. along with a 100% o1l and gas tax ( paying only cost plus 10% for o1:] and gas (
the 3rd largest state for O&G production with the money used for buying the T&D system from
the IOU as taken over by eminent domaine for Solar Cal as well as facilitating system
ownedeship utalizing the federal tax advantages etc. and low inferest rates along with any state
and or federal infrastructure band etc that has been established or will be in the future. Low and
low Middle income p[ecple will be assisted by Selar Cal . If this does not pass the state
legislature an mmitative in 2014 will be circulated to implement it. jBoulder Colorado has just
passed a law to buy out the IOU there and 1s home the the UOColoand the ASES Am Solar
Energy Society . There are several alws beinbg proposed in Ca including AB243 for solar
commuuity gardens which needs to support maore smaller systems and low income low middle
meome, also ab1990 15 going through the state Solar For All these bills and laws need to be
supported by SCD and are incorprated jinto the record here by reference as well as other
enviromental justice and solar conversien bills etc. Will check in again in a few hours. He&k

Pspc

Subjeck: Part 5 Comments stc. SCAQMD AQMP 2012 Draft and Vision...Draft & appendic.June 27,2012
by from Harvey Eder & Public Solar Power Coalition

Howdy Steve Smuth et al., July 182012 1:57PM
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This 15 Part 3 Comments on Draft 2012 Air QQuality Management Plan (AQMP) due today
by 3pm 7/18/12 as well as comments for Public Eeview Draft June 27, 2012 Vision for Clean
Air:A Framework for Air Quality andf Climate Planning from /by Harvey Eder & PSPC Public
Solar Power Coalition.

15 The Natural Gas and all methane programs /subsidies for using ch4 ie Moyer Program and
school bus funding ete power plants etc by SCAQMD and other Districts and CARB nmst be
stoped at once and Immediate Total Solar Conversion Plan must be implemended at once. Over a
20 year time frame see documents in Part 1 of Comments ete. Howarth et al. incorperated into
the record herein by reference natural gas and or methane chd has 100 times the GWP Global
Warming Potential Tpact of co2 equalivent and the numbers used by SCD and CAPB are
wrong for trading cap and trade CPUC, CEC etc EPA, LCFS Low Carbon Fuel Standfard and
are injoined by writ of mandanms to stop subsidizing by all government entities now for solar
electric, hydrogen ete solar xyz... This was illegally with held by SCAQMD and CAFEB as well
as the CPUC GHG proceedings and is entered bby reference in those proceadings in pastt and

present and future proceedings etc.

16 Subsidies for solar (tax incentivesd etc. mmst be made through pregressive taxes on the
weathy (like Obamas tax increase and more). Federal Income Taxes have been over 70-90% for
vast majority of the past centniy and should be increases to fund the solar conversion plan and
help the poor and low, and low middle income which 15 Environmental Justice. Even with the
low rate of apx 40% under Clinton which was reduced by Bush to apx. 35% 10 years ago the
economy was better and ymemployment was less under the higher rate in the 1990 than over the
past 10 years (and job creation) This 15 also true since the end of WW2 in the late 405 and m the
305 and 60 etc which was a boom peniod which negates the reactionary nght wing arguments that
hagher taxes on the wealthy will hurt the econonny. This if false the US Economy performed just
fine with double the Fed Income Tax on the Rich hke Romney. As cited i the July 13 SCD
meeting in Santa Momnicalast week the Fepublicans support coal while the Democrates support
nafural gas while 4 years ago Obema supperted Solarrenewables which is needed now . tens and
100s or biocicns of dellars are spent supporting climate changing dirty cil coal and gas fossil
fuels while pelling proves that 80-90% plus of voters and the US Public supports Solar Energy .
and are solar "energy voters”.

