BOARD MEETING DATE: February 5, 2016

Agenda No. 30

PROPOSAL:

Amend Rule 1113 – Architectural Coatings

SYNOPSIS:

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revise definitions, clarify rule language, and remove outdated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

COMMITTEE:

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

RECOMMENDED ACTIONS:
Adopt the attached Resolution:
1. Certifying the Final Environmental Assessment for Proposed Amended Rule 1113 –
Architectural Coatings; and
2. Amending Rule 1113 –Architectural Coatings.

Barry R. Wallerstein, D.Env.
Executive Officer
PF:JW:DD:HF:DT

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

Proposal
The proposed amendments will achieve approximately 0.88 tons of VOC reduction per
day. The amendments will also clarify the rule and improve enforceability.
The proposed amendments are summarized as follows:
 Remove all references to the averaging compliance option which sunset on
January 1, 2015 and remove outdated language
 Add, clarify, delete, and phase out definitions
 Establish a VOC limit for new coating categories
 Reduce the VOC limit for Building Envelope Coatings and Recycled Coatings
 Include an exception for Recycled Coatings from the most restrictive clause
 Include colorants in the labeling requirements
 Include new test methods to more accurately test low-VOC coatings and support
new or amended coating definitions
 Amend the Small Container Exemption (SCE) such that the exemption is:

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

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

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

Clarify other rule language
Key Issues
1. Phase Out SCE for RPCs
Staff is proposing to eliminate the SCE for RPCs because the exemption is now
being used for more than half of all RPC sales. The original intent of the
exemption was for small niche uses and/or touch-ups. The SCAQMD, with
assistance from the Technical Advisory Committee, concluded in 2006 that the
compliant, commercially-available 100 g/L RPCs (e.g. waterborne alkyd
emulsions) performed as well as their high-VOC counterparts. Since that study,
advancement in resin technology has further improved the performance of
waterborne and low-VOC RPCs. A little under half of the volume sold is below
the 100 g/L limit (141,000 gallons in 2014) and almost all coating manufacturers
have a compliant product line, either using waterborne technology or exempt
solvents. The implementation date in 2019 allows sufficient time to phase out
and/or color match or reformulate the limited currently-marketed high-VOC
products. A local manufacturer has successfully reformulated and
commercialized compliant RPCs (i.e., those with VOC content < 100 g/L) in
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small containers for the last seven years. The elimination of the SCE for these
coatings would yield greater than 70 percent of the emissions reductions from
this rule proposal.
2. Sell-Through Provision
Staff has received feedback from some coating manufacturers requesting an
extended effective date for the phase out of the SCE for RPCs and a sell-through
provision for the removal of existing inventory at retail outlets. Representatives
from two manufacturers have requested an implementation date of 2021 with a
three year sell-through. Since the Special Stationary Source Committee meeting
on January 5, 2016, one manufacturer requested an implementation date of 2021
with a two year sell-through. However, another manufacturer has supported the
proposed implementation date of 2019 with no sell-through because they have
successfully sold compliant coatings for many years.
Rule 1113 includes a three year sell-through provision when there is a VOC limit
change in the Table of Standards. As currently written, that is the only time the
sell-through provision applies. The sell-through provision allows time for the
coatings to sell at the retail level, so the manufacturer does not have to incur the
expense of clearing retail or commercial shelves. Depending on the size of the
retailer, the coatings may sell-through much quicker than three years (big box
store versus a small mom and pop paint shop). In 2006, when the SCE was
removed for the Clear Wood Finish category, a one year sell-through period was
allowed.
Based on the comments received, the proposed rule will include a two year sellthrough period for all coating categories phased out of the SCE and retain the
existing proposed effective dates. No additional environmental impacts are
expected to occur with a sell-through provision. Staff does not believe an
extended effective date is necessary because compliant coatings already exist,
technology is currently available for reformulation, and a competitive
disadvantage could occur for manufacturers with compliant coatings.
3. Add VOC Test Method 313
Method 313 is being proposed as a test method in Rule 1113. Staff collaborated
closely with industry over the past year and a half on an improved VOC test
method (SCAQMD Method 313 - Determination of Volatile Organic
Compounds VOC by Gas Chromatography-Mass Spectrometry). Through this
work, an exclusion pathway for semi-volatile compounds evolved and more
recently, discussion began for an alternative method for non-film forming
coatings. SCAQMD staff and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S.
EPA) are committed to continuing this work with industry involvement. Industry
is generally supportive of the test method, but would like to be included in
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discussions regarding the implementation details. SCAQMD staff will hold
quarterly meetings with industry until all of the remaining issues have been
resolved.
Staff also committed to conducting a small-scale round robin study (interlaboratory) on Method 313 as well as the intra-laboratory study required by the
U.S. EPA. However, staff does not intend to rely on the ASTM round robin
results conducted on ASTM D 6886 - Standard Test Method for Determination
of the Weight Percent Individual Volatile Organic Compounds in Waterborne
Air-Dry Coatings by Gas Chromatography, which is a different analytical
method. While the SCAQMD participated in that round robin testing, ASTM did
not use the SCAQMD laboratory results since they utilized a different method
(SCAQMD Method 313 and not ASTM D 6886). Again, staff plans to include
industry stakeholders in all future discussions pertaining to the round robin study,
including laboratory and coatings selection.
4. Removal of Limited VOC Exemption for Tertiary-Butyl Acetate (tBAc)
TBAc was given a limited exemption from the Rule 1113 definition of a VOC in
2006. Due to concerns about potential toxicity, the exemption was limited to
IMCs (including non-sacrificial anti-graffiti coatings) where a large number of
alternative coatings were not available and the coating applicators were more
likely to be highly trained to employ personal protection equipment. For the
2006 amendment, a CEQA analysis was conducted using the interim Office of
Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) unit risk factor as a
surrogate for tBAc because of the limited toxicity information available. Those
values reflected the best available information at the time and the factors were
used to conservatively estimate potential cancer risk and non-cancer effects from
tBAc in IMCs. At the time, staff also considered California Air Resources Board
(CARB) documents asserting tBAc’s ozone reduction benefits. Staff’s
conservative analysis from the use of tBAc-based products for IMCs indicated
the potential chronic cancer risks and acute cancer risks were below the
SCAQMD’s toxic air contaminants (TAC) significant health risk thresholds
(CEQA). Staff did not recommend expanding the exemption for tBAc to other
categories because numerous alternative compliant products exist, whereas IMCs
for extraordinary long durability were limited in availability. Limiting the
exemption for tBAc to IMCs provided manufacturers flexibility in formulating
products compliant with the future limits in PAR 1113.
Final risk factors for tBAc have not yet been formally approved by OEHHA’s
Scientific Review Panel. The final risk factors are expected in the first quarter of
2016 and staff will re-evaluate the potential risks associated with the use of tBAc
in IMCs once the risk factors are finalized. Early in 2016, the results of the
recent CARB coatings survey will also be available which will include the
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volume of tBAc used in IMCs. The new data will provide a basis for a more
accurate analysis of the risks associated with tBAc in IMCs.
Potential impacts from removing the current exemption for tBAc were not
analyzed as part of this proposed rule amendment. As a result, any proposed
removal of the exemption will have to undergo a new rulemaking with a new
CEQA analysis.
Emissions Inventory and Emissions Reductions
The emission inventory of architectural coatings is based on the Rule 314 – Fees for
Architectural Coatings Annual Quantity and Emissions Reports. Rule 314 requires that
any manufacturer that sells architectural coatings into or within the SCAQMD report
their sales annually and pay fees based on those sales. The following chart illustrates
the sales and emissions trends of architectural coatings in the Basin since the 2008
adoption of Rule 314:
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Emission reductions from PAR 1113 will be 0.88 tons of VOC reductions per day (tpd),
as summarized below.
Rule Change
VOC Limit Change
Building Envelope Coating
Recycled Coating
SCE Restriction
Flat Coatings
Industrial Maintenance Coatings
High Temperature IMC
Zinc-Rich Primers
Nonflat Coatings
Reactive Penetrating Sealers
Rust Preventative Coatings
Shellacs
Tub and Tile Coatings
Total Emissions Reductions (tpd)

Emission Reduction (tpd)
January 1, 2018 January 1, 2019
0.01
0.06
0.002
0.01
0.001
0.003
0.15

0.0001
0.0007
0.01

0.63
0.88

Cost Effectiveness
Cost effectiveness is $1,150 per ton of VOC reduced from lowering the VOC limits and
restricting and/or eliminating the SCE for certain categories.
California Environmental Quality Act
PAR 1113 is considered a “project” as defined by the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA), and the SCAQMD is the designated lead agency. Pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines §15252 and SCAQMD Rule 110, SCAQMD staff reviewed PAR 1113 and
concluded that an EA with no significant impacts was the appropriate CEQA document
for the proposed project. Staff released the Draft EA for a 30-day public review period
from September 15, 2015 to October 15, 2015. One comment letter was received and
the response to the comments has been included in the Final EA. Since the close of the
comment period, revisions have been proposed to PAR 1113. Staff has analyzed these
proposed revisions and have determined that they do not trigger recirculation pursuant
to CEQA Guidelines §15073.5.
Socioeconomic Analysis
PAR 1113 affects all architectural coating manufacturers who sell architectural coatings
into or within the SCAQMD. The proposed amendments will affect approximately 200
manufacturers and wholesalers who sell architectural coatings into or within the
SCAQMD. The annual cost of compliance will be approximately $368,000. It has been
standard socioeconomic practice that, when the annual compliance cost is less than one
million current U.S. dollars, the Regional Economic Impact Model (REMI) is not used
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to simulate jobs and macroeconomic impacts. This is because the resultant impacts
would be diminutive relative to the baseline regional economy.
AQMP and Legal Mandates
The California Health and Safety Code requires the SCAQMD to adopt an AQMP to
meet state and federal ambient air quality standards in the South Coast Air Basin. In
addition, the California Health and Safety Code requires the SCAQMD to adopt rules
and regulations that carry out the objectives of the AQMP. The proposed amendments
will implement, in part, Control Measure CM#2012 CTS-01 – Further VOC Reductions
from Architectural Coatings.
Implementation Plan and Resource Impact
Existing SCAQMD resources will be sufficient to implement the proposed changes to
this rule with minimal impact on the budget.
Attachments
A. Summary of Proposed Amendments
B. Rule Development Process
C. Key Contacts List
D. Resolution
E. Rule Language for Proposed Amended Rule 1113
F. Final Staff Report
G. Final Environmental Assessment
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ATTACHMENT A
SUMMARY OF PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO
RULE 1113 – ARCHITECTURAL COATINGS.

SUMMARY OF PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO
RULE 1113 – ARCHITECTURAL COATINGS
Staff proposes the following amendments to achieve emission reductions and clarify rule
implementation issues for improved enforceability:
 Change the applicability section of the rule by eliminating references to the phased out
averaging compliance option (ACO) and clarifying that the rule is applicable to all
architectural coating manufacturers who sell into or within the South Coast Air Quality
Management District (SCAQMD).
 Add, clarify, delete, and phase out definitions.
 Change paragraphs (c)(1) and (c)(2) to remove reference to the default category (included
in the proposed Table of Standards) and clarify the requirements on the Volatile Organic
Compound (VOC) limit for colorants.


Change and update the Table of Standards 1.



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

Category
Building Envelope
Graphic Arts Coatings
Color Indicating Safety
Coatings
Recycled Coatings
Tile and Stone Sealers

Current
VOC
limit
(g/L)

Proposed
VOC
limit
(g/L)

Current Category

New
Category

100
150
100

501
2002
4802,3

Waterproofing Sealers
N/A - Same
Industrial Maintenance

Yes
No
Yes

250
100

1501
100

N/A - Same
Waterproofing
Concrete/Masonry
Sealers
Flat/Nonflat

No
Yes

Default

Yes

100
4202,3
Tub and Tile Refinishing
Coatings
100
100
Wood Conditioners
1. Effective January 1, 2019
2. Effective upon Rule adoption
3. Previously sold under Small Container Exemption

Yes

 Include an exception to the most restrictive clause (paragraph (c)(3)) for recycled coatings.
 Include colorants in the labeling requirements for the date of manufacturer and the VOC
content.
 Include the following test methods for VOC content:


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



ASTM Test Method D6886 - Standard Test Method for Determination of the Weight
1

SUMMARY OF PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO
RULE 1113 – ARCHITECTURAL COATINGS
Percent Individual Volatile Organic Compounds in Waterborne Air-Dry Coatings by
Gas Chromatography.
 Include additional performance test methods used for specific coating categories.
 Amend the Small Container Exemption (SCE) such that the exemption is eliminated and/or
restricted for:


Coating categories not using the exemption (effective upon adoption).



High-VOC specialty coatings (effective January 1, 2018)



High volume categories (effective January 1, 2019):


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



To prevent rule circumvention.

 Add a two year sell-through provision for the SCE phase out.
 Clarify the rule language.
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ATTACHMENT B
RULE DEVELOPMENT PROCESS FOR
PROPOSED AMENDED RULE 1113 – ARCHITECTURAL COATINGS

Rule Development Process
Proposed Amended Rule 1113 – Architectural Coatings
(2012 AQMP CM#CTS-01)
Six Working Group Meetings
June 4, 2014 - June 17, 2015


Public Workshop
August 25, 2015


Public Consultation Meeting
September 17, 2015


Stationary Source Committee
October 16, 2015


Set Hearing
November 6, 2015


Stationary Source Committee
January 5, 2016


Public Hearing
February 5, 2016

ATTACHMENT C

KEY CONTACTS FOR
PROPOSED AMENDED RULE 1113 – ARCHITECTURAL COATINGS

KEY CONTACTS
Name
Catherine F. Jacobson
Brian Brittain
Leslie Berry
David Darling
Tim Serie
Martin Bergstedt
Kent Alexander
John Gilbert
Michael Butler
Paul Giunhe
Gerald E Thompson
Lisa King
Lizette Bonvin
Sue Gornick
Dane Jones, Ph.D.
Barry Marcks
Tom Whitelock
Jenna Latt
Terry Link
Mely Escalante Hendricks
Mario Fragosa
David Podgornik
Hao Jiang
Elke Jensen
Robert Wendoll
Emily Taylor
Ayaz Khan
Jason Stalk
Joseph Tashjian
Pat Lutz
Howard Berman
Daniel Goldberg
Craig Sakamoto
John Lund
James Dunn
Lisa A. Presutti
Ben Gavett
Bob Hoppe
Stacy-Ann Taylor

Affiliation
3M
Acrylatex
American Chemistry Council
American Coatings Association
American Coatings Association
Amazon
Angus Chemical Company
BEHR
BEHR Process Corporation
BEHR
BonaKemi USA, Inc
BonaKemi USA, Inc
Bostik
BP
Cal Poly, San Luis Obispo
Caltrans
Can-Am Coatings
CARB
Cardinal Paint
Chevron
Chemco
Clayton
Disneyland
Dow Corning Corporation
Dunn-Edwards Paints
DuPont
Elementis
Ellis Paint Company
Ellis Paint Company
Engineered Polymer Solutions
Environmental Mediation, Inc.
Evonik Degussa Corporation
ExxonMobil
Ferro
Ferro
Fluid Management, Inc.
Golden Artists Colors, Inc
HBS Painting
Henry Company
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Name
Joe Reilly
Aaron Mann
David Rothbart
Eunice Leung
Curtis Coleman
Don Vulich
Daniel B. Pourreau, Ph.D
Greg Sarnecki
Joe Salvo
Bob Sypowicz
Henry Lum
Jim Rogers
Carol Yip Kaufman
Janet Bell
John Wallace
James Heumann
Mark Huck
Joe Malato
Wayne Nelson
Ida Lin
Bob Clemons
Charles McDonald
Dwayne Fuhlhage
Ron Webber
Rita Loof
Claude Florent
Doug Raymond
Laurel Jamison
Bruce Varne
Megan Gaughan
Mike Murphy
Barrett Cupp
Fred Anwari
John A. Fidler
Erica Yee
Zacharie Muepo
John Ciente
Mike Gernon
Mike Hakos
Susan Stark
Ben York
Mark Gierki

Affiliation
JCR
JFB Hart
Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts
Los Angeles Society for Coatings Technology
Law Offices of Curtis Coleman
Los Angeles Painting & Finishing Contractors Association
Lyondell
Masco Coatings Group
Miracle Sealants
Modern Masters
Modern Masters
Modern Masters
Metropolitan Water District
Metropolitan Water District
Metropolitan Water District
Northrop Grumman
California State Parks Office of Historic Preservation
Pacific Polymers & Schnee-Morehead Inc.
PPG Architectural Finishes, Inc
PPG Architectural Finishes, Inc
Praxair
Praxair
Prosoco
Quest
Radtech International North America
Rainguard
Raymond Regulatory Resources (3R), LLC
Rudd Company, Inc.
Rust-Oleum
Rust-Oleum
Rust-Oleum
Sherwin-Williams
Sherwin-Williams
Simpson Gumpertz & Heger
Southern California Gas Company
Southern California Gas Company
Solomon Colors, Inc.
Taminco
Taminco
Tesoro
Texture Coat of America
Texture Coat of America
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Name
Dustin Kaatz
Kyle Frakes
Michael Schmeida
Amy Woodard
Joseph C. Bellas
Stanley Tong
Tina Glomstead
Patrick Gieske
Hamid Pourshirazi
John Long
Dave Carol
David Carey
Sue Gornick
Dixie Richards

Affiliation
Tnemec Corporation
Tnemec Corporation
Tremco CS&W Division
Tremco CS&W Division
Universal Studios
U.S. EPA
Valspar
Valspar
Vista Paint
Vista Paint
W.R. Meadows
W.R. Meadows
Western States Petroleum Association
Yorke
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ATTACHMENT D

RESOLUTION FOR
PROPOSED AMENDED RULE 1113 – ARCHITECTURAL COATINGS

RESOLUTION NO. 16-____
A Resolution of the South Coast Air Quality Management District
(SCAQMD) Governing Board certifying the Final Environmental Assessment for
Proposed Amended Rule 1113 – Architectural Coatings.
A Resolution of the SCAQMD Governing Board amending Rule 1113 Architectural Coatings.
WHEREAS, the SCAQMD Governing Board has determined that a need
exists to amend Rule 1113 – Architectural Coatings to clarify rule language and reduce
emissions from the use of architectural coatings in order to help achieve air quality
standards; and
WHEREAS, the SCAQMD Governing Board finds and determines that the
proposed amendments to Rule 1113 – Architectural Coatings, are considered a "project"
pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and that the proposed
project would not have a significant adverse effect on the environment; and
WHEREAS, the SCAQMD has had its regulatory program certified
pursuant to Public Resources Code §21080.5 and has conducted CEQA review and
analysis pursuant to such program (SCAQMD Rule 110); and
WHEREAS, the SCAQMD staff has prepared a Draft Environmental
Assessment (EA) pursuant to its certified regulatory program and pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines §15252, setting forth the potential environmental consequences of Proposed
Amended Rule 1113 - Architectural Coatings; and
WHEREAS, the Draft EA was circulated for a 30-day public review from
September 15, 2015 to October 15, 2015; and
WHEREAS, one comment letter was received during the comment period
relative to the analysis presented in the Draft EA and responses to the comments have
been prepared and included in the Final EA; the Draft EA has been revised such that it is
now a Final EA; and
WHEREAS, it is necessary that the adequacy of the Final EA, including
any responses to comments, be determined by the SCAQMD Governing Board prior to
its certification; and
WHEREAS, a Mitigation Monitoring Plan pursuant to Public Resources
Code §21081.6 has not been prepared since no mitigation measures are necessary; and
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WHEREAS, Findings pursuant to Public Resources Code §21081.6 and
CEQA Guidelines §15091 and a Statement of Overriding Considerations pursuant to
CEQA Guidelines §15093 were not prepared because the analysis of the proposed project
shows that Proposed Amended Rule 1113 - Architectural Coatings would not have a
significant adverse effect on the environment, and thus, are not required; and
WHEREAS, the SCAQMD Governing Board voting on Proposed
Amended Rule 1113 – Architectural Coatings has reviewed and considered the Final EA
prior to its certification; and
WHEREAS, the SCAQMD Governing Board finds and determines, taking
into consideration the factors in Section (d)(4)(D) of the Governing Board Procedures,
that the modifications which have been made to Proposed Rule 1113 – Architectural
Coatings since notice of public hearing was published do not significantly change the
meaning of the proposed project within the meaning of Health and Safety Code §40726
and would not constitute significant new information requiring recirculation of the Draft
EA pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15073.5; and
WHEREAS, the staff report, the Final EA and the Socioeconomic
Analysis, this January 8, 2016 Board letter, and other supporting documentation was
presented to the SCAQMD Governing Board and that the Board has reviewed and
considered the entirety of this information prior to approving the project; and
WHEREAS, the SCAQMD Governing Board obtains its authority to
adopt, amend, or repeal rules and regulations from Sections 39002, 40000, 40001, 40440,
40441, 40702, 40725 through 40728, and 41508 of the California Health and Safety
Code; and
WHEREAS, the SCAQMD staff conducted a public workshop regarding
Proposed Rule 1113 – Architectural Coatings on August 25, 2015; and
WHEREAS, California Health and Safety Code §40727 requires that prior
to adopting, amending or repealing a rule or regulation, the SCAQMD Governing Board
shall make findings of necessity, authority, clarity, consistency, non-duplication, and
reference based on relevant information presented at the public hearing and in the staff
report; and
WHEREAS, the SCAQMD Governing Board has determined that a need
exists to amend Rule 1113 - Architectural Coatings to achieve further VOC emission
reductions for architectural coatings by implementing Control Measure CM#2012 CTS01 – Further VOC Reductions from Architectural Coatings of the 2012 AQMP in order to
achieve federal PM2.5 standards by 2019 and ozone standards by 2024; and
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WHEREAS, the SCAQMD Governing Board has determined that Rule
1113 - Architectural Coatings, as proposed to be amended, is written and displayed so
that its meaning can be easily understood by persons directly affected by them; and
WHEREAS, the SCAQMD Governing Board has determined that Rule
1113 - Architectural Coatings, as proposed to be amended, is in harmony with, and not in
conflict with, or contradictory to, existing statutes, court decisions, or state or federal
regulations; and
WHEREAS, the SCAQMD Governing Board has determined that Rule
1113 - Architectural Coatings, as proposed to be amended, does not impose the same
requirements as any existing state or federal regulation, and the proposed amended rule is
necessary and proper to execute the powers and duties granted to, and imposed upon, the
SCAQMD; and
WHEREAS, Health and Safety Code §40727.2 requires the SCAQMD to
prepare a written analysis of existing federal air pollution control requirements applicable
to the same source type being regulated whenever it adopts, or amends a rule, and that the
SCAQMD’s comparative analysis of Proposed Rule 1113 – Architectural Coatings is
included in the staff report; and
WHEREAS, the SCAQMD Governing Board in amending the regulation,
references the following statutes which the SCAQMD hereby implements, interprets or
makes specific: Health and Safety Code Sections 40001(a) (air quality standards and
enforcement of federal standards), 40440(a) (rules to carry out plan), 40440(b)(1)
(BARCT), 40702 (adopt regulation to execute duties), and Federal Clean Air Act
Sections 116 (state standards at least as stringent as federal standards); and
WHEREAS, the SCAQMD Governing Board determines that there is a
problem that Proposed Amended Rule 1113 - Architectural Coatings will alleviate, (i.e.,
the South Coast Air Basin does not meet state or federal standards for ozone and PM2.5)
and the proposed amendment will promote the attainment or maintenance of such air
quality standards; and
WHEREAS, the SCAQMD Governing Board has determined that
Proposed Amended Rule 1113 - Architectural Coatings should be adopted in order to
provide air quality benefits at a reasonable cost; and
WHEREAS, the SCAQMD Governing Board has determined that the
Socioeconomic Assessment contained in the staff report is consistent with the provisions
of the March 17, 1989 and October 14, 1994, Board Resolution for rule adoption and
Health and Safety Code Sections 40440.8, 40728.5 and 40920.6; and
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WHEREAS, the SCAQMD Governing Board has reviewed and considered the
staff’s findings related to cost impacts of Proposed Rule 1113 – Architectural Coatings
set forth in the staff report, and hereby finds and determines that cost and impacts are as
set forth in that assessment; and
WHEREAS, the SCAQMD Governing Board has actively considered the
staff report’s findings relative to costs and has made a good faith effort to minimize such
impacts; and
WHEREAS, the proposed amendments to Rule 1113 – Architectural
Coatings help achieve emission reductions of VOCs from the various coating categories,
estimated to be approximately 0.88 ton/day, and that even after considering the
Socioeconomic Assessment, the adoption of such amendments is necessary for achieving
the federal and state standards for ozone and for implementing the AQMP; and
WHEREAS, a public hearing has been properly noticed in accordance with
all provisions of Health and Safety Code, Section 40725; and
WHEREAS, the SCAQMD Governing Board has held a public hearing in
accordance with all provisions of law; and
WHEREAS, the SCAQMD specifies the Program Supervisor for Rule
1113 as the custodian of the documents or other materials which constitute the record of
proceedings upon which the adoption of this proposed amendment is based, which are
located at the South Coast Air Quality Management District, 21865 Copley Drive,
Diamond Bar, California; and
WHEREAS, the SCAQMD staff will continue to work with the U.S. EPA
and members representing the coatings industry to continue the work on Test Method
313 - Determination of Volatile Organic Compounds VOC by Gas ChromatographyMass Spectrometry and the exclusion pathway for early eluting semi-volatile compounds,
including the internal and external precision and bias demonstration and potential method
improvements for the VOC determination of non-film forming oils; and
WHEREAS, the SCAQMD staff will continue to work with members
representing the coatings industry on a Best Practice Guidance Document for the
application of architectural coatings; and
WHEREAS, Rule 1113 contains a limited exemption of tertiary butyl
acetate for industrial maintenance coatings and a final peer reviewed assessment by the
Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment is expected later this year; and
WHEREAS, the SCAQMD Governing Board, has reviewed, considered,
and approve the Final EA including the responses to comments prior to acting on
4

Proposed Amended Rule 1113 – Architectural Coatings; and
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the SCAQMD
Governing Board does hereby certify the Final EA for Proposed Amended Rule 1113 Architectural Coatings, which was completed in compliance with CEQA and Rule 110
provisions; and
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that because no significant adverse
environmental impacts were identified as a result of implementing Proposed Amended
Rule 1113 – Architectural Coatings, a Statement of Findings, a Statement of Overriding
Considerations, and a Mitigation Monitoring Plan are not required; and
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the SCAQMD Governing Board
does hereby direct staff to immediately begin a re-evaluation of potential toxic risk to
workers due to exposure to tertiary butyl acetate, such that upon finalization of the
assessment by the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment, staff will be
prepared to quickly propose amendments to SCAQMD rules, as needed, to reduce
potential risks; and
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the SCAQMD Governing Board
does hereby amend, pursuant to the authority granted by law, Rule 1113 - Architectural
Coatings, as set forth in the attached, and incorporated herein by this reference; and
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Officer is hereby
directed to forward a copy of this Resolution and Proposed Amended Rule 1113 –
Architectural Coatings to the California Air Resources Board for approval and
subsequent submittal to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency for inclusion into the
State Implementation Plan.
Attachment

DATE:

_____________________________
CLERK OF THE BOARD
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ATTACHMENT E
RULE LANGUAGE FOR
PROPOSED
COATINGS

AMENDED

RULE

1113

–

ARCHITECTURAL

Single underline text shows new language added to the existing rule language.
Double underline text shows new language added to the rule subsequent to the Set
Hearing.
Italicized Strikeout text shows new deletions from the rule subsequent to the Set Hearing.
Underline Strikeout text shows language proposed for addition to the Set Hearing
Package, which is now being deleted from the Public Hearing Package.
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PROPOSED AMENDED RULE 1113.

ARCHITECTURAL COATINGS

(a)

Applicability
This rule is applicable to any person who supplies, sells, markets, offers for sale, or
manufactures any architectural coating in the District that is intended to be field applied
within the District to stationary structures or their appurtenances, and to fields and lawns;
as well as any person who applies, stores at a worksite, or solicits the application of any
architectural coating within the District. The purpose of this rule is to limit the VOC
content of architectural coatings used in the District or to allow the averaging of such
coatings, as specified, so their actual emissions do not exceed the allowable emissions if
all the averaged coatings had complied with the specified limits.

(b)

Definitions
For the purpose of this rule, the following definitions shall apply:
(1)
AEROSOL COATING PRODUCT means a pressurized coating product
containing pigments, resins, and/or other coatings solids that dispenses product
ingredients by means of a propellant, and is packaged in a disposable aerosol
container for hand-held application, or for use in specialized equipment for
ground marking and traffic marking applications.
(2)
ALUMINUM ROOF COATINGS are roof coatings containing at least 0.7 pounds
per gallon (84 grams per liter) of coating as applied, of elemental aluminum
(3)

pigment.
APPURTENANCES are accessories to a stationary structure, including, but not
limited to: hand railings, cabinets, bathroom and kitchen fixtures, fences, raingutters and down-spouts, window screens, lamp-posts, heating and air
conditioning equipment, other mechanical equipment, large fixed stationary tools,
signs, motion picture and television production sets, and concrete forms.
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(8)

(9)
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ARCHITECTURAL COATINGS are any coatings applied to stationary structures
or their appurtenances, or to fields and lawns.
BELOW-GROUND WOOD PRESERVATIVES are wood preservatives
formulated to protect below-ground wood.
BITUMINOUS COATING MATERIALS are black or brownish coating
materials, soluble in carbon disulfide, consisting mainly of hydrocarbons and
which are obtained from natural deposits, or as residues from the distillation of
crude petroleum oils, or of low grades of coal.
BITUMINOUS ROOF PRIMERS are primers formulated for or applied to
roofing that incorporate bituminous coating materials.
BOND BREAKERS are coatings formulated for or applied between layers of
concrete to prevent the freshly poured top layer of concrete from bonding to the
substrate over which it is poured. Bond breakers will be exempt from Rules 1113
and 314 upon adoption of Rule 1161 – Release Agents or any other Regulation XI
rule limiting the VOC content of bond breakers.
BUILDING ENVELOPE is the ensemble of exterior and demising partitions of a
building that enclose conditioned space.
BUILDING ENVELOPE COATINGS are fluid applied coatings applied to the
building envelope to provide a continuous barrier to air or vapor leakage through
the building envelope that separates conditioned from unconditioned spaces.
Building Envelope Coatings are applied to diverse materials including, but not
limited to, concrete masonry units (CMU), oriented stranded board (OSB),
gypsum board, and wood substrates and must meet the following performance
criteria:
(A)
Air Barriers formulated to have an air permeance not exceeding 0.004
cubic feet per minute per square foot under a pressure differential of 1.57
pounds per square foot (0.004 cfm/ft2 @ 1.57 psf), [0.02 liters per square
meter per second under a pressure differential of 75 Pa (0.02 L/(s m2) @
75 Pa)] when tested in accordance with ASTM E2178; and/or
(B)
Water Resistive Barriers formulated to resist liquid water that has
penetrated a cladding system from further intruding into the exterior wall
assembly and is classified as follows:
(i)
Passes water resistance testing according to ASTM E331, and
(ii)

Water vapor permeance is classified in accordance with ASTM
E96/E96M.
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CLEAR WOOD FINISHES are clear and semi-transparent coatings, including

lacquers and varnishes, applied to wood substrates, including floors, decks and
porches, to provide a transparent or translucent solid film.
(10)(11)
COATING is a material which is applied to a surface in order to beautify,
protect, or provide a barrier to such surface.
(11)(12)
COLORANTS are solutions of dyes or suspensions of pigments.
(13) COLOR INDICATING SAFETY COATINGS are industrial maintenance
coatings for safety management of process streams to prevent or minimize the
consequences of the release of toxic, reactive, flammable or explosive substances,
and include chemical and thermal color indicating coatings.
(12)(14)
CONCENTRATES are coatings supplied in a form that must be diluted
with water or an exempt compound, prior to application, according to the
architectural coatings manufacturer’s application instructions in order to yield the
desired coating properties.
(13)(15)
CONCRETE-CURING COMPOUNDS are coatings formulated for or
applied to freshly poured concrete to retard the evaporation of water. Concretecuring compounds manufactured and used for roadways and bridges (does not
include curbs and gutters, sidewalks, islands, driveways and other miscellaneous
concrete areas) are those concrete-curing compounds that meet ASTM
Designation C309, Class B, and meet a loss of water standard of less than 0.15kg/m2 in 24 hours as determined by the California Transportation Department,
California Test 534.
(14)(16)
CONCRETE SURFACE RETARDERS are coatings containing one or
more ingredients such as extender pigments, primary pigments, resins, and
solvents that interact chemically with the cement to prevent hardening on the
surface where the retarder is applied, allowing the mix of cement and sand at the
surface to be washed away to create an exposed aggregate finish.
(17) DEFAULT COATINGS are specialty coatings (those other than flat or nonflat
coatings) that are not defined in section (b) as any other coating category.
(15)(18)
DRIVEWAY SEALERS are coatings that are applied to worn asphalt
driveway surfaces in order to:
(A)
Fill cracks;
(B)
Seal the surface to provide protection; or
(C)
Restore or preserve the surface appearance.
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DRY-FOG COATINGS are coatings which are formulated only for spray

application so that when sprayed, overspray droplets dry before falling on floors
and other surfaces.
(17)(20)
EXEMPT COMPOUNDS (See Rule 102-Definition of Terms.)
(18)(21)
FAUX FINISHING COATINGS are coatings that meet one or more of the
following subcategories:
(A)
CLEAR TOPCOATS are clear coatings used to enhance, seal and protect
a Faux Finishing coating that meets the requirements of subsection
(b)(21)(B), (C), (D) or (E). These clear topcoats must be sold and used
solely as part of a Faux Finishing or graphic arts coating system, and must
be labeled in accordance paragraph (d)(7).
(B)
DECORATIVE COATINGS are coatings used to create a gonioapparent
appearance, such as metallic, iridescent, or pearlescent appearance, that
contain at least 48 grams of pearlescent mica pigment or other iridescent
pigment per liter of coating as applied (at least 0.4 pounds per gallon).
(A)(C) GLAZES, which are coatings formulated and recommended to be used (or
to be mixed with another coating) designed for:
(i)
wWet-in-wet techniques, where a wet coating is applied over
another wet coating used to create artistic effects, including
simulated marble or wood grain, or
(ii)

(B)

Wet-in-dry techniques, where a wet coating is applied over a prepainted or a specially prepared substrate or base coat and is either
applied or is treated during the drying period with various tools,
such as a brush, rag, comb, or sponge to create artistic effects such
asbut not limited to dirt, old age, smoke damage, simulated marble
and wood grain finishes, decorative patterns, or color blending, and
wet edge techniques.
DECORATIVE COATINGS, which are coatings used to create a
gonioapparent appearance, such as metallic, iridescent, or pearlescent
appearance, that contain at least 48 grams of pearlescent mica pigment or

other iridescent pigment per liter of coating as applied (at least 0.4 pounds
per gallon).
(C)(D) JAPANS, which are pure concentrated pigments, finely ground in a slow
drying vehicle used by Motion Picture and Television Production Studios
to create artistic effects, including, but not limited to, dirt, old age, smoke
damage, water damage, and simulated marble, and wood grain.
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(D)(E) TROWEL APPLIED COATINGS, which are coatings exclusively applied
by trowel that are used to create aesthetic effects, including, but not
limited to, polished plaster, clay, suede and dimensional, tactile textures.
(E)
CLEAR TOPCOATS, which are clear coatings used to enhance, seal and
protect a Faux Finishing coating that meets the requirements of subsection
(b)(18)(A), (B), (C) or (D). These clear topcoats must be sold and used
solely as part of a Faux Finishing or graphic arts coating system, and must
be labeled in accordance paragraph (d)(7).
(19)(22)
FIRE-PROOFING COATINGS are opaque coatings formulated to protect
the structural integrity of steel and other construction materials and listed by
Underwriter's Laboratories, Inc. for the fire protection of steel.
(20)(23)
FLAT COATINGS are coatings that register a gloss of less than 15 on an
85-degree meter or less than 5 on a 60-degree meter according to ASTM Test
Method D 523 as specified in paragraph (e)(5).
(21)(24)
FLOOR COATINGS are opaque coatings that are formulated for or
applied to flooring; including, but not limited to, flooring for garages, decks, and
porches. Floor coatings also include, and clear coatings formulated for or applied
to concrete flooring. Floor coatings , but do not include Industrial Maintenance
Coatings.
(22)(25)
FORM RELEASE COMPOUNDS are coatings designed for or applied to
a concrete form to prevent the freshly poured concrete from bonding to the form.
The form may consist of metal, wood, or some material other than concrete.
Form release compounds will be exempt from Rules 1113 and 314 upon adoption
of Rule 1161 – Release Agents or any other Regulation XI Rule limiting the VOC
content of form release compounds.
(23)(26)
FORMULATION DATA is the actual product recipe which itemizes all
the ingredients contained in a product including VOCs and the quantities thereof
used by the manufacturer to create the product. Material Safety Data Sheets
(MSDS) are not considered formulation data.
(24)(27)
GONIOAPPARENT means a change in appearance with a change in the
angle of illumination or the angle of view, as defined according to ASTM E 284.
(25)(28)
GRAMS OF VOC PER LITER OF COATING OR COLORANT, LESS
WATER AND LESS EXEMPT COMPOUNDS, is the weight of VOC per
combined volume of VOC and coating or colorant solids and can be calculated by
the following equation:
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Grams of VOC per Liter of Coating, Less
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For coatings that contain reactive diluents, the Grams of VOC per Liter of
Coating, Less Water and Less Exempt Compounds, shall be calculated by the
following equation:
Grams of VOC per Liter of Coating, Less
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(26)(29)
GRAMS OF VOC PER LITER OF MATERIAL is the weight of VOC per
volume of material and can be calculated by the following equation:
Grams of VOC per Liter of Material
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1113 – 6

Proposed Amended Rule 1113 (Cont.)

(PAR February 5, 2016)

(27)(30)
GRAPHIC ARTS COATINGS (Sign Paints) are coatings formulated for
hand-application by artists using brush or roller techniques to indoor and outdoor
signs (excluding structural components) and murals, including lettering enamels,
poster colors, copy blockers, and bulletin enamels.
(28)(31)
HIGH-TEMPERATURE INDUSTRIAL MAINTENANCE COATINGS
are industrial maintenance coatings formulated for or applied to substrates
exposed continuously or intermittently to temperatures above 400 degrees
Fahrenheit.
(29)(32)
INDUSTRIAL MAINTENANCE COATINGS are coatings, including
primers, sealers, undercoaters, intermediate coatings and topcoats, formulated for
or applied to substrates, including floors, that are exposed to one or more of the
following extreme environmental conditions:
(A)
Immersion in water, wastewater, or chemical solutions (aqueous and nonaqueous solutions), or chronic exposure of interior surfaces to moisture
condensation;
(B)
Acute or chronic exposure to corrosive, caustic or acidic agents, or similar
chemicals, chemical fumes, chemical mixtures, or solutions;
(C)
Repeated exposure to temperatures in excess of 250 degrees Fahrenheit;
(D)
Repeated heavy abrasion, including mechanical wear and repeated
scrubbing with industrial solvents, cleaners, or scouring agents; or
(E)
Exterior exposure of metal structures.
(30)(33)
INTERIOR STAINS are stains labeled and formulated exclusively for use
on interior surfaces.
(31)(34)
LACQUERS are clear or pigmented wood finishes topcoats, including or
clear lacquer sanding sealers, both formulated with nitrocellulose or synthetic
resins to dry by evaporation without chemical reaction.
(32)(35)
LOW-SOLIDS COATINGS are coatings containing one pound or less of
solids per gallon of material.
(33)(36)
MAGNESITE CEMENT COATINGS are coatings formulated for or
applied to magnesite cement decking to protect the magnesite cement substrate
from erosion by water.
(34)(37)
MANUFACTURER is any person, company, firm, or establishment who
imports, blends, assembles, produces, packages, repackages, or re-labels an
architectural coating, excluding retail outlets where labels or stickers may be
affixed to containers or where colorant is added at the point of sale.
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MARKET means to facilitate sales through third party vendors, including,

but not limited to, catalog or ecommerce sales that bring together buyers and
sellers. For the purposes of this rule, market does not mean to generally promote
or advertise coatings.
(36)(39)
MASTIC COATINGS are coatings formulated to cover holes and minor
cracks and to conceal surface irregularities, excluding roof coatings, and applied
in a thickness of at least 10 mils (dry, single coat).
(37)(40)
METALLIC PIGMENTED COATINGS are decorative coatings,
excluding industrial maintenance and roof coatings, containing at least 0.4 pounds
per gallon (48 grams/liter) of coating, as applied, of elemental metallic pigment
(excluding zinc).
(38)(41)
MULTI-COLOR COATINGS are coatings which exhibit more than one
color when applied, and which are packaged in a single container, and applied in a
single coat.
(39)(42)
MULTI-COMPONENT COATINGS are reactive coatings requiring the
addition of a separate catalyst or hardener before application to form an
acceptable dry film.
(40)(43)
NONFLAT COATINGS are coatings that are not defined under any other
definition in this rule and that register a gloss of 5 or greater on a 60 degree meter
and a gloss of 15 or greater on an 85 degree meter according to ASTM Test
Method D 523 as specified in paragraph (e)(5).
(41)(44)
NON-SACRIFICIAL ANTI-GRAFFITI COATINGS are clear or opaque
Industrial Maintenance Coatings formulated and recommended to deter adhesion
of graffiti and to resist repeated scrubbing and exposure to harsh solvents,
cleansers, or scouring agents used to remove graffiti.
(42)(45)
PEARLESCENT means exhibiting various colors depending on the angles
of illumination and viewing, as observed in mother-of-pearl.
(43)(46)
PIGMENTED means containing colorant or dry coloring matter, such as
an insoluble powder, to impart color to a substrate.
(44)(47)
POST-CONSUMER COATINGS are finished coatings that would have
been disposed of in a landfill, having completed their usefulness to a consumer,
and does not include manufacturing wastes.
(45)(48)
PRE-TREATMENT WASH PRIMERS are coatings which contain a
minimum of 1/2 0.5 percent acid, by weight, applied directly to bare metal
surfaces to provide necessary surface etching.
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PRIMERS are coatings applied to a surface to provide a firm bond

between the substrate and subsequent coats.
(47) PRODUCT LINE is a line of coatings reported under one product number and
name and subject to one coating VOC limit as specified in subdivision (c) Table of
Standards.
(48)(50)
QUICK-DRY ENAMELS are non-flat, high gloss coatings which comply
with the following:
(A)
Shall be capable of being applied directly from the container by brush or
roller under normal conditions, normal conditions being ambient
temperatures between 60F and 80F; and
(B)

When tested in accordance with ASTM D 1640 they shall: set-to-touch in
two hours or less, dry-hard in eight hours or less, and be tack-free in four
hours or less by the mechanical test method. Coatings classified as quickdry enamels are subsumed by the non-flat coating category.
(49)(51)
QUICK-DRY PRIMERS, SEALERS, AND UNDERCOATERS are
primers, sealers, and undercoaters which are intended to be applied to a surface to
provide a firm bond between the substrate and subsequent coats and which are
dry-to-touch in one-half hour and can be recoated in two hours when tested in
accordance with (ASTM D 1640). Coatings classified as quick-dry primers,
sealers, and undercoaters are subsumed by the primer, sealer, undercoater
category.
(50)(52)
REACTIVE DILUENT is a liquid, which is a VOC during application and
one in which, through chemical and/or physical reaction, such as polymerization,
becomes an integral part of the coating.
(51)(53)
REACTIVE PENETRATING SEALERS are clear or pigmented coatings
labeled and formulated for application to above-grade concrete and masonry
substrates to provide protection from water and waterborne contaminants,
including, but not limited to, alkalis, acids, and salts. Reactive Penetrating
Sealers must meet the following criteria:
(A)
Used only for reinforced concrete bridge structures for transportation
projects within 5 miles of the coast or above 4,000 feet elevation; or for
restoration and/or preservation projects on registered historical buildings that
are under the purview of a restoration architect.

(B)

Penetrate into concrete and masonry substrates and chemically react to
form covalent bonds with naturally occurring minerals in the substrate.
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(C)

Line the pores of concrete and masonry substrates with a hydrophobic
coating, but do not form a surface film.
(D)
Improve water repellency at least 80 percent after application on a
concrete or masonry substrate. This performance must be verified on
standardized test specimens, in accordance with one or more of the
following standards: ASTM C67, or ASTM C97/97M, or ASTM C140.
(E)
Not reduce the water vapor transmission rate by more than 2 percent after
application on a concrete or masonry substrate. Provide a breathable
waterproof barrier for concrete or masonry surfaces that does not prevent
or substantially retard water vapor transmission. This performance must
be verified on standardized test specimens, in accordance with ASTM
E96/E96M or ASTM D6490.
(F)
Meet the performance criteria listed in the National Cooperative Highway
Research Report 244 (1981), surface chloride screening applications, for
products labeled and formulated for vehicular traffic.
(52)(54)
RECYCLED COATINGS are coatings manufactured by a certified
recycled paint manufacturer and formulated such that 50 percent or more of the
total weight consists of secondary and post-consumer coatings and 10 percent or
more of the total weight consists of post-consumer coatings.
(53)(55)
RESTORATION ARCHITECT is an architect that has a valid certificate
of registration as an architect issued by the California State Board of Architectural
Examiners or the National Council of Architectural Registration Boards and
working on registered historical restoration and/or preservation projects.
(54)(56)
RETAIL OUTLET means any establishment at which architectural
coatings are sold or offered for sale to consumers.
(55)(57)
ROOF COATINGS are coatings formulated for application to exterior
roofs for the primary purpose of preventing penetration of the substrate by water,
or reflecting heat and ultraviolet radiation.
(56)(58)
RUST PREVENTATIVE COATINGS are coatings formulated for use in
preventing the corrosion of metal surfaces in residential and commercial
situations.
(57)(59)
SACRIFICIAL ANTI-GRAFFITI COATINGS are non-binding, clear
coatings which are formulated and recommended for applications that allow for
the removal of graffiti primarily by power washing.
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SANDING SEALERS are clear wood coatings formulated for or applied

to bare wood for sanding and to seal the wood for subsequent application(s) of
coatings.
(59)(61)
SEALERS are coatings applied to either block materials from penetrating
into or leaching out of a substrate, to prevent subsequent coatings from being
absorbed by the substrate, or to prevent harm to subsequent coatings by materials
in the substrate.
(60)(62)
SECONDARY (REWORK) COATINGS are fragments of finished
coatings or finished coatings from a manufacturing process that has converted
resources into a commodity of real economic value, but does not include excess
virgin resources of the manufacturing process.
(61)(63)
SHELLACS are clear or pigmented coatings formulated solely with the
resinous secretions of the lac insect (laccifer lacca). Shellacs are formulated to
dry by evaporation without a chemical reaction providing a quick-drying, solid,
protective film for priming and sealing stains and odors; and for wood finishing
excluding floors effective January 1, 2007.
(62)(64)
SOLICIT is to require for use or to specify, by written or oral contract.
(63)(65)
SPECIALTY PRIMERS are coatings formulated for or applied to a
substrate to seal fire, smoke or water damage,; or to condition excessively chalky
surfaces. An excessively chalky surface is one that is defined as having chalk
rating of four or less as determined by ASTM D-4214 – Photographic Reference
Standard No. 1 or the Federation of Societies for Coatings Technology “Pictorial
Standards for Coatings Defects”.
(64)(66)
STAINS are opaque or semi-transparent coatings which are formulated to
change the color but not conceal the grain pattern or texture.
(65)(67)
STATIONARY STRUCTURES include, but are not limited to, homes,
office buildings, factories, mobile homes, pavements, curbs, roadways, racetracks,
and bridges.
(66)(68)
STONE CONSOLIDANTS are coatings that are labeled and formulated
for application to stone substrates to repair historical structures that have been
damaged by weathering or other decay mechanisms. Stone Consolidants must
meet all of the following criteria:
(A)
Used only for restoration and/or preservation projects on registered historical
buildings that are under the purview of a restoration architect.
(B)

Penetrate into stone substrates to create bonds between particles and
consolidate deteriorated material.
1113 – 11

Proposed Amended Rule 1113 (Cont.)
(C)

(PAR February 5, 2016)

Specified and used in accordance with ASTM E2167.