17 The CCA law was passed when Enron was gaming the state for outragous profit and they
caused blackouts n CA and they went banknupt like PG&E and So Cal Edison was withing days
or rather hours from not alse going bankmpt as well, Theirs is a wrong and bankkmupt policy
cupporting fossil fuels and miclear energy (Diablo and SONGS etc)

Global warmmg Climate Change melting the Artic sea ice etc...
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Subject: Part & Commenis draft CEQA 2012 Air Quality Management Plan & Public Review Draft June
27,2012 wision for Clean Air: A Framework for Air Quality and Climate Planning & Appendi:..from/by
Harvey Ederand PSPC Public Solar Power Coalition 7/18/12

Howdy Steve Smuth et al., July 18.2012 4:40PM

Part 6 Comments on Notice Of Preparation Of A Draft Program Envircnmental Impact
Feport, 2012 Air Quality Management Plam (AQMP) and Public Review Draft June 27,2012
Vision for Clean Air: A Framework for Air Quuality and Climate Planmng of by from Harvey
Eder and PSPC the Public Solar Power Coalition and the Appendix-._ Vision for Clean Air.

12 Solar Cal was presented to the joint meeting on the Integrated Energy Policy Report Last
month at the Cal Trans Bulding in LA where in the afternoon Dr. Walerstein prosented for the
District information. There was comissioners from the CPUC | the CEC | Cal ISO and the
Durector goldstene from CAFB and others present. The state would own the transnmssion and
dismbution system now controlled by the I0Us and they would operate and manage the system
as they do now on a cost plus 10% basis. 10 years the whole system could has been bought for
apx $10 billion now it will sell with eminate domaine for $12-13 Billion for the T&D and the
CPUC will regulate the operation of the systemlike they are domgtoday at cost plus 10% _ The
I0Us were also at the [EPE. meeting as well along with other groups and citizens.

At the meeting on July 13 in Santa Monica MTBE pollution was brought up which increased
the efficiency of engineswhich mentless emissions in the air but gas tanks
leaked into the sround water contaminating the City of Santa Momicas’ warter. This resulted in
$100s mullion in lifization paid by the o1l companies to clean the water. Now fracing for oil and
zas 1/3 to 172 plus of which comes from fracked wellsss in California from Texas, Lousiana NM
and wyoning and Colorado threaten the sround water. the Resources Agency and its Department
of Conservation and its DOGGE. Division Of Oil Gas and Geothermal Fesources is holding
meetings around the state that will lead to regulations. As Marshal of DOC stated Fracking in
CA is "Regulated but not reported.
Existing law covers this now but nothing is being done about, so the Siemra Club and Center for
Biclogical Diversity have gone to court over an estimated 10-15 billion barrels of ol n the
Montery Shale ( the biggest field in the USA / Prudo Bay in Alaska was about the same size as
this and there is a gold/oil rush going on to develope this. At todays prices its worth a trillien
dollars or two plus which if developed and produced should be used for the ITSCP the
Immediate Total Solar Conversion Plan just 86 ground water or 7 This could be done through a
90%% severence tax ( Alaska has a 25% tax - the state did own all of the od but took 1/8in
royalifies / tax which went to Alaska Permanant Fund) m California to help finance ITSCP
which should help fimd low and low middle income ITSCPlan cited herein. There 15 a meeting
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which it was mentioned that the District shold be at of the Water Azencies on JUly 24th in Long \
Beach on Frackng, the day before DOGGES last meeting in Sacramento on July 25th 2012
Pegulations for the state wouldn't be implemented wnti] mid 2013 for CA just as federal EPA
regulations and studies won't be released yntil after the Fall November elections. The District is
planning a meetmg on fracking in September with Doger and EPA ete.

The District should not waait until 2015 to submitt a SIP on PM 2.5 to the feds but do it now
as well as cover ultra fines which the District has had a meeting on a few years ago.
This st be apart of the AQMP this vear 2012 as part of the ITSC Plan cited herein etc for 3
year conversion Plan etc..

GHG Howarth et al must be googled ( natural gas fracking 2011 and 2012 beth papers are in H-2
onlinks subnutted with Comment Part 1shows as submitted to the District in the past that 105
times the ghe impact of co2e using a 20 yr time frame for methane matural gas rather than 21
used by SCAQMD or 23 used by CAEB or 33 used by James Hanson NASA Gottard
Institute several years ago over a 100 year time frame. With all of the mish to frack ( Howarth
states on the attached recording of last Thursday June 12, 2012 fracking phone call that oil
fracking is as bad (value _ yeilds as much methane as fracking for gas incorporated herein
hereby in the record by reference as well) Warming as happening much faster in the Artic than
science predicted and if the fmdra melts methane chd will be released in a great amount ( a
negative positive feedbaxck loop).