(67)(69)
SWIMMING POOL COATINGS are coatings specifically formulated for
or applied to the interior of swimming pools, including, but not limited to, water
park attractions, ponds and fountains, to resist swimming pool chemicals.
(68)(70)
SWIMMING POOL REPAIR COATINGS are chlorinated, rubber-based
coatings used for the repair and maintenance of swimming pools over existing
chlorinated, rubber-based coatings.
(71) TILE AND STONE SEALERS are clear or pigmented sealers that are used for
sealing tile, stone or grout to provide resistance against water, alkalis, acids,
ultraviolet light or staining and which meet one of the following subcategories:
(A)

(B)
(69)(72)

Penetrating sealers are polymer solutions that cross-link in the substrate
and must meet the following criteria:
(i)
A fine particle structure to penetrate dense tile such as porcelain
with absorption as low as 0.10 percent % per ASTM C373, ASTM
C97/C97M, or ASTM C642,
(ii)
Retain or increase static coefficient of friction per ANSI A137.1,
(iii)
Not create a topical surface film on the tile or stone, and
(iv)
Allow vapor transmission per ASTM E96/96M.
Film forming sealers which leave a protective film on the surface.
TINT BASE is an architectural coating to which colorants are added.

(73)

TOPCOAT is any final coating, applied in one or more coats, to the interior or
exterior of a stationary structure or their appurtenances.
(70)(74)
TRAFFIC COATINGS are coatings formulated for or applied to public
streets, highways, and other surfaces including, but not limited to, curbs, berms,
driveways, and parking lots.
(75) TUB AND TILE REFINISHING COATINGS are clear or opaque coatings that
are used exclusively for refinishing the surface of a bathtub, shower, or sink and
which must meet all of the following criteria:
(A)
Have a scratch hardness of 3H or harder and a gouge hardness of 4H or
harder as determined on bonderite 1000 in accordance with ASTM D3363,
(B)

(C)

Have a weight loss of 20 milligrams or less after 1000 cycles as
determined with CS-17 wheels on bonderite 1000 in accordance with
ASTM D4060,
Must withstand 1,000 hours or more of exposure with few or no #8 blisters
as determined on unscribed bonderite in accordance with ASTM D4585,
and ASTM D714, and
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Must have an adhesion rating of 4B or better after 24 hours of recovery as

determined on unscribed bonderite in accordance with ASTM D4585 and
ASTM D3359.
(71)(76)
UNDERCOATERS are coatings formulated for or applied to substrates to
provide a smooth surface for subsequent coats.
(72)(77)
VARNISHES are clear or pigmented wood finishes topcoats formulated
with various resins to dry by chemical reaction.
(73)(78)
VOLATILE ORGANIC COMPOUND (VOC) is as defined in Rule 102 –
Definition of Terms. For the purpose of this rule, tertiary butyl acetate (tBAc)
shall be considered exempt as a VOC only for purposes of VOC emissions
limitations or VOC content requirements and will continue to be a VOC for
purposes of all recordkeeping, emissions reporting, photochemical dispersion
modeling, and inventory requirements which apply to VOCs, when used in
industrial maintenance coatings, including zinc-rich industrial maintenance
coatings and non-sacrificial anti-graffiti coatings.
(74)(79)
WATERPROOFING SEALERS are coatings which are formulated for the
primary purpose of preventing penetration of porous substrates by water.
(75)(80)
WATERPROOFING CONCRETE/MASONRY SEALERS are clear or
pigmented sealers that are formulated for sealing concrete and masonry to provide
resistance against water, alkalis, acids, ultraviolet light, or staining.
(81)

WOOD COATINGS are film forming coatings used for application to wood
substrates only, which are applied to substrates including floors, decks and
porches. The Wood Coating category includes all lacquers, varnishes and sanding
sealers, regardless of whether they are clear, semi-transparent or opaque.
(82) WOOD CONDITIONERS are coatings that are formulated for or applied to
prepare bare wood, for prior to applying a staining, to provide uniform penetration
of the stain.
(76)(83)
WOOD PRESERVATIVES are coatings formulated to protect wood from
decay or insect attack by the addition of a wood preservative chemical registered
by the California Environmental Protection Agency.
(77)(84)
WORKSITE means any location where architectural coatings are stored or
applied.
(78)(85)
ZINC-RICH INDUSTRIAL MAINTENANCE PRIMERS are primers
formulated to contain a minimum of 65 percent metallic zinc powder (zinc dust)
by weight of total solids for application to metal substrates.
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Requirements
(1)

Except as provided in paragraphs (c)(3), (c)(4), and designated coatings averaged
under (c)(6), no person shall supply, sell, offer for sale, market, manufacture,
blend, repackage, apply, store at a worksite, or solicit the application of any
architectural coating within the District: that is listed in the Table of Standards 1
and contains VOC (excluding any colorant added to tint bases) in excess of the
corresponding VOC limit specified in the table, after the effective date specified.
(A)
That is listed in the Table of Standards 1 and contains VOC (excluding
any colorant added to tint bases) in excess of the corresponding VOC limit
specified in the table, after the effective date specified; or
(B)

(2)

That is not listed in the Table of Standards 1, and contains VOC
(excluding any colorant added to tint bases) in excess of 250 grams of
VOC per liter of coating (2.08 pounds per gallon), less water, less exempt
compounds, until January 1, 2014, at which time the limit drops to 50
grams of VOC per liter of coating, less water, less exempt compounds
(0.42 pounds per gallon).
No person within the District shall, at the point of sale of any architectural coating
subject to paragraph (c)(1), add to such coating any colorant at the point of sale
that is listed in the Table of Standards 2 and contains VOC in excess of the
corresponding applicable VOC limit specified in the Table of Standards 2, after
the effective date specified.
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TABLE OF STANDARDS 1
VOC LIMITS
Grams of VOC Per Liter of Coating,
Less Water and Less Exempt Compounds
COATING CATEGORY

Category
Codes

Ceiling
Limit1

Current
Limit12

Effective Date
7/1/0 1/1/1 1/1/14 1/1/16
8
2
Date of
adoption

Bond Breakers
Building Envelope Coating
Clear Wood Finishes
Varnish
Sanding Sealers
Lacquer
Concrete-Curing Compounds
Concrete-Curing Compounds
For Roadways and Bridges23
Concrete Surface Retarder
Default
Driveway Sealer
Dry-Fog Coatings
Faux Finishing Coatings
Clear Topcoat
Decorative Coatings
Glazes
Japan
Trowel Applied Coatings
Fire-Proofing Coatings
Flats
Floor Coatings
Form Release Compound
Graphic Arts (Sign) Coatings
Industrial Maintenance (IM) Coatings
Color Indicating Safety Coatings
High Temperature IM Coatings
Non-Sacrificial Anti-Graffiti Coatings
Zinc-Rich IM Primers
Magnesite Cement Coatings
Mastic Coatings
Metallic Pigmented Coatings
Multi-Color Coatings
Nonflat Coatings
Pre-Treatment Wash Primers
Primers, Sealers, and Undercoaters
Reactive Penetrating Sealers
Recycled Coatings
Roof Coatings
Roof Coatings, Aluminum

5
62
46,47
36
20
7
7

350
350

350
100
275
275
275
275
100
350

58
51
52
8

250
50
10050
150

9a
9
9b
9c
9d
10
13
14
16

350100
350
350
350
35050
350150
50
50
250100

17
19
18
19a
56
22
23
24
25
26, 27,
28
29
30
59
33
34
53

250
100

420

500
150

500200
100
480
420
100
100
450
300100
500150
250
50
420
100
350
250
50
100
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Exemption
1/1/19

50





3





50
50
50
50
200

100

150

50
150







5



50
100
150


5
5
5
5
5
3


3
5

200

100
150

150

3
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COATING CATEGORY

Category
Codes

(PAR February 5, 2016)
Ceiling
Limit1

Current
Limit12

Effective Date
7/1/0 1/1/1 1/1/14 1/1/16
8
2
Date of
adoption

Roof Primers, Bituminous
Rust Preventative Coatings
Sacrificial Anti-Graffiti Coatings
Shellac
Clear
Pigmented
Specialty Primers
Stains
Stains, Interior
Stone Consolidants
Swimming Pool Coatings
Repair
Other
Tile and Stone Sealers
Traffic Coatings
Tub and Tile Refinishing Coatings
Waterproofing Sealers
Waterproofing Concrete/Masonry Sealers
Wood Coatings
Varnish
Sanding Sealers
Lacquer
Wood Conditioners
Wood Preservatives
Below-Ground
Other
1.

4
35
60
37
38
39
41
40
61

400

350
250

43
42
63
45
64
48
49
46,47
36
20
65

350
350

50
55

350
100
10050

Small
Container
Exemption
1/1/19
3
5
3

50

730
550
100
100
250
450

4
4



3

340
340
100
100
420
100
100
275
275
275
275
100
350
350
350

3
3


4



3
3

The specified ceiling limits are applicable to products sold under the Averaging Compliance Option.

1.

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

2.

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

3.

Effective 01/01/2016(date of adoption), the small container exemption no longer applies per (f)(1).

4.

Effective 01/01/2018, the small container exemption no longer applies per (f)(1).

5.

Effective 01/01/2019, the small container exemption is further restricted per (f)(1).

TABLE OF STANDARDS 1 (cont.)
VOC LIMITS
Grams of VOC Per Liter of Material
COATING
Low-Solids Coating

1113 – 16

Limit
120

Proposed Amended Rule 1113 (Cont.)

(PAR February 5, 2016)

TABLE OF STANDARDS 2
VOC LIMITS FOR COLORANTS
Grams of VOC Per Liter of Colorant
Less Water and Less Exempt Compounds
COLORANT ADDED TO
Architectural Coatings, excluding IM Coatings
Solvent-Based IM
Waterborne IM
4.

(3)

Limit4
50
600
50

Effective January 1, 2014.

Coating Categorization
(A)

(B)

If anywhere on the container of any coating listed in either Table of
Standards, on any sticker or label affixed thereto, or in any sales or
advertising literature, any representation is made that the coating may be
used as, or is suitable for use as, a coating for which a lower VOC
standard is specified in the table or in paragraph (c)(1), then the lowest
VOC standard shall apply.
The provisions of paragraph (c)(3)(A) shall not apply to a coating
described in part as a flat coating,; nonflat coating;, or primer, -sealer,and undercoater coating,; or represented in part for use on flooring,
provided that all of the following requirements are met:
(i)

(C)
(4)

The coating meets the definition of a specific coating category for
which a higher VOC standard is specified in the Table of
Standards, and
(ii)
The coating is labeled in a manner consistent with the definition
and all the specific labeling requirements for that specific coating
category, and
(iii)
The coating is suitable and only recommended for the intended
uses of that specific coating category.
The provisions of paragraph (c)(3)(A) shall not apply to recycled coatings.

Sell-Through Provision
(A)
Any coating that is manufactured prior to the effective date of the
applicable limit specified in the Table of Standards 1, and that has a VOC
content above that limit (but not above the limit in effect on the date of
manufacture), may be sold, supplied, offered for sale, or applied for up to
three years after the specified effective date. The manufacturer shall
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maintain sales and distribution records, as applicable, for any coating
manufactured prior to the effective date if that coating volume is not
included in an approved Averaging Compliance Option [specified in
paragraph (c)(6) of this rule] Program that includes the same coating
manufactured on or after the effective date. Such records shall clearly
indicate the date of manufacture (or date code or batch code) and volume
of coating sold or distributed to distinguish between those coatings subject
to the provisions of this paragraph and those subject to the provisions of
Appendix A section (K). These records shall be made available to the
Executive Officer upon request and shall be maintained for a period of at

(5)

(6)

least three years after the end of a compliance period of the Averaging
Compliance Option Program.
(B)
Any coating sold in a one-liter or smaller container that has a VOC
content above the applicable limit specified in the Table of Standards 1 for
that coating, which is manufactured prior to the effective date of the
elimination or restriction of the small container exemption listed in
subparagraph (f)(1)(B) through (f)(1)(E), may be sold, supplied, offered
for sale, or applied for up to two years after the specified date.
All architectural coating or colorant containers from which the contents are used
by pouring, siphoning, brushing, rolling, padding, ragging or other means, shall
be closed when not in use. These containers include, but should not be limited to:
drums, buckets, cans, pails, trays or other storage or application containers.
Averaging Compliance Option
Until January 1, 2015, in lieu of specific compliance with the applicable limits in
the Table of Standards, manufacturers may average designated coatings such that
their actual cumulative emissions from the averaged coatings are less than or
equal to the cumulative emissions that would have been allowed under those
limits over a compliance period not to exceed one year.
(A)
The following coatings may be averaged: floor coatings; industrial
maintenance coatings; interior stains; metallic pigmented coatings; rust

(B)

preventative coatings; sanding sealers; stains; varnishes; as well as flats
and nonflats (excluding recycled coatings).
Manufacturers using the Averaging Compliance Option shall:
(i)
Comply with the averaging provisions contained in Appendix A, as
well as maintain all records for the Averaging Compliance Option
(ACO) Program and make these records available to the Executive
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Officer upon request, for a period of at least three years after the
end of the compliance period; and
(ii)
Use only the sell-through provision in Appendix A for each
coating included in the ACO Program in lieu of the sell-through
provision of subparagraph (c)(4).
(7)(6) No person shall apply or solicit the application within the District of any
industrial maintenance coatings, except non-sacrificial anti-graffiti coatings, for
residential use or for use in areas such as office space and meeting rooms of
industrial, commercial or institutional facilities not exposed to such extreme
environmental conditions described in the definition of industrial maintenance
coatings.
(8)(7) General Prohibition
No person shall supply, sell, market, offer for sale, manufacture, blend, or
repackage any architectural coating or colorant in the District subject to the
provisions of this rule with any materials that contain in excess of 0.1% percent
by weight any Group II exempt compounds listed in Rule 102. Cyclic, branched,
or linear, completely methylated siloxanes (VMS) are not subject to this
prohibition.
(d)

Administrative Requirements
(1)

(2)

(3)

Containers for all coatings, or any colorants manufactured on and after January 1,
2017, subject to this rule shall display the date of manufacture of the contents or a
code indicating the date of manufacture. The manufacturers of such coatings or
colorants shall file with the Executive Officer of the District and the Executive
Officer of the Air Resources Board an explanation of each code.
Containers for all coatings subject to the requirements of this rule shall carry a
statement of the manufacturer's recommendation regarding thinning of the
coating. This requirement shall not apply to the thinning of architectural coatings
with water. The recommendation shall specify that the coating is to be employed
without thinning or diluting under normal environmental and application
conditions, unless any thinning recommended on the label for normal
environmental and application conditions do not cause a coating to exceed its
applicable standard.
Each container of any coating, or any colorant manufactured on and after January
1, 2017, subject to this rule shall display the maximum VOC content in grams per
liter, as follows:
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For coatings or colorants packaged in a single container, the VOC per liter
of coating (less water and less exempt compounds, and excluding any
colorant added to the tint base) as supplied, after any recommended
thinning;
For multi-component coatings, the VOC per liter of coating (less water
and exempt compounds, and excluding any colorant added to the tint base)
after mixing the components, as recommended for use by the architectural
coatings manufacturer;
For concentrates, the VOC per liter of coating (less water and exempt
compounds, and excluding any colorant added to the tint base) at the
minimum dilution recommended for use by the architectural coatings
manufacturer;
For low solids coatings, the VOC per liter of material (excluding any
colorant added to the tint bases) after any recommended thinning; and
VOC content displayed may be calculated using product formulation data,
or may be determined using the test method in subdivision (e). VOC
content calculated from formulation data shall be adjusted by the
manufacturer to account for cure volatiles (if any) and maximum VOC
content within production batches. Effective January 1, 2014, tThe VOC
content shall be displayed on the coating container such that the required

language is:
(i)
Noticeable and in clear and legible English;
(ii)
Separated from other text; and
(iii)
Conspicuous, as compared with other words, statements, designs,
or devices in the label as to render it likely to be read and
understood by an ordinary individual under customary conditions
of purchase or use.
The labels of all rust preventative coatings shall prominently display include the
statement “For Metal Substrates Only” prominently displayed.
The labels of all specialty primers shall prominently display one or more of the
following descriptions:
(A)
For fire-damaged substrates.
(B)
For smoke-damaged substrates.
(C)
For water-damaged substrates.
(D)
For excessively chalky substrates.

1113 – 20

Proposed Amended Rule 1113 (Cont.)
(6)

(7)

(8)

(9)

(e)

(PAR February 5, 2016)

The labels of concrete-curing compounds manufactured and used for roadways
and bridges shall prominently display include the statement "FOR ROADWAYS
AND BRIDGES ONLY (Not for Use on Curbs and Gutters, Sidewalks, Islands,
Driveways and Other Miscellaneous Concrete Areas)" prominently displayed.
All Clear Topcoat for Faux Finishing coatings shall prominently display the
statement “This product can only be sold as a part of a Faux Finishing coating
system”.
A manufacturer, distributor, or seller of a coating meeting the requirements of this
rule, who supplies that coating to a person who applies it in a non-compliant
manner, shall not be liable for that non-compliant use, unless the manufacturer,
distributor, or seller knows that the supplied coating would be used in a noncompliant manner.
Manufacturers of recycled coatings shall submit a letter to the Executive Officer
certifying their status as a Recycled Paint Manufacturer.

Test Methods
For the purpose of this rule, the following test methods shall be used:
(1)
VOC Content of Coatings and Colorants
The VOC content of coatings subject to the provisions of this rule shall be
determined by:
(A)

(B)

(C)

(D)

U.S. EPA Reference Test Method 24 (Determination of Volatile Matter
Content, Water Content, Density, Volume Solids, and Weight Solids of
Surface Coatings, Code of Federal Regulations Title 40, Part 60,
Appendix A) with the exempt compounds’ content determined by Method
303 (Determination of Exempt Compounds) in the South Coast Air
Quality Management District's (SCAQMD) "Laboratory Methods of
Analysis for Enforcement Samples" manual, or
Method 304 [(Determination of Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC) in
Various Materials)] in the SCAQMD's "Laboratory Methods of Analysis
for Enforcement Samples" manual.
Method 313 [(Determination of Volatile Organic Compounds VOC by
Gas Chromatography-Mass Spectrometry)] in the SCAQMD’s
“Laboratory Methods of Analysis for Enforcement Samples” manual.
ASTM Test Method 6886 (Standard Test Method for Determination of the
Weight Percent Individual Volatile Organic Compounds in Waterborne
Air-Dry Coatings by Gas Chromatography).
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(C)(E) Exempt Perfluorocarbons
The following classes of compounds:
cyclic, branched, or linear, completely fluorinated alkanes
cyclic, branched, or linear, completely fluorinated ethers with no
unsaturations
cyclic, branched, or linear, completely fluorinated tertiary amines
with no unsaturations
sulfur-containing perfluorocarbons with no unsaturations and with
sulfur bonds only to carbon and fluorine
will be analyzed as exempt compounds for compliance with subdivision

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)
(6)

(c), only when manufacturers specify which individual compounds are
used in the coating formulations. In addition, the manufacturers must
identify the U.S. EPA, CARB, and SCAQMD approved test methods,
which can be used to quantify the amount of each exempt compound.
Acid Content of Coatings
The acid content of a coating subject to the provisions of this rule shall be
determined by ASTM Test Method D 1613-85 (Acidity in Volatile Solvents and
Chemical Intermediates Used in Paint, Varnish, Lacquer, and Related Products).
Metal Content of Coatings
The metallic content of a coating subject to the provisions of this rule shall be
determined by Method 318 (Determination of Weight Percent Elemental Metal in
Coatings by X-Ray Diffraction) in the SCAQMD's "Laboratory Methods of
Analysis for Enforcement Samples" manual.
Drying Times
The set-to-touch, dry-hard, dry-to-touch, and dry-to-recoat times of a coating
subject to the provisions of this rule shall be determined by ASTM Test Method D
1640 (Standard Test Methods for Drying, Curing, or Film Formation of Organic
Coatings at Room Temperature). The tack-free time of a coating subject to the
provisions of this rule shall be determined by ASTM Test Method D 1640,
according to the Mechanical Test Method.
Gloss Determination
The gloss shall be determined by ASTM Test Method D 523 (Specular Gloss).
Gonioapparent Characteristics for Coatings
A coating will be determined to have a gonioapparent appearance by ASTM E
284 (Standard Terminology of Appearance).
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Performance criteria for Water Repellency for Reactive Penetrating Sealers shall
be determined by any of the following:
(A)
Water Repellency
(A)(i) ASTM C67 (Standard Test Methods for Sampling and Testing
Brick and Structural Clay Tile);
(B)(ii)ASTM C97/97M (Standard Test Methods for Absorption and Bulk
Specific Gravity of Dimension Stone); or
(C)(iii)
ASTM C140 (Standard Test Methods for Sampling and
Testing Concrete Masonry Units and Related Units).
(B)

Water Vapor Transmission
(i)

(8)

ASTM E96/96M (Standard Test Methods for Water Vapor
Transmission of Materials); or
(ii)
ASTM D6490 (Standard Test Method for Water Vapor
Transmission of Nonfilm Forming Treatments Used on
Cementitious Panels).
(C)
Chloride Screening shall be determined using the National Cooperative
Highway Research Report 244 (1981), “Concrete Sealers for the
Protection of Bridge Structures”.
Performance criteria for Water Vapor Transmission for Reactive Penetrating
Sealers and Building Envelope Coatings shall be determined by the following:
(A)
Air Barriers:
(i)
ASTM E2178 (Standard Test Method for Air Permeance of
Building Materials).
(B)
Water Resistive Barriers
(i)
ASTM E331 (Standard Test Method for Water Penetration of
Exterior Windows, Skylights, Doors, and Curtain Walls by
Uniform Static Air Pressure Difference); and
(ii)
ASTM E96/96M (Standard Test Methods for Water Vapor
Transmission of Materials).

(9)
(10)

Selection and Use of Stone Consolidants shall be determined by ASTM E21767
(Standard Guide for Selection and Use of Stone Consolidants).
Chloride Screening for Reactive Penetrating Sealer shall be determined using the
National Cooperative Highway Research Report 244 (1981), “Concrete Sealers
for the Protection of Bridge Structures”.
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Performance criteria for Tub and Tile Refinishing Coatings shall be determined
by the following :
(A)
ASTM D3363 (Standard Test Method for Film Hardness by Pencil Test);
(B)
ASTM D4060 (Standard Test Method for Abrasion Resistance of Organic
Coatings by the Taber Abraser);
(C)
ASTM D4585 (Standard Practice for Testing Water Resistance of
Coatings Using Controlled Condensation);
(D)
ASTM D714 (Standard Test Method for Evaluating Degree of Blistering
of Paints); and
(E)
ASTM D3359 (Standard Test Methods for Measuring Adhesion by Tape

(11)

Test).
Performance criteria for penetrating Tile and Stone Sealers shall be determined by
the following:
(A)
Penetration of dDense tTile
(i)
ASTM C373 (Standard Test Method for Water Absorption, Bulk
Density, Apparent Porosity, and Apparent Specific Gravity of
Fired Whiteware Products, Ceramic Tiles, and Glass Tiles);
(ii)
ASTM C97/C97M (Standard Test Methods for Absorption and
Bulk Specific Gravity of Dimension Stone); or
(iii)
ASTM C642 (Standard Test Method for Density, Absorption, and

Voids in Hardened Concrete).
(B)
Static Coefficient of Friction by American National Standard Specification
for Ceramic Tile (ANSI A137.1).
(C)
Water Vapor Transmission by ASTM E96/96M (Standard Test Methods
for Water Vapor Transmission of Materials).
(12) Degree of Chalking Determination
ASTM D4214 (Standard Test Methods for Evaluating the Degree of Chalking of
Exterior Paint Films).
(11)(13)
Equivalent Test Methods
Other test methods determined to be equivalent after review by the Executive
Officer, CARB, and the U.S. EPA, and approved in writing by the District
Executive Officer may also be used.
(12)(14)
Multiple Test Methods
When more than one test method or set of test methods are specified for any
testing, a violation of any requirement of this rule established by any one of the
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specified test methods or set of test methods shall constitute a violation of the
rule.
(13)(15)
All test methods referenced in this subdivision shall be the version most
recently approved by the appropriate governmental entities.
(f)

Exemptions
(1)
Small Container Exemption
Until December 31, 2013, the provisions of this rule shall not apply to any
architectural coatings in containers having capacities of one liter (1.057 quart) or
less, excluding clear wood finishes, varnishes, sanding sealers, lacquers, and
pigmented lacquers, provided that the provisions in the subparagraphs below are
met. Effective January 1, 2014, tThe provisions of the Table of Standards 1 and
paragraph (c)(1) of this rule shall not apply to any architectural coatings in
containers having capacities of one liter (1.057 quart) or less, excluding but shall
apply to the following:clear wood finishescoatings, varnishes, sanding sealers,
lacquers, and pigmented lacquers, provided the provisions in the subparagraphs
below are met.
(A)
Wood Coatings, including Lacquers, Varnishes, and Sanding Sealers.
(B)
Effective January 1, 2016(date of adoption), Concrete-Curing Compounds
For Roadways and Bridges; Magnesite Cement Coatings; Multi-Color

(C)
(D)

(E)

Coatings; Pre-Treatment Wash Primers; Roof Primers, Bituminous;
Sacrificial Anti-Graffiti Coatings; Stone Consolidants; Repair and Other
Swimming Pool Coatings; and Below-Ground and Other Wood
Preservatives.
Effective January 1, 2018, Tub and Tile Refinishing Coatings; Clear and
Pigmented Shellacs; and Reactive Penetrating Sealers.
Effective January 1, 2019, Flats, Nonflats, and Rust Preventative Coatings
that are sold:
(i)
In containers having capacities greater than eight fluid ounce, or
(ii)
Sold fFor purposes other than touch up.
Effective January 1, 2019, Industrial Maintenance Coatings, including
Color Indicating Safety Coatings, High Temperature IM Coatings, NonSacrificial Anti-Graffiti Coatings, and Zinc-Rich IM Primers that are sold:
(i)
In containers having capacities greater than one liter, or
(ii)
Sold fFor purposes other than touch up, or
(iii)
Displayed or advertised for sale at a retail outlet.
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The small container exemption only applies if the following conditions are met:
(B)(A) The manufacturer reports the sales in the Rule 314 Annual Quantity and
Emissions Report. The loss of this exemption due to the failure of the
manufacturer to submit the Rule 314 Annual Quantity and Emissions
Report shall apply only to the manufacturer.
(C)(B) The coating containers of the same specific coating category listed in the
Table of Standards 1, are not bundled together to be sold as a unit that
exceeds one liter (1.057 quarts), or eight fluid ounces for coatings under
subparagraph (f)(1)(D) as of January 1, 2019, excluding containers packed
together for shipping to a retail outlet.

(D)(C) The label or any other product literature does not suggest combining
multiple containers so that the combination exceeds one liter (1.057
quarts) or eight fluid ounces under (f)(1)(D) as of January 1, 2019.
(2)(3) The provisions of subparagraph (d)(1) through (d)(7) shall not apply to
architectural coatings in containers having capacities of two fluid ounces (59mL)
or less.
(3)(4) The provisions of this rule shall not apply to:
(A)
Architectural coatings supplied, sold, offered for sale, marketed,
manufactured, blended, repackaged or stored in this District for shipment
outside of this District or for shipment to other manufacturers for
repackaging.
(B)
Emulsion type bituminous pavement sealers.
(C)
Aerosol coating products.
(D)
Use of stains and lacquers in all areas within the District at an elevation of
4,000 feet or greater above sea level or sale in such areas for such use.
(4)(5) The provisions of paragraph (c) shall not apply to facilities which apply coatings
to test specimens for purposes of research and development of those coatings.
(g)

Solvent Cleaning
(1)
Solvent cleaning that is conducted as part of a business including solvent cleaning

(2)

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

The manufacturer shall demonstrate that actual emissions from the coatings being averaged are
less than or equal to the allowable emissions, for the specified compliance period using the
following equation:
n

n

i =1

i =1

 GiMi   GiViLi
Where:
n

 GiMi
 GiViLi
n
i =1

i =1

Gi

=

=
Actual Emissions
=
Allowable Emissions
Total Gallons of Product (i) subject to Averaging;

Mi
=
Material VOC content of Product (i), as pounds per gallon; {as defined in
paragraph (b)(22)}
Vi
=
Percent by Volume Solids and VOC in Product (i), {as defined in paragraph
(b)(21)}
Vm  Vw  Ves
Vm

=
For Non-Zero VOC Coatings:
=
=

Material VOC
Coating VOC

For Zero VOC coatings:
% solids by volume

Li
=
Regulatory VOC Content Limit for Product (i), as pounds per gallon; {as listed in
subdivision (c) Table of Standards}
The averaging is limited to coatings that are designated by the manufacturer. Any coating not
designated in the ACO Program shall comply with the VOC limit in the Table of Standards. The
manufacturer shall not include any quantity of coatings that it knows or should have known will
not be used in the District.
In addition to the requirements specified in Section (A), a manufacturer shall not include in an
ACO Program or supply, sell, offer for sale, manufacture, blend, or repackage for use within the
District any architectural coating with a VOC content in excess of the ceiling limit in the Table
of Standards or the VOC content limits specified in the National VOC Emission Standard,
whichever is less.
ACO Program
At least six months prior to the start of the compliance period, manufacturers shall submit an
ACO Program, which is subject to all the provisions of Rule 221 – Plans and Rule 306 – Plan
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Fees, to the Executive Officer. Averaging may not be implemented until the ACO Program is
approved in writing by the Executive Officer.
Within 45 days of submittal of an ACO Program, the Executive Officer shall approve,
disapprove or deem the ACO Program incomplete. The ACO Program applicant and the
Executive Officer may agree to an extension of time for the Executive Officer to take action on
the ACO Program.
General Requirements
The ACO Program shall include all necessary information for the Executive Officer to make a
determination as to whether the manufacturer may comply with the averaging requirements over
the specified compliance period in an enforceable manner. Such information shall include, but is
not limited to, the following.
An identification of the contact persons, telephone numbers, and name of the manufacturer who
is submitting the ACO Program.
An identification of each coating that has been selected by the manufacturer for inclusion in this
ACO Program that exceeds the applicable VOC limit in the Table of Standards, their VOC
content specified in units of both grams of VOC per liter of coating, and grams of VOC per liter
of material and the designation of the coating category.
A detailed demonstration showing that the projected actual emissions will not exceed the
allowable emissions for a single compliance period that the ACO Program will be in effect. In
addition, the demonstration shall include VOC content information for each coating that is below
the compliance limit in the Table of Standards. The demonstration shall use the equation
specified in paragraph (A) of this Appendix for projecting the actual emissions and allowable
emissions during each compliance period. The demonstration shall also include all VOC content
levels and projected volume to be sold and distributed, as applicable, within the District for each
coating listed in the ACO Program during each compliance period. The requested data can be
summarized in a matrix form.
A specification of the compliance period(s) and applicable reporting dates. The length of the
compliance period shall not be more than one year nor less than six months.
An identification and description of specific records to be used to calculate emissions and track
coating volume for the ACO Program and subsequent reporting. This shall include a detailed
explanation as to how the records are to be used to demonstrate compliance with the averaging
requirements of the ACO Program. Such records or electronic versions (if hardcopy originals
are not generated) shall be made available to the Executive Officer upon request. These records
shall include records from each of the following categories:
Product formulation records (including both coating and material VOCs):
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Lab reports [including percent weight of non-volatiles, water, and exempts (if applicable);
density of the coating; and raw laboratory data] of test methods conducted as specified in
paragraph (e)(1) of the rule or
Product formulation data, including physical properties analyses, as applicable, with a VOC
calculation demonstration; and
Production records consisting of batch tickets including the date of manufacture, batch weight
and volume; and
Distribution records:
Customer lists or store distribution lists or both (as applicable) and
Shipping manifests or bills of lading or both (as applicable); and
Sales records consisting of point of sale receipts or invoices to local distributors or both, as
applicable.
If the manufacturer requests to demonstrate compliance with the ACO Program by using records
other than those specifically listed above, those records must be approved by the U.S. EPA,
CARB, and the Executive Officer before an ACO Program can be approved. The Executive
Officer may request additional records, as necessary, as a condition of approving the ACO
Program or to verify compliance.
A statement, signed by a responsible party for the manufacturer, certifying that all information
submitted is true and correct, and that records will be made available to the Executive Officer
upon request.
Reporting Requirements
For every single compliance period, the manufacturer shall submit to the Executive Officer a
mid-term report listing all coatings subject to averaging during the first half of the compliance
period, detailed analysis of the actual and allowable emissions at the end of the mid-term, and if
actual emissions exceed allowable emissions an explanation as to how the manufacturer intends
to achieve compliance by the end of the compliance period. The report shall be signed by the
responsible party for the manufacturer, attesting that all information submitted is true and
correct. The mid-term report shall be submitted within 45 days after the midway date of the
compliance period. A manufacturer may request, in writing, an extension of up to 15 days for
submittal of the mid-term report.
Within 60 days after the end of the compliance period or upon termination of the ACO Program,
whichever is sooner, the manufacturer shall submit to the Executive Officer a final report,
providing a detailed demonstration of the balance between the actual and allowable emissions for
the compliance period, an update of any identification and description of specific records used by
the manufacturer to verify compliance with the averaging requirement, and any other
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information requested by the Executive Officer to determine whether the manufacturer complied
with the averaging requirements over the specified compliance period. The report shall be
signed by the responsible party for the manufacturer, attesting that all information submitted is
true and correct, and that records will be made available to the Executive Officer upon request.
A manufacturer may request, in writing, an extension of up to 30 days for submittal of the final
report.
Renewal of an ACO Program
An ACO Program automatically expires at the end of the compliance period. The manufacturer
may request a renewal of the ACO Program by submitting a renewal request that shall include an
updated ACO Program, meeting all applicable ACO Program requirements. The renewal request
will be considered conditionally approved until the Executive Officer makes a final decision to
deny or approve the renewal request based on a determination of whether the manufacturer is
likely to comply with the averaging requirements. The Executive Officer shall base such
determination on all available information, including but not limited to, the mid-term and final
reports of the preceding compliance period. The Executive Officer shall make a decision to deny
or approve a renewal request no later than 45 days from the date of the final report submittal,
unless the manufacturer and the Executive Officer agree to an extension of time for the
Executive Officer to take action on the renewal request.
Modification of an ACO Program
A manufacturer may request a modification of the ACO Program at any time prior to the end of
the compliance period. The Executive Officer shall take action to approve or disapprove the
modification request no longer than 45 days from the date of its submittal. No modification of
the compliance period shall be allowed. An ACO Program need not be modified to specify
additional coatings to be averaged that are below the applicable VOC limits.
Termination of an ACO Program
A manufacturer may terminate its ACO Program at any time by filing a written notification to
the Executive Officer. The filing date shall be considered the effective date of the termination,
and all other provisions of this rule including the VOC limits shall immediately thereafter apply.
The manufacturer shall also submit a final report 60 days after the termination date. Any
exceedance of the actual emissions over the allowable emissions over the period that the ACO
Program was in effect shall constitute a separate violation for each day of the entire compliance
period.
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The Executive Officer may terminate an ACO Program if any of the following circumstances
occur:
The manufacturer violates the requirements of the approved ACO Program, and at the end of the
compliance period, the actual emissions exceed the allowable emissions.
The manufacturer demonstrates a recurring pattern of violations and has consistently failed to
take the necessary steps to correct those violations.
Change in VOC Limits
If the VOC limits of a coating listed in the ACO Program are amended such that its effective date
is less than one year from the date of adoption, the affected manufacturer may base its averaging
on the prior limits of that coating until the end of the compliance period immediately following
the date of adoption.
Labeling
Each container of any coating that is included in an ACO Program, and that exceeds the
applicable VOC limit in the Table of Standards shall display the following statement: “This
product is subject to the averaging provisions of SCAQMD Rule 1113”. A symbol specified by
the Executive Officer may be used as a substitute.
Violations
The exceedance of the allowable emissions, as defined in Appendix A, Section (A), at the end of
any compliance period shall constitute a separate violation for each gallon of each coating
product line that is over the VOC limit specified in the Table of Standards for each day of the
compliance period. However, any violation of the requirements of the ACO Provision of this
rule, which the violator can demonstrate, to the Executive Officer, did not cause or allow the
emission of an air contaminant and was not the result of negligent or knowing activity may be
considered a minor violation (pursuant to District Rule 112).
Sell-Through Provision
A coating that is included in an approved ACO Program that does not comply with the specified
limit in the Table of Standards may be sold, supplied, offered for sale, or applied for up to three
years after the end of the compliance period specified in the approved ACO Program. This
section of Appendix A does not apply to any coating that does not display on the container either
the statement: “This product is subject to architectural coatings averaging provisions of the
SCAQMD Rule 1113” or a designated symbol specified by the Executive Officer of the
SCAQMD.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Rule 1113 - Architectural Coatings, was originally adopted by the South Coast Air Quality
Management District (SCAQMD) on September 2, 1977, to regulate the Volatile Organic
Compound (VOC) emissions from the application of architectural coatings, and has since
undergone numerous amendments. The 2012 Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP), included
Control Measure CM#2012 CTS-01 – Further VOC Reductions from Architectural Coatings, to
achieve 2 – 4 tons of VOC emission reductions per day by 2019. Rule 314 – Fees for Architectural
Coatings, was adopted on June 6, 2008, requiring manufacturers to pay fees, as well as report sales
and emissions of architectural coatings into the SCAQMD. Based on the sales data collected from
Rule 314, numerous site visits, technical research, and working group meetings, staff has
developed PAR 1113 in regard to the following:
PAR 1113:
•

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

•

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

•

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

•

Clarify existing definitions and requirements, as necessary

•

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

•

Include colorants in the labeling requirements

•

Include several new test methods

•

Remove outdated language

Staff has held six working group meetings, a Public Workshop, and Public Consultation Meeting
with stakeholders beginning June 5, 2014, as well as met with individual architectural coating
manufacturers and the American Coatings Association (ACA). The current proposal
incorporates and addresses numerous comments and concerns expressed by the stakeholders.
Staff proposes the following amendments to achieve emission reductions and clarify rule
implementation issues for improved enforceability:
PAR 1113:
•

Remove all references to the averaging provision which sunset on January 1, 2015.

•

Remove outdated language.

•

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



Amend – Clear Wood Finishes (renamed to Wood Coatings), Faux Finishing Coatings
Glazes, Flat Coatings, Floor Coatings, Lacquers, Mastic Coatings, Nonflat Coatings,
Lacquers, Reactive Penetrating Sealers, Shellacs, and Varnishes, and Clear Wood
Finish (re-named Wood Coatings).



Delete definition – Product Line.



Phase out – Bond Breakers and Form Release Compounds.

•

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

•

Establish a VOC limit for the following new coating categories:


•

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

Reduce the VOC limit on the following categories:


Building Envelope Coatings and Recycled Coatings.

•

Amend and update the Table of Standards (TOS) 1 for clarifications.

•

Include an exception for Rrecycled Ccoatings fromto the most restrictive clause (c)(3).

•

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

•

Include the following test methods:


VOC content:
o SCAQMD Method 313 (M313) - Determination of Volatile Organic Compounds
VOC by Gas Chromatography(GC)-Mass Spectrometry(MS).
o ASTM Test Method D6886 (M6886) - Standard Test Method for Determination of
the Weight Percent Individual Volatile Organic Compounds in Waterborne Air-Dry
Coatings by GC Gas Chromatography.



Reactive Penetrating Sealers


ASTM D6490 - Standard Test Method for Water Vapor Transmission of Non-Film
Forming Treatments Used on Cementitious Panels.
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Building Envelope Coatings:
o ASTM E2178 - Standard Test Method for Air Permeance of Building Materials.
o ASTM E331 - Standard Test Method for Water Penetration of Exterior Windows,
Skylights, Doors, and Curtain Walls by Uniform Static Air Pressure Difference.
o ASTM E96/96M - Standard Test Methods for Water Vapor Transmission of
Materials.



Tub and Tile Refinishing Coating:
o ASTM D3363 - Standard Test Method for Film Hardness by Pencil Test.
o ASTM D4060 - Standard Test Method for Abrasion Resistance of Organic
Coatings by the Taber Abraser.
o ASTM D4585 - Standard Practice for Testing Water Resistance of Coatings Using
Controlled Condensation.
o ASTM D714 - Standard Test Method for Evaluating Degree of Blistering of Paints.
o ASTM D3359 - Standard Test Methods for Measuring Adhesion by Tape Test.



Tile and Stone Sealers:
o ASTM C373 - Standard Test Method for Water Absorption, Bulk Density,
Apparent Porosity, and Apparent Specific Gravity of Fired Whiteware Products,
Ceramic Tiles, and Glass Tiles.
o ASTM C97/C97M - Standard Test Methods for Absorption and Bulk Specific
Gravity of Dimension Stone.
o ASTM C642 - Standard Test Method for Density, Absorption, and Voids in
Hardened Concrete.
o American National Standard Specification for Ceramic Tile (ANSI A137.1).
o ASTM E96/96M - Standard Test Methods for Water Vapor Transmission of
Materials.



Degree of Chalking (method was referenced in section (b) but not section (e)):
o ASTM D4214 - Standard Test Methods for Evaluating the Degree of Chalking of
Exterior Paint Films.

•

Amend the SCE Small Container Exemption such that:


The exemption is eliminated for high-VOC specialty coatings and coating categories
not using needing the exemption,
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•
•

Restrict the exemption for Flat Coatings, Nonflat Coatings, Rust Preventative Coatings,
and Industrial Maintenance Coatings, and

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

The overall estimated emission reductions from PAR 1113 are 0 0.88 tons per day (tpd) by January
1, 2019, and will implement portions of CM#2012 CTS-01.

BACKGROUND
Architectural coatings are one of the largest non-mobile sources of VOC emissions in the
SCAQMD. Rule 1113 is applicable to manufacturers, distributors, specifiers, and end-users of
architectural coatings. These coatings are used to enhance the appearance of and to protect
stationary structures and their appurtenances, including homes, office buildings, factories,
pavements, curbs, roadways, racetracks, bridges, other structures; and their appurtenances, on a
variety of substrates. Architectural coatings are typically applied using brushes, rollers, or spray
guns by homeowners, painting contractors, and maintenance personnel. Rule 1113 was first
adopted in 1977, and has undergone numerous amendments, most recently on September 6, 2013,
to provide regulatory relief for labeling requirements of containers holding four fluid ounces or
less. Although successive amendments to Rule 1113 contributed to significantly reduced
emissions, architectural coatings continue to be one of the largest sources of VOC emissions in the
SCAQMD, with the exception of consumer products and mobile sources.
Rule 314, which is the fee and reporting rule that applies to architectural coatings, affects about
200 architectural coatings manufacturers. Beginning in 2009 and each subsequent calendar year,
Rule 314 requires architectural coatings manufacturers to report to the SCAQMD the total annual
quantity (in gallons) and emissions of each of their architectural products distributed or sold into
or within the SCAQMD for use in the SCAQMD, during the previous calendar year. Fees are
assessed on the manufacturers’ reported annual quantity of architectural coatings as well as the
cumulative VOC emissions from the reported annual quantity of coatings. Data collected from
the manufacturers also provides SCAQMD with an annual emissions inventory that is used for
planning purposes.
The 2012 AQMP projected the 2014 Annual Average Emissions for architectural coatings would
be 16 tons per day (tpd), with a Summer Planning Inventory of 19 tpd. According to more recent
Rule 314 data for products shipped in 2014, the emissions in the SCAQMD that can be attributed
to architectural coatings is approximately 10 tpd with another 0.2 tpd and 0.4 tpd contributed by
colorant and clean-up solvent. Staff notes that the Rule 314 data has not been fully audited, and
volumes and emissions may be under or over-reported. The data may be revised upon more
detailed audits and subsequent compliance reviews. The following represents the sales and
emissions totals. Note the data is not finalized and could change as additional and/or amended
data is received.
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Figure 1: Rule 314 Quantity and Emissions Summary – 2008 - 2014
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RULE DEVELOPMENT PROCESS
Staff initiated outreach with stakeholders regarding the intent to amend Rule 1113 in April 2014,
20 months prior to the scheduled Public Hearing. Over that period, staff held six working group
meetings and a Public Workshop, see Figure 21, including several meetings with sub-groups for
more in-depth discussions on Faux Finishing Coatings and VOC Test Methods. Numerous
stakeholders participated both in person and via teleconference. Over the course of the
discussions, the ACA and the manufacturers provided feedback on rule language, requirements,
and appropriate effective dates for the rule proposal. Additionally, staff met individually with
local and national manufacturers, both large and small, to discuss the proposal and obtain feedback
on the status of technology and desired implementation dates.
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Figure 2: Rule Development Flow Chart
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STAFF ASSESSMENT FOR THE PROPOSED AMENDMENTS

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

PAR 1113
Applicability
Staff is removing the reference to the phased out averaging compliance option (ACO) plan which
sunset on January 1, 2015. Based on feedback at the Public Workshop and Public Consultation
Meeting, staff is changing the wording of the first sentence to make it clear that the rule applies to
all coatings manufacturers who sell architectural coatings into and within the District and not just
architectural coating manufacturers that operate within the District. Staff further clarified the
language to indicate that individuals who sell architectural coatings outside the District are not
necessarily culpable for coatings that end up being used within the District. Staff receivedheard a
concern during the Stationary Source Committee Meeting about coatings that could be sold at a
retailer outside of the SCAQMD jurisdiction, unbeknownst to the retailers, and is applied within
the SCAQMD. The proposed rule language clarifies this concern. In addition, the manufacturer
and retailer will not be liable because subsection (d)(8) of the rule makes it clear they are not liable
for that non-compliant use.