Gov Brown wants 12 GW of distributed generation sclar to be on line in Ca by 2020. At the
IEFP meeting n LA last monthConmssioner (CPUC ) Flono stated that there is already more that
33% of the load/ solar signed for use by 2020 . There has been for several years now. This is too /
modest a pregram. That's why ITSCPlan presented here needs to be implemented now.
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Responses to Comment L etter H
Harvey Eder

Response to Comment H-1:

We appreciate the references and information sent over on the environmental impacts
from hydraulic fracturing. These concerns are something we have been monitoring and
tracking carefully and are informing the public along with addressing these issues with
industry. Recently at AQMD we held a forum focused on the environmental impacts of
hydraulic fracturing and provided policy level discussions. In addition, we are working
with both the state and federal government in developing regulations and enforcement
policies. Finally, staff will be working on development of fracking regulations, if
feasible and appropriate.

Response to Comment H-2:

The AQMD recognizes the clean air benefits renewable energy provides to both the
electric power grid and other services such as hot water heating. Chapter 10 of the
AQMP addresses the implementation of the states 33% renewable portfolio standard
along with the benefits increased efficiency provides on reducing fuel and energy
demands. This chapter shows the total energy consumption in Sothern California was
near 2.1 quads in 2008 and is expected to show a slight 0.1 quad increase by 2023.
However, the slight increase in projected energy use in Southern California will be met
with an increase in energy prices; in 2008 close to $54 billion was spent on energy and
the projected cost of energy consumption in 2023 is $74 billion. Overall the projected
5% increase in energy consumption is going to be met with a 27% increase in energy
prices. As mentioned within this chapter, significant implementation of renewable
energy coupled with the transportation system will help lower emissions, reduce
impacts from volatile energy prices, help localize dollars spent on energy, and provide
some isolation from increasing energy costs.

The AQMD endorses solar power as a clean air solution to help provide emission free
electricity to residences and businesses whenever feasible. We have been an early
supporter of implementing new solar technologies. At the AQMD headquarters, we
currently have over 180kW of solar panels installed that are demonstrating three
different solar technologies. Additionally, we are funding and undertaking several
technology demonstration projects that help address the limitations of solar, such as,
coupling solar power production with energy storage to help with intermittency. We
also promote the benefits electrification technologies provide to clean the air such as
electric vehicles, and as mentioned earlier, advocate for the electrical supply to be from
clean air sources such as renewables.

The prices of solar panels have come down nearly a third in the past couple of years
due to less expensive ways to manufacture polysilicon, an increase in solar
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manufacturers, and expiring solar incentives in other countries. Resulting price
declines have made PV solar very competitive with conventional generating
technologies. This decline in prices has helped implement this technology in Southern
California as there are now many solar installation companies that employ thousands in
this sector. The recent increase of roof-top solar PV installations does not show any
indication of slowing down in the near future since financing mechanisms have become
available along with local incentives and federal tax credits. Additional incentives for
solar installations are also likely in the near future as a portion of the revenues utilities
start to receive from the CARB GHG Cap and Trade program under AB 32.

Unfortunately, solar power does not currently provide a standalone solution to
providing all the electrical generation needs for Southern California. Until the
intermittency problem is addressed, large storage technologies, and increased panel
efficiencies become more cost effective, existing natural-gas fired power generating
technologies are required to provide base loads, ramp rates, and other ancillary services
such as frequency regulation. Additionally, the clean air benefits renewable energy
sources such as solar power provides in Southern California will be best realized as
transportation technologies such as electrification are implemented at a faster rate.

In a Vision for Clean Air: A Framework for Air Quality and Climate Planning biofuels
was presented as a one component among several to meet the GHG goals of the State.
The use of biofuels does not typically provide an advantage in reducing criteria
pollutants if they are combusted in standard IC engines such as diesels. Therefore in
the document it was stated “In the longer-term, to meet the greenhouse gas targets, any
combustion-based heavy-duty trucks would rely predominantly on efficiency and
renewable and biofuel solutions. However, to achieve the air quality standards in the
South Coast, a technology transition to zero- and near-zero emission trucks (e.g.,
electric, fuel cell, or hybrid with all electric range) to reduce NOx emissions is also
needed.” In summary, staff supports the development and implementation of solar
energy technologies to the maximum extent feasible and cost-effective. These
technologies are not needed to attain the PM2.5 standards, but staff will continue to
support solar technologies for attaining the ozone standards in the future.
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. Neighbors of Santa Monica Airport, July 28, 2012

Neighbors of Santa Monica Airport
P.O. Box 643033 Los Angeles, California 90064

BY ELECTRONIC DELIVERY

July 28, 2012

Dr. Phillip Fine

South Coast Air Quality Management District
21865 Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, CA 91765

pline@agmd.gov

Mr. Joe Cassmassi

South Coast Air Quality Management District
21865 Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, CA 91765
jcassmassif@agmd.gov

RE: 2012 Air Quality Management Plan — Santa Monica Airport
Dear Dr. Fine and Mr. Cassmassi,

We are writing on behalf of Neighbors of Santa Monica Airport ("NoSMO®) regarding Santa
Monica Municipal Airport (“SMO”) located at 3223 Donald Douglas Loop South, Santa Monica. California
90405. NoSMO is a coalition composed of residents and community leaders from Santa Monica and Los
Angeles neighborhoods impacted by SMO. We request that South Coast Air Quality Management District
(“*SCAQMD") review, propose, approve, and submit o California Air Resources Board (“CARB”) an
Indirect Source Review Rule regulating air pollution emissions originating from activitics at SMO.

SMO has a disproportionate environmental health impact on local residents. SMO is unique in
having dense residential development less than 300 feet from the cast and west ends of the runway. Unlike

other Southern California airports, SMO has almost no buffer zone between the runway ends and the

surrounding community. Adrian Castro, et al, Santa Monica Airport Health Impact Assessment (2010). A

UCLA study noted that “[s]mall airports in heavily populated areas do not necessarily have ... buffers ... so
residents may be more directly exposed 1o aircraft emissions.” Shishan Hu, et al Aircraft Emissions Impacts
in a Neighborhood Adjacent to a General Aviation Airport in Southern California, 43 Environ. Sci. Technol.

8039, 8039 (2009). The UCLA study went on to conclude that the residential neighborhoods surrounding
Page1of6
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Neighbors of Santa Monica Airport
P.O. Box 643033 Los Angeles, California 90064 \

SMO have “markedly high concentrations of air pollutants ... suggesting ... [that the] buffer areas around ...
[SMO] may be insufficient.” The proximity between the airport and the surrounding community creates a
dangerous health risk for local residents.

Local residents living in proximity with the airport face an elevated risk of cancer. According to a
study sponsored by the Los Angeles Unified School District, cancer risk arising from maximum exposure 10 -1

air pollution generated by activities at SMO for local residents ran thirteen to twenty-six in one million. Bill

Generated From_Aircraft and Ground Support Operations 2 (1999). Cancer risks to local residents from

SMO significantly exceed the guideline lifetime cancer risk of one in a million individuals for cancer risk

from maximum exposure to a source of air pollutants under the Federal Clean Air Act. 42 US.C. § 7412,

1. South Coast Air Quality Management District is Legally Obligated to Implement an Indirect
Source Review Rule Regulating Emissions from Santa Monica Airport.

AN

SCAQMD is legally required to implement an Indirect Source Review rule controlling emissions
from Santa Monica Airport. The California Clean Air Act requires that SCAQMD “provide for indirect
source controls in those areas of the south coast district in which there are high-level, localized
concentrations of pollutants ...." Cal. Health & Safety Code § 40440(b)(3).

Multiple studies have demonstrated that there are elevated levels of air pollutants such as lead, black
carbon, and ultrafine particulate matter on Santa Monica Airport property as well as in neighboring -2
residential areas. Infra.

Modeling studies have shown that concentration of ambient lead levels near, at and exceeding the
National Ambient Air Quality Standard (“NAAQS”) at Santa Monica Airport as well as at nearby

residential neighborhoods. Studies conducted by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (“USEPA™)

and SCAQMD found areas on Santa Monica Airport’s runway with lead levels violating the current lead

NAAQS. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Development and Evaluation of an Air Quality Modeling J
Page 20f6
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Neighbors of Santa Monica Airport
P.O. Box 643033 Los Angeles, California 90064

(2010); South Coast Air Quality Management District, General Aviation Airport Air Monitoring Study 20—
21 (2010). Inaddition, both studies found elevated ambient lead levels that ofien exceeded. but averaged
near the NAAQS in surrounding residential neighborhoods. 7d.