Definitions
For rule clarification, staff is proposing several new or amended definitions and is proposing to
delete several definitions.
Bond Breakers and Form Release Compounds
Staff is proposing to phase out these two definitions upon the future adoption of Rule 1161 –
Release Agents or any other Regulation XI rule limiting the VOC content of bond breakers or form
release compounds, which will directly address these categories.
Building Envelope and Building Envelope Coatings
Staff is proposing a new coating category for Building Envelope Coatings. These coatings
currently fall under the waterproofing sealer category, but there has been confusion amongst
manufacturers if Rule 1113 applies to these coatings. Staff is proposing to include a specific
category for these coatings to make it clear that Rule 1113 applies to Building Envelope Coatings,
as this is a growing category. Staff is proposing a VOC limit of 100 g/L, the current VOC limit
for waterproofing sealers, with a future reduction to 50 g/L by 2019. The 2019 VOC limit for this
category is based on feedback from the majority of manufacturers of these types of products,
stating that they can achieve it by that future date.
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Color Indicating Safety Coatings
As the SCE is being further restricted, certain small niche categories need to be carved out in the
rule. Amongst those coatings are Color Indicating Safety Coatings. These coatings are used by
refineries as a safety precaution and include coatings that change color to indicate an acid leak as
well as coatings that change color to indicate a temperature change. Staff is proposing a VOC
limit of 480 g/L, which is the current VOC content for these coatings, and as such, these coatings
will not be given the SCE as it should not be needed.
Default Coating
Rule 1113 has always contained a default category for specialty coatings that are not listed in the
Table of Standards (TOS). This category was not defined or included in the TOS but was described
in subparagraph (c)(1)(B). For clarification, staff is proposing to add an entry in the TOS and a
definition in section (b).
Faux Finishing Coatings
Staff is changing the order of the subcategories to reflect their alphanumeric order. In addition,
staff is proposing to update the definition of a Faux Glaze to reflect what is being offered in the
marketplace. The Faux definitions underwent considerable revisions during the 2011 rule
amendment, but the Gglaze definition was not altered significantly at that time. Since the 2011
changes, staff became aware that most of what was being offered in the marketplace did not reflect
staff’s interpretation of the current Glaze definition. Considerable time and effort was put into the
proposed definitions, such that both SCAQMD staff and the regulated industry agree as to what
exactly can be categorized as a Faux Glaze. The Faux Trowel definition is also being amended to
indicate that these coatings must be applied by trowel to meet the definition.
Flat Coating
Staff is proposing to amend the definition of a Fflat coating to harmonize it with the Nnonflat
definition by including the ASTM method for measuring gloss.
Floor Coating
Staff is proposing to amend the floor coating definition for clarification.
Lacquers
Staff is proposing to amend the definition of a Llacquer to clarify that the Llacquer category only
applies to Llacquer topcoats and sanding sealers. There has been confusion in the past that
Llacquer undercoaters are allowed for architectural use at a 275 g/L VOC limit. Lacquer
undercoaters with a VOC limit of 275 g/L are allowed in Rule 1136; but they have always been
categorized as PSUsprimer, sealer, undercoaters with a VOC limit of 100 g/L in Rule 1113. This
change is for rule clarification.
Mastic Coating
Staff is proposing to amend the definition of a Mmastic Ccoating in response to a comment
received at the Public Workshop. The Roof Coatings Manufacturers Association expressed
concern the current definition could lead to confusion on commonly used mastic cements that fall
under Rule 1168 – Adhesives and Sealants. Excluding roof coatings from the Rule 1113 definition
of Mmastic Ccoatings will address this confusion.
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Nonflat Coating
Staff is proposing to amend the definition of a Nnonflat Ccoating because as written, it overlapped
with the Default definition. A Nonflat Coating will now only be defined by the gloss level, which
is the same approach used for the Flat Coating definition.
Product Line
Staff is proposing to delete this definition because it is no longer necessary and obsolete. It was
only referenced in the ACO and it has been phased out.
Reactive Penetrating Sealer
Staff is proposing to amend the definition of this coating category that was added in 2011. These
coatings were added to address the needs of the California Department of Transportation
(CalTrans) for infrastructure projects near the coast or above 4,000 feet. The definition was
adopted based on the California Air Resources Board (CARB) Suggested Control Measure (SCM).
Since adoption of the category, CalTrans has conducted a series of tests on potential coatings, and
none of them could pass the criteria listed in current Rule 1113 paragraph (51)(E) defining
Reactive Penetrating Sealers that includes not reducing the water transmission rate by more than
2 percent after application on a concrete or masonry substrate. Based on the extensive testing
conducted, staff is proposing to change that criterion. In addition, since this niche category was
adopted with a high-VOC limit to reflect the coatings that were available, staff is also proposing
to restrict this category from using the SCE.
Shellacs
Staff is proposing to remove the outdated effective date. Also, staff is proposing to remove this
category from the SCE as it currently has a high-VOC limit to reflect the limitations of the shellac
chemistry (e.g. coatings formulated solely with the resinous secretions of the lac insect cannot be
reformulated to a lower VOC limit due to the unique chemistry of the resin).
Tile and Stone Sealers
Staff is proposing to add a definition for Tile and Stone Sealers. These coatings are currently
included under the broad category of Waterproofing Concrete and Masonry Sealers (WPCMS).
Tile and Stone Sealers, which include both penetrating sealers and film forming sealers, are a
smaller subset of the WPCMS and carving out a category will assist staff in tracking the sales of
these products.
Topcoat
Staff is proposing to add a definition for Ttopcoat as the term is included in the definitions of
Llacquers and Vvarnishes.
Tub and Tile Refinishing Coatings
This is another category carve out that is necessary as the SCE is being further restricted. Staff
has always interpreted these coatings as Industrial Maintenance Coatings (IMC) that are sold under
the SCE, but manufacturers have been reporting these coatings in Rule 314 as either Flat, Nonflat,
or Default Coatings; therefore, staff did not add this category under the IMC umbrella. The
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proposed definition and VOC limit is based on CARB’s SCM, and since this is a high-VOC
category carve out, the SCE will not be allowed.
Varnish
Staff is proposing to amend the definition of a varnish to clarify that for the purposes of Rule 1113,
Vvarnishes only refer to topcoats and not to undercoats.
Volatile Organic Compound
Prior to the August 25, 2015 Public Workshop, staff proposed to amend the definition of a volatile
organic compound (VOC) to include 2-Amino-2-Methyl-1-Propanol (AMP) as an exempt
compound. On September 15th the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA)
issued their final interim reference exposure levels (RELs) for AMP which were low enough to
cause concern about the proposed exemption. AMP would largely replace ammonia in low-VOC
coatings. AMP is primarily used as a neutralizer to control the pH of waterborne coatings. Some
manufacturers switched from AMP to ammonia or sodium hydroxide, as the latter are not defined
as VOCs. AMP is used in small quantities in some waterborne coatings, between 0.1% - 1.0%.
Based on data from a paint manufacturer and the volatility of ammonia, more ammonia is needed
to replace AMP. The initial proposal to exempt AMP was thought to lower the toxicity of coatings
as it was assumed that ammonia was more toxic than AMP but the new RELs do not support that
conclusion:
Table 1: AMP and Ammonia RELs

AMP
Ammonia

Acute REL
990 µg/m3
3200 µg/m3

Chronic REL
1 µg/m3
200 µg/m3

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

Air Exchange
0.3
Rate (hourly)
1,799,546
Acute
Concentration
(µg/m3)
428,463
Chronic
Concentration
(µg/m3)

1

2

5

1,169,705

779,803

389,902

278,501

185,667

92,834

Based on the above exposure calculations and the RELs of AMP, staff is not proposing to exempt
AMP from the definition of a VOC at this time.
Wood Coatings
Staff is proposing to change the Clear Wood Finish definition to Wood Coatings. This change is
to address the inconsistency of having pigmented Lacquers and Varnishes fall under the Clear
Wood Finish umbrella even though they are not “clear”. In addition, the definition is being
changed to more closely reflect the definition in the CARB SCM, but with limited categories
included (e.g. only Vvarnish topcoats, Llacquer topcoats and sanding sealers). The definition is
also being changed to clearly indicate that it only applies to Lacquer and Varnish topcoats and not
to undercoaters.

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


Paragraph (c)(1): staff is proposing the following amendments:
o Remove references to the default category and the VOC limit for the default
category since it will now be included in the TOS.
o Remove the reference to the ACO



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



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


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

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

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

•

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

•

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

•

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

•

Effective Dates:


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



1/1/14 column is being retained for purposes of tracking the three-year sellthrough.



1/1/16 column is being added to include an increase in the VOC limit for graphic
arts coatings.



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



SCE column is being added as staff is proposing several changes to this exemption.
Including a column will help clarify the requirements.
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VOC Limit Changes
As stated above, staff is proposing to change the following VOC limits:
Building Envelope Coatings
These coatings would currently fall under the waterproofing sealer category which has a VOC
limit of 100 g/L. Staff is proposing to initially set the VOC limit at 100 g/L which will be lowered
to 50 g/L effective January 01, 2019. Based on manufacturer feedback, the 50 g/L limit will affect
some currently or future available coatings but is achievable in that timeframe. Staff researched
the coatings that are currently being offered for sale in the SCAQMD and found the following:
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Table 3: Building Envelope Coatings Available in 2014

Volume
(gallons)

SWA
VOC
(g/L)

Adjusted
SWA
VOC
(g/L)

Emissions
(tpd)

20,295

86

22

0.012

#
products

#
product
over
100 g/L

#
product
s over
50 g/L

Potential
Emissions *

Potential
Reductions**

12

2

3

0.01

0.005

Based on staff’s findings, from both coatings reported under Rule 314 and coatings not reported
under Rule 314, all but three coatings meet the future VOC limit. Of those three, two do not meet
the current VOC limit; therefore, are not currently legal for sale. Eliminating the two noncompliant coatings, the sales weighted average is 22 g/L. Staff feels the 50 g/L VOC limit
originally proposed and supported by the manufacturers is achievable. The added expense of re
testing products that do not meet the future limit is limited to one product, the other two must be
re-tested to be sold into the SCAQMD based on the current limit. For this category, staff was
striving to set the VOC limit at the current baseline but not so high as to allow higher VOC coatings
to enter the market in the future.
Graphic Arts Coatings
During the 2011 amendment to Rule 1113, staff reduced the VOC limit for graphic arts coatings
from 500 g/L to 150 g/L based on the coatings that were available at that time. Staff projected an
emission reduction of 0.003 tpd when the lower limit was adopted. Since that amendment, the
manufacturer who was producing the graphic arts coatings that were less than 150 g/L went out of
business. The only graphic arts coatings currently available are being sold under the SCE. The
largest manufacturer of these coatings has stated that they will not reformulate to 150 g/L but they
can be formulated to 200 g/L. As there currently are no compliant sales of these coatings, staff is
not projecting any emissions increase from this change.
Recycled Coatings
Based on the currently available Rrecycled Ccoatings in our jurisdiction, the maximum VOC
content is 130 g/L. Staff is proposing to lower the VOC to just above that level at 150 g/L. This
change is not to seek emission reductions, but to have the VOC limits reflect what is being offered
for sale and prevent any future increases. As Rrecycled Ccoatings are blended from locally
available unused paints, it follows that the VOC content of these coatings would decrease over
time. Further, with the adoption of PaintCare, the volume of Rrecycled Ccoatings has increased.
PaintCare was adopted in California on October 19, 2012, and is a paint stewardship program that
requires paint manufacturers to develop a financially and environmentally sustainable program to
manage postconsumer coatings. There are currently 738 drop-off sites in California for consumers
to bring unused paint. The following table demonstrates the trends in Rrecycled Ccoating sales:
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Figure 3: Recycled Coatings Sales and Emissions
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Staff is striving to have the VOC limits as low as possible to reflect the currently available
products, such that the lower emissions achieved from market driven forces can be submitted under
the State Implementation Program (SIP) as enforceable reductions. If all of the Rrecycled
Ccoatings sold in 2014 (121,355 gallons) were formulated to the currently allowable VOC limit
of 250 g/L limit (approximately 100 g/L VOC of Material), the emissions would be 0.14 tpd. The
emissions at the proposed VOC limit of 150 g/L (approximately 60 g/L material) would be 0.08
tpd, so this change results in a SIP enforceable reduction of 0.06 tpd.
Based on feedback following the Public Workshop, and subsequent site visits with local Rrecycled
Ccoatings manufacturers, staff is proposing to delay the effective date for this VOC change until
January 1, 2019. Even though all of the coatings reported under Rule 314 were below the proposed
150 g/L limit (most were well below), the manufacturers had concerns over the required testing of
these coatings. Unlike conventional coatings, the Rrecycled Ccoating manufacturers cannot
control the coatings they receive, which serve as their raw materials. Various coatings collected
by PaintCare or through household waste collections may still contain old, higher-VOC
waterborne coatings. According to the Rrecycled Ccoating manufacturers, even some 15 year old
coatings can still be good enough to use as a raw material. Staff acknowledges there are
occasionally 200 g/L containers of coating collected, but it is offset by increasing quantities of less
than 50 g/L coatings, including many ‘zero-VOC’ coatings.
The manufacturers may blend 1,000 batches annually but only test the VOC content quarterly, and
they are concerned over the added cost of testing. One of the biggest selling points of Rrecycled
Ccoatings is the lower cost. Some of the manufacturers have a difficult time finding a market for
their products, partially due to the high-VOC content as end users seeking Rrecycled Ccoating are
also seeking low-VOC coatings. Recycling unused paint is an important mission and the
SCAQMD does not want to discourage this practice; therefore, staff is proposing to delay the
effective date until January 1, 2019. Over time, the quantities of higher-VOC coatings will
diminish. This delay will also mitigate the cost for relabeling coating containers, though one
manufacturer already labels their recycled product as less than 100 g/L.
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Some manufacturers would prefer not to have any VOC limit for Rrecycled Ccoatings, however,
staff opposes this concept. Recently, staff discovered a re-use store stocking 250 g/L Nnonflat
Ccoating that was shipped in from Florida. Enforcement staff put an end to this practice. Leaving
the VOC limit for Rrecycled Ccoatings at 250 g/L could further encourage the practice of
importing high-VOC coatings as a raw material. With a population of over 17.5 million people
and over 35 million gallons of paint sold annually, staff feels there is more than enough unused
coating available locally to serve the local needs for Rrecycled Ccoatings.

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

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

Tertiary Butyl Acetate (tBAc)
Questions arose during the January 5, 2016 Stationary Source Committee meeting regarding the
toxicity of tBAc and how that may affect Rule 1113. Currently tBAc is given a limited exemption
as a VOC for use in industrial maintenance and non-sacrificial anti-graffiti coatings under Rule
1113; however, staff is aware that OEHHA is developing new toxicity information for this
compound. OEHHA is planning to finalize their determination on the toxicity of tBAc in the first
half of 2016. When tBAc was made exempt as a VOC for certain coatings under Rule 1113 in
2006, the environmental analysis did not have official toxicity criteria available from OEHHA and
it is assumed that workers using products with tBAc would wear personal protective equipment
(PPE), and tBAc was therefore found to not present a significant health risk. Using the draft
OEHHA tBAc toxicity information, workers that do not use PPE may have significant health risks.
While health risks to workers using PPE would be substantially reduced, the remaining risk may
still be significant. The proposed rule amendment does not address the tBAc exemption provision
in Rule 1113 at this time. However, a Governing Board adoption resolution is proposed to direct
staff to immediately begin a re-evaluation of potential toxic risk to workers due to exposure

to tBAc, such that upon finalization of the assessment by the OEHHA, staff will be
prepared to quickly propose amendments to SCAQMD rules, as needed, to reduce potential
risks. Any change to the current status of tBAc may have repercussions for VOC emissions, other
toxic effects, or product performance issues for compounds that might be used as a substitute,
which were not analyzed as part of the current rulemaking.
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Test Methods
Several test methods are being added to the rule, most of which are now included to define new
coating categories. The following test methods are added as additional performance criteria to
reflect the new definitions for specific coating categories:
•

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

•

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

•

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

•

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

•

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

•

ASTM D714 - Standard Test Method for Evaluating Degree of Blistering of Paints

•

ASTM D3359 - Standard Test Methods for Measuring Adhesion by Tape Test

In addition to the test methods above, staff is proposing to add SCAQMD Method 313 
Determination of Volatile Organic Compounds VOC by GCGas Chromatography-MSMass
Spectrometry and ASTM Test Method D6886 (M6886) - Standard Test Method for Determination
of the Weight Percent Individual Volatile Organic Compounds in Waterborne Air-Dry Coatings
by GCGas Chromatography to measure the VOC content of coatings. There has been a need for
an improved VOC test method for a long time, and there has also been consensus that the GC
approach used in SCAQMD Method 313 (M313)/M6886 is one way to improve the testing. This
approach is already being used by the SCAQMD laboratory and industry laboratories, and
therefore is proposed for inclusion in Rule 1113. It is the current practice by both the SCAQMD
laboratory and most manufacturers to use a GC method for VOC analysis, and staff intends to
clarify this practice in Rule 1113. Methyl Palmitate (MP) will serve as a marker for differentiation
between VOCs and semi-volatile VOCs (SVOCs). SVOCs are compounds that have lower
volatilities, evaporate less quickly, and have a significant fraction of their mass in both the gas and
particle-phase in the atmosphere. Some compounds, such as glycerol, elute or appear in the GC
column; although, they are not considered VOCs and should not be included in the VOC
calculation. Therefore, M313 will include a reference to the Exclusion Method for Early Eluting
SVOCs, and a list of compound(s) that have been determined not to leave the paint film. Staff is
open to review methods that consider compounds other than straightforward solvents, such as
amines. M313 will also include a precision and bias statement that has been approved by the US
E.P.A.
It is current practice for the SCAQMD laboratory to analyze all coating samples using USEPA
Method 24 (M24), with a supplemental analysis for low-VOC, high-water coating with a material
VOC content of less than 150 g/L using SCAQMD Method 313 (M313). The USEPA and
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SCAQMD staff, along with industry and academia, recognize M24 does not yield accurate results
for low-VOC, high-water-containing coatings. M24 is an indirect VOC measurement where the
water (titration) and non-volatiles (oven) are measured and everything else is assumed to be VOC.
As the VOCs in a coating approach zero, the indirect VOC measurement becomes unreliable.
M313 is a direct VOC measurement technique which includes dilution of samples and analysis
using Gas Chromatography (GC). The VOCs present are separated in a GC, identified by a Mass
Spectrometer and quantified by a Flame Ionization Detector.
The GC approach of M313 is similar to the approach developed at California Polytechnic State
University, San Luis Obispo (CAL Poly SLO) that was adopted by ASTM as M6886 in 2003.
ASTM is the largest developer of consensus standards, and the committee is comprised of
members of industry, academia, and regulatory agencies. M313 differs because of additional
quality control requirements, and was the first GC method to include a marker compound to
indicate when a compound should no longer be counted as a VOC, which was always an issue
with the GC approach. The SCAQMD has participated in round robin studies (M313 versus
M6886) with strong correlation between the two methods. It is staff’s understanding that industry
relies on M6886 for in house or third party testing of their products. Staff is proposing to include
M6886 as well as M313 in Rule 1113 because manufacturers rely on this test to ensure their
coatings are in compliance. For compliance purposes, the SCAQMD laboratory will rely on the
more rigorous M313, and provide a guidance document to explain the differences between the two
methods such that a manufacturer utilizing M6886 will be aware of how their results could differ
from results obtained by the SCAQMD laboratory.
The 1991 version of M313 (Method 313-91) is approved for inclusion in the State Implementation
Plan (SIP) and the SCAQMD laboratory staff has been working with the USEPA, CARB, CAL
Poly SLO and industry on revising M313 to enhance quality control parameters, include an
endpoint, update the equipment, and address industries concerns about compounds that might
remove by washing with a solvent (elute) earlier than the endpoint, but are not driven off when
tested by M24. The 1991 version of the method references older technology which is currently
not in common use. The addition of Methyl Palmitate (MP) as the marker compound serves as a
delineation between VOCs and semi-volatile VOCs (SVOCs) which should not be included in the
VOC calculation. This marker compound was selected to yield consistent results to M24 and the
original M313-91. This marker compound was further validated based on its non-volatility under
ambient evaporation testing over a 6 month period. Prior to the use of MP as a marker compound,
everything detected was measured as a VOC. This ‘bright line’ approach is used as a straight
forward, relatively simple mechanism to determine if a compound should be counted as a VOC.
As VOC testing transitioned to a GC method, the lack of an endpoint created a significant source
of uncertainty as to what should be included as a VOC. Formulators have themselves struggled
with determining whether a particular product was compliant or not, using M24 or M313/M6886
without an endpoint. The intent in choosing MP was to provide clarity on the question of what is,
and what is not, counted as a VOC, while at the same time keeping VOC results tethered to M24
over a broad range of samples and compounds, an important characteristic to demonstrate
equivalence to the USEPA.
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This bright line approach lead to some concerns from industry. M24 determines volatility based
on what is driven off in a 110°C forced air oven in an hour, and some compounds are only partially
driven off under those conditions. Alternatively, M313 measures everything that elutes prior to
MP as 100% VOC, and everything that elutes after MP as 100% non-VOC, thus over counting
small amounts of SVOCs that elute prior to the marker compound, but undercounting small
amounts of SVOCs that elute after the marker compound.
The issue of SVOCs and how they are treated in M313 versus M24 has been a topic of discussion
and research since the formation of the VOC Working Group in 2010, the first time staff proposed
including M313 in Rule 1113. The research conducted at Cal Poly SLO, the SCAQMD laboratory,
and sponsored by some industry representatives over the past year and a half has been very
enlightening, resulting in a general consensus as to how to treat these compounds. The following
is a discussion of the progression of that work and the final conclusions.
During the initial 2014 Working Group meetings, many manufacturers brought up concerns about
compounds that were not measured as 100% volatile when tested neat by M24. For example, a
compound that is 82% volatile when tested neat by M24 would be measured as 100% volatile
when analyzed by M313 leading to a potential bias in the method. There was initial concern that
if the compound of interest were in a fully formulated coating, even less of it would volatilize
leading to a greater bias. These discussions lead to development of an exclusion method for early
eluting SVOCs. One concept that was discussed in the Working Group was to perform a film
extraction test after completing the oven testing in M24 to determine how much of the compound
of interest is retained in the coating. A similar approach was included in a draft version of M6886,
but the method was considered too onerous for routine analysis. Under M24, the compounds of
interests remaining in the paint film are not considered VOCs. The compounds of interest are
primarily high boiling solvents that are designed to leave the paint film, but it is plausible in theory
some of the solvent could get trapped within the film and therefore, not considered as VOCs.
The SCAQMD laboratory and Cal Poly SLO conducted film extractions studies using different
approaches. The SCAQMD laboratory found very little of any compound retained in the film after
conducting a M24 solids analysis (1 hour in a 110ºC oven). The results were not conclusive
because it could not be demonstrated if the lack of compounds detected was due to the compounds
leaving the film or because the film extraction was not effective. Cal Poly SLO used a slightly
different approach where they performed a film extraction after 30 minutes, 1 hour, and 2 hours in
the oven under M24 conditions. This study showed that the compounds could be detected after 30
minutes, and the concentration of the retained compounds decreased over time. Both studies
seemed to indicate that most compounds were in fact not retained in the paint film, but the testing
was onerous to perform and there was resistance to continue this line of research.
The next phase of the research focused on evaluating the neat compounds. Industry provided staff
with a list of almost 100 compounds to evaluate, and the working group worked to develop an
easier method to screen the list of compounds with a simplified neat test to pare down the list.
This proved more difficult than anticipated because the USEPA preferred to retain M24 conditions
for this testing; however, M24 does not yield reproducible results for SVOCs. M24 is very
repeatable for film forming coatings or any matrix that reaches a stable weight after the hour oven
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test. Due to their nature, SVOCs do not reach a stable weight, and therefore yield variable results.
A method proposed by Cal Poly SLO to address this was to perform M24 on the compound of
interest with the reference compound included in the same sample pan. The mixture could be
analyzed on a GC before and after the M24 analysis. This was an innovative approach; however,
it strayed from a pure neat analysis, and the matrix affects lead to unpredictable results with
significant variability. This approach was not deemed viable.
The next approach under consideration was to use a thermogravimetric analysis (TGA) with M24
type parameters. While the SCAQMD laboratory was considering this approach, testing was
underway on another Cal Poly SLO designed experiment, film spiking. Cal Poly SLO has
conducted a study where they spiked a fully formulated coating and a resin with 1% of a compound
of interest, and performed a TGA to determine if the weight loss of that compound could be
accurately measured. The SCAQMD took that idea and modified it by spiking the coating/resin
with 1%, 3% and 5% of the compound of interest, and then performed a M24 test. As the matrix
is a fully formulated coating, M24 was expected to yield repeatable results and duplicate or
triplicate sample pans could be tested simultaneously. In addition to the compounds of interest, a
reference compound was also tested. The laboratory had difficulty getting the marker compound
MP to mix with the coatings, so they experimented with Dibutyl Phthalate (DBP) as a surrogate.
Since DBP elutes after MPethyl Palmitate, it is already considered a SVOC. This experiment
proved successful, relatively simple, and repeatable.
Also during this time, the SCAQMD started to look at vapor pressures as a way to screen the list
of 100 neat compounds. The technique uses measured vapor pressures, or where measured vapor
pressures are not available, modeled vapor pressures based on the USEPA EPI Suite. This proved
an effective screening test that could take the place of a laboratory test on the neat compounds.
A year and a half into this research, staff is proposing to use the following flow chart to evaluate
early eluting SVOCs that should not be included in the VOC calculation when detected by M313:
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Figure 4: Exclusion Pathway Flowchart for non-Reactive Early Eluting SVOCs