Lead can have irreversible brain and nerve damage, severe developmental impacts on children as
well as adverse impacts on adults. Lead has been found 1o have neurological impacts on children, leading to
behavioral problems, learning problems, and lowered 1Q. Adults, when exposed to lead, can suffer
cardiovascular problems such as high blood pressure, and heart disease. Finally, lead exposure has also
been found to have negative impacts on the nervous system, kidney function, immune systems, and
reproductive ability. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Lead in Air: Health (2011),
http://www.epa.gov/airquality/lead/health.html (last visited Nov. 11, 2011).

Elevated levels of Black Carbon have also been found to have been generated by activities at SMO.
Jet takeofYs at SMO have been found to result in large spikes in concentrations of Black Carbon in and
around the airport, Hu, 43 Environ, Sci. Technol, at 8039 (2009); South Coast Air Quality Management
District, General Aviation Airport Air Monitoring Study; Follow-up Monitoring Campaign at the Santa
Monica Airport 3 (2011).

Black carbon. as a component of particulate matter, has been linked to increased risk of
cardiovascular disease, respiratory disease, cancer. and premature death. United Nations Environmental
Program, World Meteorological Organization Integrated Assessment of Black Carbon and Tropospheric
Ozone (2011) 113-15.

Very high levels of ultrafine particulate matter have also been found at SMO. Studies conducted by
the University of California, University of Southemn California, CARB, and SCAQMD found clevated
ultrafine particle concentrations in the downwind residential areas directly attributable to SMO aircraft

operations. South Coast Air Quality Management District, General Aviation Airport Air Monitoring Study
Page 30f6
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Neighbors of Santa Monica Airport
P.O. Box 643033 Los Angeles, California 90064

(2010); South Coast Air Quality Management District, General Aviation Airport Air Monitoring Study:
Follow-up Monitoring Campaign at the Santa Monica Airport (201 1); Shishan Hu et al, Aircrafi Emissions
Impacts in a Neighborhood Adjacent to a General Aviation Airport in Southern California, 43 Environ. Sci.
Technol, 8039 (2009).

Ultrafine particles have been linked to premature death from respiratory and cardiovascular disease.
University of California Los Angeles Community Health and Advocacy Training PGY-2 Pediatric
Residents, Santa Monica Airport Health Impact Assessment 10 (2010). Ultrafine particulate matter may
pose a greater health risk than other, larger forms of particulate matter due to their tendency to penetrate
deeper into the body. Ning Li et al, Ultrafine Particulate Pollutants Induce Oxidative Stress and
Mitochondrial Damage 111 Envt’l Health Perspectives 455, 455 (2003).

Airports are a significant source of emissions of Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs) as well as
Nitrogen Oxides (NOx), both of which are ozone-forming pollutants. Colleen Callahan, The Plane Truth:
Air Quality Impacts of Airport Operations and Strategies for Sustainability: A Case Study of the Los -2
Angeles World Airports 7-10 (2010); U.S. EPA, Documentation for Aircrafi Component of the National
Emissions Inventory Methodology (2011).

Ozone has been shown to cause decreased lung function, chest pain, as well as aggravate existing
respiratory illnesses such as asthma, pneumonia, and bronchitis. U.S. EPA, Ground Level Ozone: Health,
http://www.epa.gov/air/ozonepollution‘health.html (accessed on March 25, 2012). SMO is located in
Northwest Coastal LA County, which exceeded both the State and Federal Ozone standards in 2010 and
2009, South Coast Air Quality Management District, 2010 Air Quality (2011); South Coast Air Quality
Management District, 2009 Air Quality (2010).

The California Clean Air Act requires SCAQMD to promulgate Indirect Source controls to regulate

pollution from SMO. SCAQMD is required to impose Indirect Source controls in areas where there are

“high level, localized concentrations of pollutants.” Cal. Health & Safety Code § 40440(b)(3). A study
Page 4 0f6
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Neighbors of Santa Monica Airport
P.O. Box 643033 Los Angeles, California 90064

concluded that there are *“high concentrations of air pollutants in the residential neighborhoods downwind of
SM[O] due to aircraft activities ...." Hu at 8039. SCAQMD should act to regulate emissions from Santa
Monica Airport.

Arguably, SCAQMD is federally preempted from imposing Indirect Source controls on SMO. Both
the Federal Aviation Agency and the USEPA have exclusive federal authority over aircraft operations,
design, and manufacture. However, SCAQMD has the authority to regulate pollution from SMO with the
approval of CARB with its delegated authority under the Federal Clean Air Act. Federal courts have found
that states may regulate emissions from aircraft engines under the Federal Clean Air Act as long as it does
not directly regulate aircraft operations. design. or manufacturing. California v. Navy, 431 F.Supp. 1271
(1977). SCAQMD and CARB have federally delegated authority 10 impose Indirect Source controls on

facilities such as airports. 42 U.S.C. § 7410(a)(5).

11I.  Santa Monica Airport Could Implement Reasonably Available Control Measures to Reduce its
Environmental Health Impact on Local Residents.

SMO could implement control measures to abate its impact on the surrounding community and
comply with emissions limits imposed under an Indirect Source Rule. SMO could adopt a number of
measures under its proprietary authority to reduce the amount of air pollutant emissions from its facility.

including increased landing fees, reducing available parking spaces for large aircraft, etc.

IV.  South Coast Air Quality Management District Should Impose Indirect Source Controls on Air
Pollutant Emissions from Santa Monica Airport.

SCAQMD should impose an Indirect Source Review Rule on SMO. In light of SCAQMD’s legal

obligations, the significant public health risks and the feasibility of control measures that could be adopted,

SCAQMD should act to abate SMO’s impact on its surrounding communities,
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Response to Comments

Neighbors of Santa Monica Airport
P.O. Box 643033 Los Angeles, California 90064

Thank you for considering these comments. Please put the undersigned on the mailing list for the
2012 AQMP. Should you have any questions or need more information, please contact Mitchell Tsai at
(714) 881-4876 or tsai.mitchell@gmail.com.

Sincerely,

n)éj.tw W\v\ %(7@\,\, (\/VY’Y‘,«J

Martin and Joan Rubin, ®o-founders and Director, Concemed Residents Against Airport Pollution
P.O. Box 643033 Los Angeles, California 90064;
E-mail: jetai on/gle ink.net Phone: (310) 479-2529

Bill Koontz, President Notth Westdale Neighborhood Association
2647 S. Barrington Ave. #4, LA, CA 90064 chillywilly00/@msn.com

Alice Burston,

703 Machado Drive, Venice, CA 90291 E-mail: alburston@hotmail.com
/'\710-«4/ /=
Virginia Emst, /

12130 Sardis Ave., LA, CA 90064 E-mail: emst@usc.edu

7z

laaawd € wetlgn
Jacquie Jopdan, North Westdale Resident

12111 Clarkin Road, LA, CA 90064 E-mail: JacgJordan{@aol.com

Laura Silagi, Co-Chair Venice Neighbdthood Council SMO Ad-hoc Committee
1072 Palms Blvd., Venice, CA 90291 E-mail: Irsilagi‘@gmail.com

!
™ [
Bill and Paulette Nuttle
2497 Wellesley Ave., Angeles, CA 90064 bnuttleficarr.com

Natalie McAdams and Charles Rollins
12016 Clarkson Rd., Los Angeles, CA 90064 natalie@namevents.com

™M R_dlans,
Margarita Alvarez margaritarafaela/@@l.com
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Responses to Comment L etter |
Neighbors of Santa Monica Airport

Response to Comment |-1:

AQMD has not observed elevated levels of PM2.5 in neighborhoods near the airport so
this plan will not include a measure specific to the airport. AQMD will continue to
explore possible ways of reducing emissions at the airport. The health effects of air
pollutants are addressed in Appendix I. Regarding cancer risk, The AQMD's MATES
Il study estimates life time risk for air toxics near the Santa Monica Airport at about
930 per million which is less than the regional average of 1194 in a million.

Response to Comment 1-2:

See Response F-3. Also, although some airports are significant sources of VOC and/or
NOX, which are precursors to ozone, ozone is not a “localized” pollutant and is not the

target of H&S Code 840440(b)(3).