Note: the only compound that has been demonstrated thus far to stay in the film of the coating was
pentaethylene glycol (EG5). Staff is recommending that EG5 not be counted as a VOC when
measured by M313 or M6886.
There has been a need for an improved VOC test method for a long time, and there has also been
consensus that the GC approach used in M313/M6886 is one way to improve the testing. This
approach is already being used by the SCAQMD laboratory and industry laboratories, and
therefore is proposed for inclusion in Rule 1113. It is the current practice by both the SCAQMD
laboratory and most manufacturers to use a GC method for VOC analysis, and staff intends to
clarify this practice in Rule 1113. M313 will include a reference to the Exclusion Method for
Early Eluting SVOCs, and a list of compound(s) that have been determined not to leave the paint

South Coast Air Quality Management District

21

February 2016

Final Staff Report Proposed Amended Rule 1113

film. Staff is open to review methods that consider compounds other than straightforward solvents,
such as amines. M313 will also include a precision and bias statement that has been approved by
the USEPA.

Small Container Exemption (SCE)
Staff is proposing several changes to the SCE to achieve VOC emission reductions, address rule
circumvention in the field, and reduce market disincentives for new technologies that may have a
higher cost. Staff is focusing on the SCE because of the significant emissions from the relatively
small volume of sales as the following pie charts demonstrate:
Figure 5: 2014 Sales and Emission Summary for Coatings Sold Under the SCE
SCE
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20%
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80%
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The SCE is proposed to be eliminated for specialty categories that are already allowed a high-VOC
limit and for the coating categories that have not used the exemption for many years (according to
information reported by the manufacturers under Rule 314). The SCE removal will be effective
January 1, 2016 upon rule adoption, and includes the following categories:
•
Concrete-Curing Compounds For Roadways and Bridges
•
Magnesite Cement Coatings
•
Multi-Color Coatings
•
Pre-Treatment Wash Primers
•
Roof Primers, Bituminous
•
Sacrificial Anti-Graffiti Coatings
•
Stone Consolidants
•
Repair and Other Swimming Pool Coatings
•
Wood Preservatives
Staff is also proposing to phase out the exemption for the following high-VOC specialty coatings
that have used the SCE to a very small extent, but to extend the effective date to January 1, 2018:




Clear and Pigmented Shellacs (VOC limit 730g/L/550g/L)
Reactive Penetrating Sealers (VOC limit 350 g/L)
Tub and Tile Coatings (proposed VOC limit 420 g/L)
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Staff initially proposed to phase out these categories by January 1, 2016 but received feedback that
more time was needed, especially for tub and tile coatings. This is a newly proposed category and
the VOC limit is based on CARB’s SCM. The manufacturers of these coatings stated that through
the SCM they can utilize tBAc in their formulations and rely on the SCE. Staff changed the
proposed amendment to allow for several years for the reformulation of tub and tile coatings and
included other categories where small quantities of high-VOC coatings were sold under the SCE.
The following are the estimated VOC reductions from this change:
Table 4: Specialty Coating Phase out from SCE

Category
Tub and Tile
Reactive Penetrating Sealers
Shellacs
Total

Est. Emissions
Reduction (tpd)
0.01
0.0001
0.0007
0.01

In addition, staff is proposing to phase out the exemption for coating categories utilizing this
exemption for a large volume of sales. Staff has always acknowledged that the SCE is necessary
for certain small niche usages, and for touch up where a small amount of a high-VOC coating
could lead to lower emissions than repainting an entire object with a lower-VOC coating. The
intent of the SCE is not as a mechanism for end users to utilize large volumes of high-VOC
coatings. Staff has been tracking the usage under the SCE since 1999 to look for categories having
a high volume of sales or an increase in sales. Based on the current analysis of high volume usage,
staff is proposing to phase out the SCE for Flat, Nonflat Coatings and Rust Preventative Coatings
(RPCs). Staff is proposing to retain the SCE for 8 fluid ounce or less sample containers for touch
up usage only. In regard to touch up as the justification for retaining the SCE, the end user would
have to contact the manufacturer of the pre-painted object to determine the exact coating used, in
order to perform the proper touch up. In such an instance, having the high-VOC products available
on retail shelves would not be necessary.
Due to potential crossover between IMC and RPCs, staff is also proposing to restrict the SCE for
IMCs. While staff does not believe these coatings are interchangeable, staff does foresee creative
marketing to circumvent this rule change. To address the needs for touch up on larger projects,
staff is proposing to allow IMC, and the subcategories falling under IMCs (Color Indicating Safety
Coatings, High Temperature IM Coatings, Non-Sacrificial Anti-Graffiti Coatings, and IM ZincRich Primers) to be sold over the VOC limits in one liter containers or less, but restrict the
exemption to touch up only, and restrict the sales to direct sales (e.g. not allow sales at retail
outlets). The inclusion of the IMC subcategories is not intended for emission reductions since the
SCE is only used for minimal sales. They would have been included along with other coatings not
using the exemption, but staff included them with IMC coatings in case of a need for touch up.
One of the reasons for the further restriction on the SCE is to prevent end user rule circumvention.
With limited resources, SCAQMD inspectors cannot be at all worksites on any given day
considering the jurisdiction contains almost 11,000 square miles. The inspection staff enforcing
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Rule 1113 during their field activities have encountered several instances of end users utilizing the
SCE for higher volume projects to circumvent the VOC limits in Rule 1113. As mentioned, the
feedback staff has received from manufacturers is the SCE is necessary for small niche projects,
and for touch up of a substrate previously coated with a higher-VOC coating. During field
activities, SCAQMD inspection staff received positive feedback about compliant coatings.
Contractors have stated they prefer using compliant coatings as opposed to higher-VOC coatings,
sold under the SCE, due to the lack of odor, ease of use, quick drying times, and simple clean-up.
The use of compliant coatings keeps their inventory lower, thus resulting in less overhead costs.
Many new construction products are LEED (Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design)
certified and require the use of lower-VOC coatings.
SCAQMD inspection staff has received feedback from larger retailers about paint contractors
purchasing coatings above the allowable VOC limits in small containers, and then combining them
into larger containers to provide uniform color. This practice is not permitted under the SCE. Staff
has also received feedback that contractors order large quantities of small containers, which is
supported by the Rule 314 data. In addition, regarding one high-VOC product specifically labeled
for use on metal substrates only, SCAQMD inspection staff ascertained from a local retailer the
product could be used on wood. Sales staff at this local retailer stated that they do not recommend
its use on wood, but if the customer is insistent, then they will recommend the use of a good primer
prior to its application. Staff believes this practice is more widespread than first thought.
One example of rule circumvention encountered in the field occurred in the spring of 2014. During
an inspection at a sizable construction project, staff discovered the use of large quantities of noncompliant RPCs. The original product was in one gallon containers and had a VOC content of 400
g/L. Since the VOC limit for RPCs is 100 g/L, the product was not compliant with Rule 1113. If
that same product was in quarts, then the SCE would apply. On a return inspection to the site,
staff discovered the local retailer sold the paint contractor empty, labeled quart containers. The
contractor then emptied the one gallon container into four quart containers in an attempt to comply
with the rule. Furthermore, when they applied the product at the site, they then emptied the quarts
into a larger 5 gallon bucket in order to facilitate roller application. The inspection resulted in a
Notice of Violation and another example of the circumvention of the rule by taking advantage of
the SCE.
In another example, staff spoke with a local paint contractor who was concerned because a coating
sales representative had included a high-VOC coating in a specification for a metal fence project.
The contractor noted the coating specified was not compliant with Rule 1113. He felt the highVOC coating was an inferior product compared to new waterborne technologies; therefore,
included a waterborne coating in his proposal. His assertion was the waterborne technology had
much better color retention, and would not oxidize as quickly as the oil based coating being
specified. The sales representative, who is also the manufacturer of the non-compliant product
specified, disagreed with this assertion and stated he specifies this non-compliant product on every
iron project he manages. The contractor stated he was trying to do the right thing in regards to the
rule requirements. He expressed his concerns to staff about getting cited for applying noncompliant coatings as the sales representative directed him to combine the small containers into a
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larger container in order to apply the coating, a practice that is not allowed in Rule 1113. This
project required 25 gallons of high-VOC coating that could only be purchased in small containers,
which reflects up to 100 individual quart size containers. The contractor did not contract for the
job; however, another contractor did. This is an example of the SCE being utilized in ways
inconsistent with the intent of the exemption. This demonstrates the use of small containers for
large projects is not cost prohibitive and is not used only for specialty niche projects.
The assumed cost disincentive of purchasing products in small containers is also not supported by
a recent shelf survey of retail prices. Most quart containers had a retail price between $10.00 and
$15.00, whereas similar products in a gallon container were approximately $40.00 to $60.00, about
the same cost per quart. In some instances, the gallon price of new, lower-VOC technologies such
as waterborne alkyds emulsions were slightly higher on a per quart basis, thus creating an incentive
to purchase multiple small containers of higher-VOC conventional solvent based
alkyds. Additionally, during a recent retail store inspection, staff saw discounts offering four
quarts for the price of three (e.g. buy 3 get one free) accompanied by boxes containing four quarts
of higher VOC product. Rule 1113 specifically prohibits bundling small container products of the
same category. Since this particular packaging was a shipping box, it was not a clear violation of
the rule, but it appeared to have the same intent given the discount offer.
While companies may sell the same or similar products in gallons (lower-VOC) and quarts
(potentially higher VOC under the SCE) at about the same cost, the older, higher-VOC technology
costs less to manufacture with higher profit margins. All manufacturers have at least one lowVOC compliant product line, many manufacturers have already phased out the older technology,
and some have entirely moved away from solvent based coatings. Those manufacturers who
continue to sell the older technology under the SCE are benefitting from significantly higher profit
margins, have not had to spend the resources to develop lower-VOC technologies and, in some
cases, through lower pricing, create a competitive disadvantage for companies that have already
switched to lower-VOC compliant products. One factor suppressing the market share of lowerVOC technology, is the availability of the older high-VOC technology at similar or lower prices.
Staff has received feedback from a manufacturer who has made the switch to lower-VOC coatings,
stating that if the SCE remains in place, they will go back to reformulating the higher-VOC product
because they are currently giving up market share to their competitors.
Based on feedback from manufacturers, conventional alkyds, which are typically used as RPCs,
can be replaced with either waterborne or exempt solvent technologies. As mentioned, some
manufacturers eliminated their solvent based alkyd coatings years ago, others feel they eventually
will phase them out, while still others have made it their business model to sell predominately
solvent based coatings in small containers. In regard to the waterborne alkyds, several
manufactures have stated those products are as good if not better than the solvent based products
they replaced (better gloss retention, no chalking, better long term durability, less yellowing) while
others contend they are currently inferior in performance (inferior corrosion protection, inferior
penetration and adhesion, and application issues). For those companies who want to continue to
sell solvent based coatings, compliant alkyd coatings can be formulated using exempt
solvents. The drawback of both waterborne and exempt solvent based alkyd RPCs is they cost
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more to produce, resulting in a smaller profit margin or a higher cost product for the end user. This
is at least one reason these technologies have not made larger inroads in the marketplace.
The VOC limit for RPCs was reduced from 400 g/L to 100 g/L effective July 1, 2006. At that
time, a sufficient number of compliant products were available to justify the 100 g/L VOC limit.
The following table shows the number of compliant products from the 2006 Annual Staff Report
compared to currently available coatings.
Staff received feedback from a manufacturer selling a cabinet refinishing kit, comprised of several
small coating containers totaling a volume greater than one liter. The kits are designed to provide
convenience for the consumer with all the necessary materials to refurbish a kitchen cabinet. The
intent of the anti-bundling language is to eliminate the bundling of small containers of the same
coating. As a result staff feels the anti-bundling provision should not apply to these bundled
restoration kits because the coatings included are all different types of coatings and not the same
specific coating category. As a result, new proposed rule language has been added to provide
clarification. Because these small containers could be sold separately, staff does not believe that
allowing sales in a bundled unit will increase emissions.
Table 5: Comparison of Compliant Rust Preventative Coatings
Total Products
Listed
2000 Sales Volumes
from 2001 CARB survey
2014 Data 314 Report

Total Sales
Volume (gallons)

Products below the 100 g/L VOC Limit
# of
Products

Sales
Volume

% of
Products

% of Sales

81

180,522

3

1,047

4%

1%

227

299,229

50

141,103

20%

47%

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

“The overall results for the Phase III testing can be broken down into two
categories, RP and IMC. Specifically for RP coatings, the low-VOC products had
superior dry time characteristics, prohesion, and flash rusting. They were similar
in terms of hide, taber abrasion, impact resistance, and adhesion (Battele).”
The technology assessment was designed and developed by the Technical AdvisoryTechnology
Advancement Committee, which consisted of members representing industry, other regulatory
agencies, academia, the National Paint and Coatings Association, an engineer, and a specifier.
They determined the appropriate performance tests to conduct and the coatings to test. The testing
was performed by UMR, cyclic prohesion and flash rust tests were recommended and conducted
to assess the corrosion protection of the RPCsrust preventative coatings. Those tests demonstrated
the superior performance of the low-VOC coatings.
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As a result of the technology assessment, the Governing Board concluded that the 100 g/L VOC
limit was technologically feasible. Based on the Rule 314 data, the percent of compliant products
sold had increased from 2008 to 2012 but has since started to decline, as noted in the following
table:
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Table 6: Compliant versus Non-Compliant Rust Preventative Sales

Year
2008

Sales
≤ 100g/L
(gal)
74,990

SCE Sales>100g/L
(gal)
123,411

Non-Compliant
Sales or SellThrough > 100g/L (gal)
146,090

Total Sales
(gal)
344,491

% Sales
≤100g/L
22%

2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014

104,247
174,590
174,281
200,068
166,289
141,103

145,367
171,675
190,586
149,381
158,027
151,237

88,463
17,434
10,284
8,736
7,407
6,889

338,077
363,700
375,150
358,186
331,722
299,228

31%
48%
46%
56%
50%
47%

The following table demonstrates the potential emission reductions from the restrictions on the
SCE:
Table 7: Estimated Emission Reductions from Small Container Exemption Restriction
Category

Estimated Emission
Reduction (tpd)

Effective
Year

0.002
0.01
N/A
0.001
N/A

01/01/19
01/01/19
01/01/19
01/01/19
01/01/19

0.003
0.15
0.0001
0.63
0.0007
0.01

01/01/19
01/01/19
01/01/18
01/01/19
01/01/18
01/01/18

Flat Coatings
Industrial Maintenance Coatings
Color Indicating Safety Coatings
High Temperature IM
Non-Sacrificial Anti-Graffiti
Coatings
Zinc- Rich Primers
Nonflat Coatings
Reactive Penetrating Sealers
Rust Preventative Coatings
Shellacs
Tub and Tile
TOTAL*

0.81

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

Sell-Through Provision
Staff has received feedback from some coating manufacturers requesting an extended effective
date for the phase out of the SCE for RPCs and a sell-through provision for the removal of existing
inventory at retail outlets. Representatives from two manufacturers requested an implementation
date of 2021 with a three year sell-through after the Special Stationary Source Committee meeting
on January 5, 2016. Staff received comments from one manufacturer later requesting an
implementation date of 2021 with a two year sell-through provision. However, a smaller
manufacturer has requested staff to keepsupported the proposed implementation date of 2019 with
no sell-through because they have compliant coatings.
Rule 1113 includes a three year sell-through provision when there is a VOC limit change in the

South Coast Air Quality Management District

28

February 2016

Final Staff Report Proposed Amended Rule 1113

Table of Standards. As currently written, that is the only time the sell-through provision applies.
The sell-through provision allows time for the coatings to sell at the retail level, so the
manufacturer does not have to incur the expense of clearing retail or commercial shelves.
Depending on the size of the retailer, the coatings may sell-through much quicker than three years
(big box store versus a small mom and pop paint shop). In 2006, when the SCE was removed for
the Clear Wood Finish category, a one year sell-through period was allowed.
Based on all comments received, the proposed rule will include a two year sell-through period for
all coating categories phased out of the SCE and retain the existing proposed effective dates. No
additional environmental impacts are expected to occur with a sell-through provision. Staff does
not believe an extended effective date is necessary because compliant coatings already exist,
technology is currently available for reformulation, and a competitive disadvantage exists for
manufacturers with compliant coatings.

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

ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS
CM#2012 CTS-01 – Further VOC Reductions from Architectural Coatings had three options for
achieving the 2 – 4 tpd reductions:
1. Lower the VOC limits of Fflat, Nnonflat and PSUs to 25 g/L
2. Include transfer efficiency standards
3. Phase out or restrict the SCE
During the rule making process, the 25 g/L option was deemed to be of the most concern to
manufacturers, and staff met with the most resistance to this approach. This change would require
extensive reformulations, and feedback from the manufacturers was that the performance and
application properties of the coatings would be compromised. In addition, if staff moved forward
with this change, there would have to be many subcategories carved out where the high-VOC
coatings were needed. An alternative approach suggested by manufacturers was to alter the fee
structure in Rule 314. The lower fees for coatings containing less than 25 g/L will reflect the lower
cost of compliance for those coatings. The proposal is being removed to allow time for additional
data analysis and research regarding the impact of a recent court decision regarding fees.
In regard to transfer efficiency, staff decided not to include spray equipment requirements to
improve the transfer efficiency for applying architectural coatings. Instead, staff is going to work
with industry, the Los Angeles Painting and Finishing Contractors Association, and possibly local
retailers to develop a Best Practices Guideline for painting architectural structures, including a
certification program for contractors and end users. This could serve as a pilot project to improve
transfer efficiency and reduce paint usage in the SCAQMD.
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Staff is moving forward with the proposed restrictions on the SCE, but is not proposing to phase
out the exemption entirely. Staff acknowledges that the exemption is useful for specialty uses, and
for introducing innovative products into the marketplace. Staff will continue to monitor all coating
categories that will retain the exemption, and consider conducting a technology assessment of high
usage categories such as stains and tile and stone sealers as new, lower-VOC technology become
available.

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


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



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



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

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

South Coast Air Quality Management District

31

February 2016

Final Staff Report Proposed Amended Rule 1113

COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS
The following analysis compares Rule 1113 with the CARB SCM and the USEPA Architectural
Coatings rule. The comparison includes proposed changes to Rule 1113 where applicable.

Section
Applicability

Definition
Modifications
and VOC
Content Limits

Rule 1113 – Architectural
Coatings
This rule is applicable to any
person who supplies,
sells, markets, offers for
sale, or manufactures any
architectural coating that
is intended to be field
applied within the District
to stationary structures or
their appurtenances, and
to fields and lawns; as
well as any person who
applies, stores at a
worksite, or solicits the
application of any
architectural coating
within the District. The
purpose of this rule is to
limit the VOC content of
architectural coatings
used in the District.
Bond Breakers (350 g/L) and
Form Release
Compounds (100 g/L)–
phased out
Building Envelope (100 g/L)
– New Category
Color Indicating Safety
Coatings (480 g/L) –
subcategory of IM
coatings that was sold
under SCE
Default Coatings (50 g/L) –
defined instead of just
referenced
Faux Glaze (350 g/L) –
includes wet-in-wet and
wet-in-dry applications
(artistic as well as
architectural uses)
Flat Coatings (50 g/L) –
references gloss test
method

South Coast Air Quality Management District

California Air Resources
Board 2007 Suggested
Control Measure
1.1 Except as provided in
subsection 3, this rule is
applicable to any person
who:
1.1.1 Supplies, sells, or offers
for sale any architectural
coating for use within the
District; or
1.1.2 Manufactures, blends, or
repackages any architectural
coating for use within the
District; or
1.1.3 Applies or solicits the
application of any
architectural coating within
the District.

40 CFR, Subpart D –
National Volatile Organic
Compound Emission
Standards for Architectural
Coatings
(a) Except as provided in
paragraphs (b) and (c) of this
section, the provisions of
this subpart apply to each
architectural coating
manufactured on or after
September 13, 1999 for sale
or distribution in the United
States.
(b) For any architectural
coating registered under the
Federal Insecticide,
Fungicide, and Rodenticide
Act (7 U.S.C. Section 136,
et seq.), the provisions of
this subpart apply to any
such coating manufactured
on or after March 13, 2000
for sale or distribution in the
United States.