Response to Comment 1-3:

The AQMD staff agrees that it has the authority under state and federal law to adopt
indirect source controls. Such authority is not preempted by the Clean Air Act, as held
in National Association of Home Builders v San Joaquin Valley APCD, 627 F. 3d 730
(9th Cir. 2010). Whether any other federal statute would have preemptive effect
would likely depend on the particulars of any proposed indirect source rule.

Response to Comment 1-4:

In the absence of high-level localized emissions of criteria air pollutants, an indirect
source control measure for Santa Monica Airport is not required. While airports in
general produce VOC and NOx emissions, which contribute to ozone, there is no
technical basis to single out Santa Monica Airport in an effort to reduce ozone
pollution. As efforts to implement ozone measures and reduce the size of the “black
box” for ozone, staff will continue to explore methods of reducing emissions of NOx
at a variety of sources including airports.

Response to Comment 1-5:

AQMD staff does not believe that this request should be addressed as part of the 2012
AQMP, but will continue to consider whether such an approach would be viable to
reduce emissions in the future.
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Response to Comments

J. CA Trucking Association, August 30, 2012

August 30, 2012

Dr. William A Burke, Chairman

Members of the SCAQMD Governing Board
South Coast Air Quality Management District
21865 Copley Dr.

Diamond Bar, CA 91765

RE: 2012 Draft Air Quality Management Plan

The California Trucking Association (CTA) 15 a nonprofit frade association represenfing
thousands of trucking companies operating in and out of California, including the many residing
m the vital goods movement, manufacturing and trade hub contained in the South Coast Air
Basin (SCAB). We thank you for the opportunity to offer comments on the South Coast Air
Quality Management District’s (“the District™) 2012 Draft Air Quality Management Plan
(AQMP).

Demeonstrating attainment of future ozone standards in the South Coast is a challenge that will
require an open and ongoing dialogue befween local business owners and the District.

CTA Recommends Additional Evaluation of On-Road Control Measures for NOx

We request that ONED-03, ONED-04, and ONED-05 be subject to additional evaluation to
review the following:

1. Cost-effectiveness
1. Commercial availability and scope of Best Available Confrol Technology (BACT) to
achieve goals of ONRD-05
1. Unprecedented nature of mobile source “black box™ confrol measures, possible
Jurisdictional 1ssue with ARB
Cost Effectiveness M
We would like to specifically address ONRD-05 to express frustration, no doubt similar to other
stakeholders, with regards to lack of time and available data to assess cost-effectiveness of

proposed control measures as required by California Health and Safety Code 40922 31
Given the entirely reasonable expectation that technology used to achieve the reductions targeted
i ONED-05 will the first commercially available of their kind. the CTA recommends a robust
economic analysis be conducted to ensure that the near-dock rail drayvage market will support
adoption of high incremental cost advanced technologies.

_
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N
As previously expressed to staff at both the District and ARB, CTA has offered to help facilitate
meetings with motor carriers who currently service the ICTT rail facility fo open a dialogue over J-1
achieving emission reductions in this sector and realistic pathways and timelines forward to zero
and near-zero enussion technologies.

_
BACT Not Commerciallvy Available: ONED-05 Language Vague \

The District specifically names “battery-electric trucks, fuel cell trucks, hybrid-electric trucks
with all electric range (AER) and zero-enussion hybrid or battery-electric trucks with —wayside
power (such as electricity from overhead wires).. zero-emussion fixed guideway systems such as
electric. maglev or linear synchronous motor propulsion or any other technologies that result in
zero-emission track miles™ as possible technology pathways towards satisfying ONRD-05.

The District further states “such systems are not currently in use for full-scale port to railyvard
operations and, depending on the technology, may require different levels of additional
development and optimization™ and that measures such as ONRD-05 should “create a posifive
signal to technology developers by requiring the use of zero-emission technologies™.

CTA would like to ask that the District elaborate further on the expected performance standard
called for by ONED-05. For instance, it is unclear whether a fraditional diesel engine retrofit J-2
with a hybrid electric system compatible with overhead catenary would meet the performance
standard if that configuration resulted in “zero-emission track mules™ only while receiving
wayside 