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

Bond Breakers (600 g/L) and
Form Release (450 g/L)
remain

No Category

No Category

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

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

Un-defined coatings fall under
Flat (50 g/L), Nonflat (100
g/L) or Nonflat – High
Gloss (150 g/L)
Faux Glaze (350 g/L) includes
textured coatings

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

Flat Coatings (50 g/L) –
equivalent definition

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

Rule 1113 – Architectural
Coatings
Lacquer (275 g/L) – specifies
they are only topcoats and
sanding sealers
Mastic Coatings (100 g/L) –
excludes roof coatings
Nonflat (50 g/L) – removed
clause stated they are not
defined by another
category as those coatings
could fall under default
Reactive Penetrating Sealer
(350 g/L) – changed the
2% water vapor
transmission rate to
provide a breathable
waterproof barrier
Recycled Coatings (150 g/L)
– VOC limit change only

Tile and Stone (100 g/L) –
new subcategory of
waterproofing
concrete/masonry sealer
Topcoat – new definition as
the term is used in several
proposed definitions
Tub and Tile Refinishing
Coatings (420 g/L) – new
high-category that was
sold under SCE
Varnish (275 g/L) - specifies
they are only topcoats
Wood Coatings (275 g/L) –
modified from Clear
Wood Finish definition to
address pigmented
Llacquers and Vvarnishes
Wood Conditioners (100 g/L)
– new category to provide
clarification, products
used to fall under PSU

South Coast Air Quality Management District

California Air Resources
Board 2007 Suggested
Control Measure
Lacquer (275 g/L) – includes
undercoaters

40 CFR, Subpart D –
National Volatile Organic
Compound Emission
Standards for Architectural
Coatings
Lacquer (680 g/L) – includes
clear Llacquer sanding
sealers, not Llacquer stains

Mastic Texture Coating (100
g/L) – does not exclude roof
coatings
Nonflat (100 g/L) – equivalent
definition but also includes
a Nonflat – High Gloss (150
g/L)

Mastic Texture Coating (300
g/L) – does not exclude roof
coatings
Nonflat (380 g/L) – equivalent
definition

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

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

Recycled Coatings (250 g/L)

Recycled Coatings - adjustedVOC content is determined by
multiplying the percentage of
postconsumer content of the
coating by the VOC content of
the Rrecycled Ccoating, which
is then subtracted from the
VOC content of the end
product.
Waterproofing Sealer and
Treatments (600 g/L) –
Broader Category

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

Not defined

Not defined

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

Industrial Maintenance (450
g/L) – due to the immersion
in water and heavy abrasion
clauses
Varnish (450 g/L) – could
include undercoaters
No umbrella category, just
Lacquer (including sanding
sealers) (680 g/L) and
Varnishes (450 g/L)

Wood Coatings (275 g/L) 
could include undercoaters
Wood Coatings (275 g/L) –
includes undercoaters,
penetrating oils, clear stains,
wood conditioners, and
wood sealers
Wood Coatings (275 g/L) –
includes wood conditioners
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Section
Requirements

Sell-Through
Provision

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

California Air Resources
Board 2007 Suggested
Control Measure
Coatings default to Flat (50
g/L), Nonflat (100 g/L) or
Nonflat – High Gloss (150
g/L) or
VOC content not to exceed
applicable limit in Table 1.
No ACO provision

40 CFR, Subpart D –
National Volatile Organic
Compound Emission
Standards for Architectural
Coatings
Coatings default to Flat (250
g/L) or Nonflat (380 g/L) or
VOC content not to exceed
applicable limit in Table 1 to
Subpart D.
No ACO provision

Administrative
Requirements

Require VOC and date of
manufacturer on colorant
containers

No requirements for colorants

No requirements for colorants

New Test
Methods

VOC Test Methods:
Method 313 [Determination
of
Volatile
Organic
Compounds VOC by
GCGas ChromatographyMSass Spectrometry] in
the
SCAQMD’s
“Laboratory Methods of
Analysis for Enforcement
Samples” manual.
ASTM Test Method 6886
(Standard Test Method
for Determination of the
Weight
Percent
Individual
Volatile
Organic Compounds in
Waterborne
Air-Dry
Coatings by GCGas
Chromatography).
Reactive Penetrating Sealer:
Included
ASTM D6490
(Standard Test Method
for
Water
Vapor
Transmission of NonFilm Forming Treatments
Used on Cementitious
Panels along with ASTM
E96/96M.

Requires Reference Method
24

Requires Reference Method 24

Only references ASTM
E96/96M.

No Reactive Penetrating Sealer
Category
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Section

Rule 1113 – Architectural
Coatings
Building Envelope Test
Methods:
ASTM E2178 (Standard Test
Method
for
Air
Permeance of Building
Materials).
ASTM E331 (Standard Test
Method
for
Water
Penetration of Exterior
Windows,
Skylights,
Doors, and Curtain Walls
by Uniform Static Air
Pressure Difference).
ASTM E96/96M (Standard
Test Methods for Water
Vapor Transmission of
Materials).
Tub and Tile Refinishing
Coatings
ASTM D3363 (Standard Test
Method
for
Film
Hardness by Pencil Test)
ASTM D4060 (Standard Test
Method for Abrasion
Resistance of Organic
Coatings by the Taber
Abraser)
ASTM D4585 (Standard
Practice for Testing Water
Resistance of Coatings
Using
Controlled
Condensation)
ASTM D714 (Standard Test
Method for Evaluating
Degree of Blistering of
Paints)
ASTM D3359 (Standard Test
Methods for Measuring
Adhesion by Tape Test).

South Coast Air Quality Management District

California Air Resources
Board 2007 Suggested
Control Measure
No Building Envelope
Category

Same test methods referenced
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40 CFR, Subpart D –
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No Building Envelope
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Section

Rule 1113 – Architectural
Coatings
Tile and Stone Sealer
ASTM C373 (Standard Test
Method
for
Water
Absorption,
Bulk
Density,
Apparent
Porosity, and Apparent
Specific Gravity of Fired
Whiteware
Products,
Ceramic Tiles, and Glass
Tiles).
ASTM C97/C97M (Standard
Test
Methods
for
Absorption and Bulk
Specific
Gravity
of
Dimension Stone).
ASTM C642 (Standard Test
Method for Density,
Absorption, and Voids in
Hardened Concrete).
Static Coefficient of Friction
by American National
Standard Specification for
Ceramic Tile (ANSI
A137.1).
ASTM E96/96M (Standard
Test Methods for Water
Vapor Transmission of
Materials).

South Coast Air Quality Management District

California Air Resources
Board 2007 Suggested
Control Measure
No Tile and Stone Sealers
category.
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Section
Exemptions

Averaging
Compliance
Option

Rule 1113 – Architectural
Coatings
Small Container Exemption:
Effective January 1,
2016upon rule adoption,
remove exemption for:
Concrete-Curing
Compounds For
Roadways and Bridges;
Magnesite Cement
Coatings; Multi-Color
Coatings; Pre-Treatment
Wash Primers; Roof
Primers, Bituminous;
Sacrificial Anti-Graffiti
Coatings; Stone
Consolidants; Repair and
Other Swimming Pool
Coatings; and Wood
Preservatives
Effective January 1, 2018,
remove exemption for:
Tub and Tile Coatings;
Clear and Pigmented
Shellacs; and Reactive
Penetrating Sealers
Effective January 1, 2019,
limit exemption to 8 fluid
ounce touch up for:
Flats, Nonflat, and RPCs
Rust Preventative
Coatings
Effective January 1, 2019,
limit exemption to one
liter for touch up only,
limit sales to non-retail
for: Industrial
Maintenance Coatings,
including Color
Indicating Safety
Coatings, High
Temperature IM
Coatings, Non-Sacrificial
Anti-Graffiti Coatings,
and Zinc-Rich IM
Primers
Removed all references to
ACO, including
Appendix A as ACO
sunset effective January
1, 2015

South Coast Air Quality Management District

California Air Resources
Board 2007 Suggested
Control Measure
Rule does not apply to any
architectural coating that is
sold in a container with a
volume of one liter (1.057
quart) or less

40 CFR, Subpart D –
National Volatile Organic
Compound Emission
Standards for Architectural
Coatings
The provisions of subpart D do
not apply to any architectural
coating that is sold in a
container with a volume of
one liter or less

No ACO provision

No ACO provision
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SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL EMISSION REDUCTIONS
The following table represents the potential emission reductions:
Table 8: Summary of Potential Emission Reductions from PAR 1113

Rule Change
VOC Limit Change
Building Envelope Coatings
Recycled Coatings
SCE Restrictions
Flat Coatings
Industrial Maintenance Coatings
High Temperature IMC
Zinc-Rich Primers
Nonflat Coatings
Reactive Penetrating Sealers
Rust Preventative Coatings
Shellacs
Tub and Tile Coatings
Totals

Estimated Emission
Reduction (tpd)

Effective Year

0.01
0.06

01/01/19
01/01/19

0.002
0.01
0.001
0.003
0.15
0.0001
0.63
0.0007
0.01
0.88

01/01/19
01/01/19
01/01/19
01/01/19
01/01/19
01/01/18
01/01/19
01/01/18
01/01/18

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

COST EFFECTIVENESS
VOC Reductions (Recycled Coatings and Building Envelope Coatings)
The reductions for Rrecycled Ccoatings will not have any associated costs as the coatings are
already formulated at the lower level. Staff has found no evidence of any Rrecycled Ccoatings
currently being offered for sale that exceed the proposed VOC limit. Staff received feedback that
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extra VOC testing would be required because of the proposed lower VOC limit. Staff addressed
this by extending the effective date of the lower limit to January 1, 2019 to allow time for the
higher-VOC coatings collected at drop off sites to be processed into Rrecycled Ccoatings.
Overtime, there will be less of the high-VOC coatings collected and more low and near-zero VOC
coatings collected.
The building envelope coatings may have a high cost associated with reformulation and
recertification, if the manufacturer decides to certify the coatings (this is not a requirement of Rule
1113). Staff found only one currently compliant coating that was over the proposed 50 g/L VOC
limit. The sales volume of this product was so low that the manufacturer will likely stop sales of
this product within the SCAQMD instead of re-formulating. That same manufacturer has a product
that meets the 50 g/L VOC limit.
SCE Phase out for Specialty Products (Reactive Penetrating Sealers, Shellacs, & Tub and Tile
Coatings)
For reactive penetrating sealers, there is only one product that is slightly over the VOC limit (by
27 g/L). This manufacturer also has several compliant coatings and will likely discontinue the
higher-VOC product.
For Shellacs, there are three out of ten products over the 550 g/L VOC limit for pigmented shellacs
and one out of twenty four products over the 730 g/L VOC limit for clear shellacs. The
manufacturer can either slightly reduce the VOC content or discontinue marketing those coatings
in the SCAQMD. There are new waterborne shellac replacements currently available and staff
disagrees that there is any questions the need for pigmented and clear shellacs available for sale
and use in the SCAQMD with a VOC limit of 550 and 730 g/L.
Tub and tile coatings are a new carve out requested by industry as the SCE is being restricted for
Fflat, Nnonflat and IM coatings. Staff set the limit consistent with the CARB SCM as to not be
less restrictive. The VOC limit agreed upon by CARB and industry back in 2007 was 420 g/L,
and yet the seven out of twelve coatings reported as tub and tile coatings under Rule 314 exceed
this VOC limit. Based on manufacturer’s feedback, the reformulated coatings are estimated to
cost 20% more than current formulations. These products are supplied in quarts, and the increase
would be approximately $9/quart.
SCE Phase out for High-Volume Products (Flats, Nonflats, IMCs, & RPCs)
For the SCE restrictions, the lower-VOC products are already available fromby most, if not all
manufacturers. There will be some higher-VOC product lines that will no longer be available in
the SCAQMD, but in all instances, significant quantities of compliant coatings are currently being
sold:
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Table 9: Small Container Exemption - Compliant versus non-Compliant Sales

Category
Flat Coatings

Compliant
Sales (gal)
11,311,224

2014 Sales
SCE Sales % Compliant
(gal)
Sales
5,983
100%

677,054

2,687

0

0

4,377

PD

0

0

9,670

PD

100%

11,566,568

83,772

99%

Reactive Penetrating Sealers

PD

PD

77%

Rust Preventative Coatings

141,103

151,237

48%

PD

PD

96%

Industrial Maintenance Coatings
Color Indicating Safety Coating
High Temperature IMC
Non-Sacrificial Anti-Graffiti
Zinc- Rich Primers
Nonflat Coatings

Shellac

PD
PD
Tub and Tile Coatings
PD = Protected data, less than three companies reported sales.

100%
99%

19%

In the case of RPCs, the restriction on the SCE could result in some reformulation costs and/or
reduced profit margins for the manufacturers who have not already switched to compliant
technologies. In those instances, the manufacturer could choose to only sell their compliant
product lines in the SCAQMD and the market share from the high-VOC sales would be
redistributed amongst the available compliant products. Consumers who otherwise would
purchase the high-VOC products could purchase the lower-VOC products without a compromise
in performance. Alternatively, the manufacturers selling the high-VOC products could replace the
higher-VOC products sold in quarts with their compliant products that they now sell in gallons.
As previously stated, all manufacturers have a compliant RPC product line. Shelf surveys of the
coatings currently being offered for sale in the field, show that the exempt product formulations of
RPCs cost a few cents less than the higher-VOC RPCs sold in quart containers. Packaging and
shipping in gallon containers instead of 4 quarts is also less expensive for the manufacturer. One
manufacturer has indicated that their waterborne line of RPCs is less expensive due to the resin
cost and the cost of water versus solvent. Based on this, staff feels that the removal of the SCE
will lead to an overall cost savings. However, one manufacturer has indicated that the change in
formulation will yield a 100% increase to the cost of their quart containers. This manufacturer is
the same one selling the exempt solvent version of their product for several cents less than the
high-VOC product. Staff acknowledges that some exempt solvents and low-VOC replacement
solvents are more expensive than conventional solvents. As for reformulation costs for switching
to the exempt solvent version of RPCs, feedback from the one manufacturer who does not feel the
waterborne coatings perform adequately indicated the only work needed is color matching of their
current product line.
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Staff estimates that the cost per ton for PAR 1113 is $46,013.93 1,150 per ton. As described
previously, there are additional reasons for removing the SCE for certain categories other than
VOC emissions reductions (circumvention, pricing disincentives for consumers, and competitive
disadvantages).

SOCIOECONOMIC ASSESSMENT
PAR 1113 affects all architectural coating manufacturers who sell architectural coatings into or
within the SCAQMD. The purpose of PAR 1113 is to implement, in part, Control Measure
CM#2012 CTS-01 – Further VOC Reductions from Architectural Coatings, limit the SCE small
container exemption for certain categories, propose new categories with VOC limits and eliminate
categories once they are regulated under a different rule, reduce the VOC limit of some
architectural coating categories to reflect currently available inventory, clarify rule language,
strengthen the enforceability of the rule, and remove and update outdated provisions.
Affected Facilities
The proposed amendments will affect approximately 28 200 facilitiesmanufacturers and
wholesalers who sell architectural coatings into or within the SCAQMD. Of those 200 facilities,
54 are located in the Basin. TwentyThirty-three of the affected facilities are located in Los Angeles
County, while six facilities and two facilities 16 facilities are located in Orange County, 2 facilities
are located in and San Bernardino Countyies respectively, and 3 facilities are located in Riverside
County. The affected facilities belong to the sectors of Chemical Manufacturing (NAICS 325),
Petroleum and Coal Products Manufacturing (NAICS 324), and Non-Metallic Mineral Product
Manufacturing (NAICS 327) and Wholesale Trade (NAICS 423). Table 10 shows the distribution
of these facilities by industry.
Table 10: Number of Affected Facilities

Number of
Facilities
212
34
45
23
2854

Industry (NAICS)
Chemical Manufacturing (325)
Petroleum and Coal Products Manufacturing (324)
Non-Metallic Mineral Product Manufacturing (327)
Wholesale Trade (42)
Total

Cost of Compliance
Based on the assumptions in the staff report for PAR 1113, tThe annual cost of compliance of
$46,000 is estimated to be approximately $368,000 for each implementation year from 2016 to
2019 $15,000 on average, from 2016 to 2019. As Table 11 illustrates, mManufacturers of tub and
tile coatings would incur 100% of this cost. Since only 19% of their products sold recently would
be compliant,. Tthese manufacturers are expected to incur costs for reformulation and other related
expenses, which is anticipated to be approximately a 20% increase based on staff analysis and
stakeholder feedback. No tub and tile manufacturers qualify as small businesses.
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Table 11: Coating Categories with Socioeconomic Impact

Rule Change
Rust Preventative Coatings (RPCs)
Tub and Tile Coatings
Total

Annual Cost
($17,590.80)
$46,013.93
$46,013.93*

* Total does not include potential cost saving from RPCs because they represent the status quo.
Manufacturers of waterborne RPCs are will not expected to incur any additional costs from PAR
1113 given that waterborne RPCs are similarly priced as 37 cents cheaper than their higher VOC,
solvent-based counterparts in the current marketplace and the manufacturers have already
developed both high- and low-VOC product lines. Given this price differential, the annual costsavings for waterborne RPCs is about $18,000 and represents business as usual in this analysis.
However, if If manufacturers choose to continue working with exempt solvents rather than
switching production to solely waterborne ed RPCs, then these manufacturers wouldill incur
additional production costs. This will likely have no impact on consumers who can switch to
waterborne RPCs, which are not only cheaper, but have also been shown to be equal to, if not
superior than, higher VOC RPC products.1
It has been standard socioeconomic practice that, when the annual compliance cost is less than one
million current U.S. dollars, the Regional Economic Impact Model (REMI) is not used to simulate
jobs and macroeconomic impacts. This is because the impact would most likely be diminutive
and would fall within the noise of the model This is because the resultant impacts of approximately
10 jobs created or not created is relatively small compared to the baseline economy of about 10
million jobs; therefore, these results would be considered too unreliable to use. REMI results
constitute a major component of the SCAQMD’s socioeconomic analysis. Therefore, when annual
compliance cost is less than one million dollars and REMI is not used, the socioeconomic report
can be brief and be included in the staff report, unless otherwise determined on a case-by-case
basis.

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

1

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

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

DRAFT FINDINGS UNDER CALIFORNIA HEALTH AND SAFETY CODE
Health and Safety Code Section 40727 requires that prior to adopting, amending or repealing a
rule or regulation, the SCAQMD Governing Board shall make findings of necessity, authority,
clarity, consistency, non-duplication, and reference based on relevant information presented at the
hearing. The draft findings are as follows:
Necessity - The SCAQMD Governing Board has determined that a need exists to amend Rule
1113 - Architectural Coatings to clarify rule language, reduce emissions from the use of
architectural coatings, including previously unregulated colorants that are used to tint the coatings
at the point of sale, and improve rule compliance.
Authority - The SCAQMD Governing Board obtains its authority to adopt, amend, or repeal rules
and regulations from Health and Safety Code Sections 39002, 40000, 40001, 40440, 40702, and
41508.
Clarity - The SCAQMD Governing Board has determined that the proposed amendments to Rule
1113 - Architectural Coatings, are written and displayed so that the meaning can be easily
understood by persons directly affected by them.
Consistency - The SCAQMD Governing Board has determined that PAR 1113 - Architectural
Coatings, is in harmony with, and not in conflict with or contradictory to, existing statutes, court
decisions, federal or state regulations.
Non-Duplication - The SCAQMD Governing Board has determined that the proposed
amendments to Rule 1113 - Architectural Coatings do not impose the same requirement as any
existing state or federal regulation, and the proposed amendments are necessary and proper to
execute the powers and duties granted to, and imposed upon, the SCAQMD.
Reference - In adopting these amendments, the SCAQMD Governing Board references the
following statutes which the SCAQMD hereby implements, interprets or makes specific: Health
and Safety Code Sections 40001 (a) (air quality standards and enforcement of federal standards),
40440(a) (rules to carry out plan), 40440(b)(1) (BARCT), 40702 (adopt regulation to execute
duties), and Federal Clean Air Act Sections 116 (state standards at least as stringent as federal
standards) (rules to achieve ambient air quality standards), 40440(a) (rules to carry out the Air
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Quality Management Plan), and 40440(c) (cost-effectiveness), 40725 through 40728 and Federal
Clean Air Act Sections 171 et sq., 181 et seq., and 116.

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

COMMENTS AND RESPONSES
The following are the comment letters and emails, which have the paragraphs numbered to
reference staff responses, that were received after the August 25th Public Workshop and the
September 17th Public Consultation Meeting.
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The following are comments from the Institute for Research and Technical Assistance –
Comment Letter #1.
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Response to comment 1-1
As mentioned in the staff report, the OEHHA analysis on AMP was released September 15, 2015. Based
on the RELs, which are expected to be the final RELs unless further studies are conducted and submitted
for review, staff has removed the proposal to exempt AMP from the definition of a VOC.
Response to comment 1-2
OEHHA is still in the process of finalizing their analysis on tBAc. Until there is a final peer reviewed
analysis on tBAc, staff will not propose any changes to the current tBAc exemption.
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The following are comments from the Angus Chemical Company– Comment Letter #2.
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Response to comment 2
As mentioned in the staff report and in response to comment 1-1, based on the OEHHA analysis on AMP,
staff is no longer proposing to exempt AMP from the definition of a VOC due to toxicity concerns and
potential AMP exposure during painting.
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The following are comments from the Dunn-Edwards Corporation– Comment Letter #3.
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Heat her Farr
s,eptembe r 3, 2015
Page 3

3-5
COrti.

I

are f ormulat ed and recomme-nded t o prepare bare wood for staining, t o provide unif orm

~enetration of st ain ."
(c) Requir ements
{2) No person w it hin the District sh all a dd colorant at the point of sale that is list ed in the Table
of St andards 2 and contains VOC in excess of t he corresponding VOC limit specified in the Table

of Sta nda rds 2 after t he effective date specified .

3-0

Because t he effect'Ne date specifi ed in Table of Sta ndards 2 is proposed to be d eleted, t he
a.bove pa ragraph should d elete reference to t he effective date. Also, the wording of this
pa.ragraph is somewha t awkwa rd, m aking it vague a nd ambiguous as to what t he co lorant is
b eing a dded to, w hat is b eing sokl, a nd wttat is list ed in t he Ta ble of Standards 2. A simple
r ewording would cla.rifythis pa ragraph greatly, as follows:

(2) No person w it hin t he District sha ll, at t be point of sale of a ny a rchitectural co ating subject to
pa ragraph (cl(l ), add to such coating any colorant t hat is listed in t he Table of Standards 2 and
contains VOC in excess of t he corres pondieg limit specifted in t he table.
TABLE OF STANDARDS 1

3·7

The table ind udes a proposed newVOC limit for Recyd ed Coatings, at lSO g/ l to be effective
on Ja.nua.ry 1, 2016. We believe t his is inappropriate, and may be based on a misunderstanding
of t he proce ss by which Recyd ed Coatings are manufactured. The Dra ft Staff Report indica tes
t hat Recycled Coatings "a re ma nufactured from Soca ltv available unused pa.ints." This is not,
however, t he ca se: unwa nted leftover pa ints used by recyclers to make Recycled Coa tings can
come from aUover t he West ern Unit ed Su te s, or from even further away, a nd may b e as much
as 10 to 15 yea rs old . All s uch usable coa tings are blended together, wit h only minor
a djust me nts to color, to m ake Recycled Coatings. These products a re not "'f ormulated" in the
same ma nne r as virgin pa.ints. Sorting byVOC content is not a fe asible option b eca use labels are
often obscured by paint drips, torn, or pa nty missing. Also, such a sorting process would be too
time- a nd labor-intensive, and would make t he price of Recyd ed Coatings too high for market
a cce pta.nce. This ca tegory should have b e~n made exe mpt from Rule 1113, a.lt hough recyclers
a cce pted t he 2SO g/l limit as equivalent to e xemption, since all latex coa tings ma nufactured in
t he past 20 yea rs or more we re at or genera ltv be low t hat level. We recommend le aving t he
250 g/l limit in place.
{4) Se ll-Through Provision

3-8

I~eviousty,

this pa ragraph was am ended to add ce rta in r ecordke eping req uireme nts applicable
to those m anufacture rs who made use of the rule' s Averaging Complia nce Option and its
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Heat her Farr
s,e pt embe r 3, 2015
Page 4

special Seii Through Provision in Appendix A, Section (K). The portions of this added la.nguage
4

t hat ma ke specific re.ference to t he Averaging Complia nce Option are now proposed to be
d ele ted, leaving othe r portions intact. This would have t he effect of imposing special
r ecordkeeping re.quirreme nts on aU m anufacturers, not just t hose who mad e use of t he
Averaging Compliance Option. This is burdensome a nd unnec essa ry, since adequate
J-8

cont

r ecordkeeping re.quirrem ents are a.lready included in Rule 314 (Fees for Architectural Coatings).
W e r ecommend delet ing all of th e la nguage following the first sentence of this pa ragraph,
leaving th ~ original S a l ~Through Provision, as follows: "Any c:oat ing that is ma nufa ctu r ~ prior
t o the effective dat e of the applica.ble limit specifi ed in t he Table of Standards 1, a.nd t hat has a
VOC content a.bove t hat limit (but not above the limit in effect on t he dat e of m anufacture),
m ay be sold, supplied, offered for sale, or applied f or up t o t hree years after t he specified
effective d at e:''
(d) Administ rat iV'e Requirem ents
Paragraphs (1) and (3) of this section are proposed to be amended to m ake containers of
colora.nts subject t o l'equirem ents f or displaying d at e of m anufacture and VOC content. As a
practical m atter, it afPpears t hat most colorant manufacturers are a.lready doing so. As a new
r equirem ents f or any colorant m anufacturer, howev er, w e b elieve it must include an effectiv e
d at e such that th e re:quirem ents appty only to colorant s m anufactured on and after t he
effective d at e. This is because, without that provision, it is not d ear who would have
r esponsibility f or relab eling containers of colorant s, w herever t hey m ay be located: at t he
m anuf acturer's ware:house, a d ist ributor's warehouse, or num erous r etail locat ions. Rest ricting
t he new requirement s t o product m anufactured on and after the eff ective dat e m eans t hat a
r elat ively short implem ent at ion period is possible, ev en as little as six mont hs.
(1}: This paragraph sh ould be reworded t o include t he effective d at e in eit her one of t wo way s,
as follows:
" Contain ers f or all coatings, and f or colorant s m anufa ctured on and after (effective date] ,
subj ect to this ru!e sh all display the date of m anuf acture of t he contents or a code ind icat ing
t he dat e of m anufacu-ure. The m anufacturers of such coatings and colorants shall fi Je wit h t he
Executive Officer of t he Air Resources Board an explanat ion of each code."
OR
" Contain ers f or all coatings a.nd colorants subject t o this rule shall display t he dat e of
m anuf acture of t he contents or a code indicat ing th e d at e of m anufacture. The manufacturers
of such coat ings and co lorant s shall file with t he Executive Officer of t he Air Resources Board an
expla.nation of each code. Th e provisions of t his paragraph (d}(1} shall not appty to any colorant
m anufactured prior t o !effective dat e] :"
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Heat her Fa rr
s,eptembe r 3, 2015
Page 5

3-10

:
G

This paragraph nee ds to have a new subparagraph (E) a dded, as follows: (E) f.or colora nts
nufactured on a nd after (effective date), t he VOC pe r liter o f colorant (tess water a nd
empt compounds).
(f) Exe mpt ions

{1) Small Container Exempt ion

3-11

{B): It se ems t hat t he exclusion of numerous ca tegories of coat ings that are acknowledged to
h ave made little, if any, use of the Small Conta ine r Exemption is a n unnecessary complicat ion to
t he rule a,nd accomplis hes nothing of value . The Small Container Exe mpt ion rem a_ins a
n ecessary "safety valve" in the rule , t o aUow for small quant ities of specialty coa tiings for uses
t hat may not be ant icipated.
{C): As we have discussed previously, Dunn-Edwards would be adverse ly impacted by delet ion
of t he Small Container Exempt ion for Rust Pr eventative Coatings, since it would c:ause t he
s hutdown of our Los Angele s Factory, which today manufa ctures only solventborne alkyd Rust
Preventative Coa tings that a re distributed primaritv under th e Small Contain er Exoempt ion in t he
SCAQMO, our major m artet ing region. This would re sult in the loss of high-paying union jobs,
while h aving no measurable impact on a ir q uality.

3-12

Dunn-Edwar ds ma nufacture s waterbome Rust Preventat ive Coat ings at our fa cto:ry in Arizona,
as w ell as t he solventborne atkyds in l os Angeles. The performa,nce characteristics of
solventborne atkyd Rust Preventat ive Coa tings cannot be fulty d uplicated in lowK -VOC
wa terbome a lte rnatives at present. Solventborne alkyds h ave better pe net ration and a dhe sion
on lightly rust ed s ubst ra tes; require le ss surfa ce prepa rat ion a,nd priming; develop higher gloss
a,nd ha rder finishes; and protect better because of supe rior fi lm build, flow a,nd leveling.
Additionally, our sotventbom e al kyds contain prim arily Sow-re activity minera l spirits (ARB
Hyd rocarbon Bin 11, MIR va,lue : 0.7) a nd the refore have little, if any, impact on ozone
format ion. tf no longer available, w e believe that some portion of th e solw ntborn e alkyd Rust
Preventative Coa tings would be replaced by aerosol Rust Preventative Coat ings, which e mit
more VOC, a nd more reactive VOC, per unit of area coated.
For t hese r easons, among ot hers, we request t hat t he Small Container Exemption for Rust
Preventative Coa tings be retained. We believe t hat off·setting emission r eductiorns might be
claimed in a variet y of a lte m ative ways, a nd w e look forward to discussing these w ith you a t
future me et ings.
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Response to comment 3-1
Staff concurs with this suggested rule change, but altered the suggested language slightly to address another
manufacturer’s concern about coatings sold at a retailer outside of the SCAQMD that, unbeknownst to the
retailers, is applied within the SCAQMD.
Response to comments 3-2, 3-3, 3-5, 3-6, 3-8, & 3-9
Staff concurs with these suggested rule changes.
Response to comment 3-4
Staff attempted to harmonize the definition of a wood coating in Rule 1113 with the definition in the SCM,
but the 2007 SCM definition of a wood coating is much more broad than the Rule 1113 clear wood finish
definition. The proposed amendment to the definition was to address the inconsistency of having white
pigmented Llacquers as a subcategory of clear wood finishes, and not to expand the definition. The CARB
definition includes:
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Penetrating oils and clear stains, which are categorized as stains in Rule 1113 with a VOC limit of
100 g/L or 250 g/L.



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



Undercoaters, which are categorized as PSUs with a VOC limit of 100 g/L.

The definition of Lacquer in Rule 1113 does not include Lacquer undercoaters. In regard to lacquer
undercoaters, which have never been included in the definition of a lacquer by Rule 1113, there are
waterborne alternatives to solvent based lacquers. The statement that the only alternative to Llacquer
undercoaters are shellacs , which have a higher VOC limit, is not true. Switching to a Wwaterborne
Llacquer alternatives can be used and system would result in lower VOC emissions.
Response to comment 3-7
Staff worked with the local Rrecycled Ccoating manufacturers on the suggested change to the VOC limit
and there was a consensus that delaying the implementation date to January 1, 2019 would alleviate
concerns over the lower VOC limit. This time frame would also allow for the current labels on the
containers to be consumed to avoid re-labeling costs. Staff found that one major Rrecycled Ccoating
manufacturer already labels their products as less than 100 g/L, which is lower than the suggested VOC
limit. Further, Dr. Dane Jones of California Polytechnic University in San Luis Obispo, where numerous
architectural coatings are tested for the VOC content, stated that in the last four years they have tested over
250 Rrecycled Ccoatings and none were over 120 g/L, most were under 80 g/L. According to the Rule 314
data, the highest VOC reported for Rrecycled Ccoatings in 2014 was 130 g/L.
Response to comment 3-10
Staff agrees with the statement that clarification is needed on how to determine the VOC content for
colorants. Paragraph (d)(3) contains language for determining the VOC content of multi-component
coatings, concentrates, low solids coatings, etc. Staff included colorants in subparagraph (d)(3)(A) as the
metric for determining the VOC content of colorants is the same as for architectural coatings packaged in
a single container.
Response to comment 3-11
Staff is proposing to phase out the exemption for the SCE in part to prevent backsliding. During the rule
amendment process, industry argued that they should get SIP credit for market driven emissions reduction
as the current 2014 inventory (approximately 11 tpd) is below the inventory that was projected for 2014 in
the 2012 AQMP (12.2 tpd). The USEPA’s counterpoint to this argument is that industry could just
reformulate to the VOC limits at any time so the reductions that have been achieved are not permanent or
enforceable. By proposing to remove the exemption for coating categories that do not take advantage of
the ability to sell high-VOC coatings, staff is preventing backsliding. Industry’s argument that we should
retain the exemption in case there is a need in the future reinforces the position of the USEPA and
SCAQMD. If there is a need in the future, staff will consider potentially amending the rule.
Response to comment 3-12
In regard to the statement that the removal of the SCE for RPCs rust preventative coatings will result in the
shutdown of Los Angeles plant. Based on the following statement from Dunn Edwards, they have more
than 120 stores and 80 dealers throughout the Southwest:
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“With more than 120 company stores in California, Arizona, Nevada, New Mexico and Texas, and
more than 80 authorized dealers throughout the Southwest, Dunn-Edwards is one of the nation’s
largest independent manufacturers and distributors of architectural, industrial and high
performance paints and paint supplies. Dunn-Edwards Paints international presence includes
authorized dealers in China, Guam, Lebanon, Lithuania, Mexico, Nigeria, Philippines, Saipan,
Singapore and South Korea. The company is dedicated to preserving and protecting the
environment, and produces its coatings in the world’s first and only LEED® Gold-certified
manufacturing plant. Based in Southern California, the company is composed of approximately
1,500 employees.”
According to the list of stores available from the Dunn Edward’s website, 58 out of 120 stores are located
in the SCAQMD. While the SCAQMD likely represents a significant market share for the company, this
is not the only location where their coatings are sold. Prior to the adoption of Rule 314, staff traditionally
estimated coating sales in the SCAQMD based on CARB surveys and based the sales volumes on
population. The sales in the SCAQMD were estimated to be approximately 45% of California sales. Dunn
Edwards also sells their products in Arizona, Nevada, New Mexico and Texas, as well as the countries
listed above. The loss of sales for the high-VOC RPCs rust preventative coatings in the SCAQMD cannot
would not be the sole cause of the closure of the Los Angeles manufacturing facility, since such coatings
would still be sold in many areas. Moreover, Dunn Edwards could convert its Los Angeles plant to
manufacturing compliant coatings.
In regard to the performance differences between solvent based and waterborne rust preventative
coatingsRPCs, this issue was already addressed by the technology assessment conducted back in 2005 by
UMR (Final Report “Architectural & Industrial Maintenance Coatings Technology Assessment.”,
2006). The overall results showed that for RPCs, the low-VOC products had superior dry time
characteristics, prohesion, and flash rusting. They were similar in terms of hide, taber abrasion, impact
resistance, and adhesion (Battele). These results were based on third party testing and resulted in the
SCAQMD Governing Board concluding that the 100 g/L VOC limit was technologically feasible in 2006.
Since that time, the technology has only improved and advanced. There is also an alternative to switching
to waterborne technology, which is exempt solvents. We have multiple statements by another major
manufacturer of high-VOC RPCs rust preventative coatings that the exempt solvent formulation performs
just as well as their higher-VOC counterparts. In addition, we have statements from a smaller local
manufacturer, of state their waterborne RPCsrust preventative coatings those products perform just as well.
The MIR value of the exempt solvent formulation would be even lower than the current formulations and
this would eliminate any need to transition into aerosol products. Further, a switch to waterborne or exempt
solvent formulations would allow Dunn Edwards to retain manufacturing solvent based RPCs for sale in
the SCAQMD at their Los Angeles facility.
The following is an evaluation of the MIR of RPCs rust preventative coatings with different VOC contents
that was conducted during the 2006 rule amendment:
VOC Regulatory Ranges (grams/liter)
050
RPC

51 100

101150

151200

201250

251300

301350

351400

401450

451 500

0.04

0.11

0.14

0.22

1.25

1.36

0.41

0.64

0.42

501
550

551
600

601
650

56

> 700

1.34

The MIR values would be even lower if the RPCs rust preventative coatings were formulated with exempt
solvents.
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Response to comment 3-13
Staff is no longer proposing to amend Rule 314 at this time.
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The following are comments from the Rust-Oleum Corporation– Comment Letter #4.
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Rust-Oleum Corporation

11 H&wthom P<rtway- Varnon Hills, ll GOOG1 • 847·367·7722 · Fax 847·8111·2300

VOC rust preventative coatings. Rust-Oleum has obtajned competitor's products listed
by the district as examples of this technology - Vista' s Protec 9900 and Dunn Edwards
\VIO Syn Lu::tro. We t.,:;ted thooe two alkyd e name l products sg~tin~>t R.u;a..Qieum•s:
Stop$ Ru« product in a salt fos chamber. This is a standardized coJTOsion test method.

used to ct.eck corrosion resistance of l):urface ooatings. These ranels are normally tested
for 300 hourS. The Dunn Edwards and Vista produc ts bad both ru~tcd ~.:omplertly in
less tban 92 boun and had to be removed from tbe test chamber. We have induded
picrures ri the Vista and Dunn Edwards sah fog panels after 92 hours in the chamber.

For contrast, we've also anacbed pictures of the Rust-Oleum S!Ops Rust panels after 334
hours in the chamber. The Stops Rust panels look far superior to the Vista and Dunn
Edwards panelS-, even after running 3.5 times as long in the sal• fog chamber. Currently
marketed watetbased alkyd enam el products fail at the primary purpose of a rust
pre\'entati\•e coating: preventing OOI'fOSion.

4-2
00<11.

The prelia.linary draft staff report states -'One rac.tor suppressing tl1e marKet share of
lower-vee £echnology, is the availabllity of the older high-VOC technology at sinular or·
lower prices.. Staff has received feedback from a manufacturer who has made the switch
to lowcr-VOC coatings. stating that if the SCE remains in place. they wiH go bltCk to
teformut...,;ing the higher-VOC product because they arc currettly giving, up market sh:trc
to their cc:-mpetitorS. "Starr has presented data indicating low VOC and exempt, higher
VOC products are sold at approximately the same cost per g.alb n to consumers. The
reason lower VOC coatings are gi.,•ing up market share is due t:.l rcsuJts like those seen m
our salt fcg chamber testing: consumers are choosing higher VOC products because they
work betkr, not because they cost less.
l[che small container exemption is eliminated for rust preventarive coatings our only
op<ion wculd be to refonnulate chese products with exempt ~ !vents in order to provide
our customers the perfonnance they expect from a Rust-Oleum Stops Rust paint. Given
the solveots c-urrently exempted by the District for architectural coatiogs, we anticipate
the consumer would see the cos1 of one quart of our StopS Rus1paint increase by nearly
100% in the South Coast By any measure, this would be 11 sisnifi<:ant impact on Rust·
Oleum an:l the consumer living in the greater los Angeles are~~.
Although we do not feel furthl.!r VOC reducti6M from architcc:ural coatings arc:.
necessary for the aforementioned reasons., ifSlaff insists on rediziug these reductions,
Rust-Oleum would be more in suppon ofk>wcring the VOC limit for primers, sealers and
undercoatcrs to SO giL than the currently proposed small container exemption
eliminaticn. In the Ottobcr 30, 20 14 PARI I ll Worl<ing Group Meeting Slides, Staff
states thai a reduction in the VOC limit for PSU to SO giL would result in a 0.57 ton per
d$y VOC n:ducbon. This il:i v irtu:~.ll y e-quivale-nt to tlte 0.63 tpd reduction thttt would h~
realized from eliminating the small contai.oer exemption. This has the added benefit of
not fo~i~ the elimination of the small container exetnption foc Hats, non-flats and
industrial maintenance coatings to avoid manufucn•rer rcclassirication. Rust-Oleum

,., If!!} eo_.,
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Rust.Oieum Corporation

11 HaWihOm Pal1cwar • Vemon Hm.s, tl60061 • 847·367·7700 · Fax 847-616·2300

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

ln oonclusion, Rust-Oleum lll'ges the district to ooutinue to allow the use of low reactivity
4-2
cont.

$0lvents, such as the mineral spirits commonly u.sc:d in solv~::ntboro e a lk)•ds (ARB

HydrOCRrbon Bin I I. MlR v~1uc: 0.7) in rust preventative coatings.. To continue using

these solvents with low ozone fonning potential, the small oontainer exemption f'or rust
pre\·entative coatings must be maintained. Stall is p{\")posing a fee of$0.41 cents per
gallon for coatings sold over VOC limits, which. Rust-Oleum supports. This fee will

narurally drive Lnanufacturers using the small concaJJlet exemption towards lower VOC
options a.'l; technology allows while not forc ing them tO market inferior coatings.

Thank you for your consideration of our COJrunents. Please contact me with any questions

or concern.~ regarding the above position, or any other rnaner related to Rules 1113 and
3 14.

Regards.

Megan Gaughan
Manager, US Regulatory
Rust-Oleum Corpomtion

South Coast Air Quality Management District

60

February 2016

Final Staff Report Proposed Amended Rule 1113

South Coast Air Quality Management District

61

February 2016

Final Staff Report Proposed Amended Rule 1113
Response to comments 4-1
Staff appreciates Rust-Oleum’s support on the proposed fee changes in Rule 314 but is no longer proposing
a tiered sales fee.
Response to comments 4-2
Staff credits the strides the coatings industry has made in reducing VOC emission, including some above
and beyond the rule requirements. While staff acknowledges these trends and that the trends are
demonstrated in the Rule 314 Annual Quantity and Emissions Reports, these market driven reductions are
not permanent or enforceable. The industry makes that point when they argue against reducing the VOC
limits to reflect the currently available inventory (e.g. Rrecycled Ccoatings and building envelope coatings)
or phase out the SCE for categories not using the exemption. For emission reductions to be submitted for
SIP credit they need to be permanent and enforceable. During the 2012 AQMP, the SCAQMD committed
to achieving 2 – 4 tpd VOC reductions from architectural coatings. Staff is proposing to achieve
approximately 1 tpd from this amendment and find another 1 – 3 tpd from another VOC or Area Source
rule. The USEPA will not accept the currently achieved market driven reductions in place of enforceable
and permanent reductions.
In regard to the rule circumvention staff cited in the staff report, issues of end users taking advantage of the
SCE cannot be fully addressed through enforcement. The SCAQMD covers over 11,000 square miles with
countless jobsites and inspectors cannot be at every job site on any given day. When staff finds violations,
they issue violations. The ‘buy 3, get 1 free’ specials that refer to shipping packages are not technically
violations of the rule, but they add market incentives for end users to purchase the higher-VOC products.
The manufacturers have multiple options for formulating compliant coatings, as can be demonstrated by
the quantity of compliant coatings already in the market place. Based on Rust-Oleum’s statements, their
exempt solvent based formulations perform just as well as their conventional high-VOC solvent based
coatings, the only drawback is the cost/loss of profits. Rust-Oleum’s claims regarding the low performance
of the waterborne alkyd enamel technology is also refuted by the manufacturers of waterborne products.
They acknowledge that more surface preparation is needed for the waterborne products, but question the
test protocol that was used for the Rust-Oleum cited testing, salt spray (ASTM B117 developed between
1910 – 1920 and standardized in 1939) versus cyclic prohesion (ASTM D5894 adopted in 1996 and revised
in 2005 and 2010). During the 2005 tTechnology aAssessment, the Technical AdvisoryAdvancement
Committee also agreed that cyclic prohesion and not salt spray testing was the most appropriate accelerated
test method to evaluate corrosion. The work was conducted at UMR, the lead professor on the project, Dr.
Michael R. Van De Mark, stated that at least since the 1990s, it has been known throughout the coatings
industry that salt spray results do not reflect real world results. The testing may be appropriate for marine
coatings, hence the higher VOC-limits allowed for marine coatings
Staff found a report from the manufacturer of the testing equipment (Prohesion Compared to Salt Spray
and Outdoors Cyclic Methods of Accelerated Corrosion Testing by N. D. Cremer, Managing Director - c.
& W. Specialist Equipment Ltd., Shropshire, England, presented at Federation of Societies for Coatings
Technology 1989 Paint Show; http://www.q-lab.com/documents/public/dbdbd3fd-1e74-4749-9f3cf5de2f0f1035.pdf) that questions the validity of the salt spray test and how the results relate to real world
conditions:
“With the continual development of paint systems, there are many coatings available today which
are capable of standing the most severe of environments. However their performance is essentially
dependent on the adhesion of a primer to the base metal. Laboratory tests such as ASTM B117
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Salt Spray, Humidity and Sulphur Dioxide influence the development of coatings yet they still allow
coatings into the market place which then fail in practice. These accelerated tests consequently
bear little or no resemblance to natural weathering.
Foremost among these tests is the hot Salt Spray for example ASTM B117. This test method has
been and is still widely used and accepted as the definitive accelerated test to assess reliability.
However, it is in reality totally unrealistic, as the majority of products are not exposed to the
conditions of this test in their working environment.
When a chemist is looking at his results after Salt Spray testing, he often decides a coating with
good salt spray performance is accepted over a coating with poor salt spray performance.
Consequently if a coating passes its laboratory examination, then it is considered suitable and often
introduced to the market place.
If a coating fails its laboratory examination then it is discarded. With this philosophy a chemist
could have thrown away an ideal product for the natural world and a winner in the market place!”
The paper states the salt spray test is useful for marine coatings but is now inappropriately used across the
board to predict long term weathering for many types of coatings. As early as 1962, it was observed that
coatings that performed excellently in outdoor environments tested poorly by salt spray. This lead to the
development of a cyclic test which allows for the wetting and drying of each test specimen to allow samples
the opportunity to absorb more water than in a continuous spray test. The conclusion of the paper is:
“Salt spray testing provides answers which are unrealistic in the natural world, yet Prohesion
provides realistic results which correlate with long term exterior exposure. These results also show
that with a change in raw material input, the long term performance of a coating can be effected
exactly opposite to what is predicted by salt spray testing. Results obtained from Prohesion testing
suggest that as an accelerated corrosion test method, it correlates with natural weathering
consequently providing realistic results.”
The following are some photographs from the paper cited above that demonstrate this point:
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Vista’s Protec 9900 waterborne alkyd emulsion underwent prohesion testing (ATM D 5894) on steel panels
for 1,000 hours and found no corrosion (https://d1wg3emhath1s.cloudfront.net/uploads/product/product_pi
_sheet/29/9900.pdf). Rust-Oleum does not list performance testing (prohesion or salt spray) for their Stops
Rust® brand, although, they do for their industrial tint based alkyd (which states it was formerly Stops
Rust® Tint Base High Gloss Finish):
CYCLIC PROHESION Rating 1-10 10=best
METHOD: ASTM D5894, 3 cycles, 1008 hours
RESULT: 10 per ASTM D714 for blistering
RESULT: 9 per ASTM D610 for rusting
There are no salt spray results. The technical datasheet (http://www.rustoleum.com/tds/2011990%20RO
15.pdf) appears to be old, with a revision date of 05/04 but the results of the cyclic prohesion for the
waterborne Vista product appear almost exactly the same as the solvent based Stops Rust® product. In
addition, one of the low-VOC coatings that was tested in the 2005 tTechnology aAssessment was a RustOleum product, . aA near zero-VOC product from their Sierra Performance line. This coating demonstrated
superior performance to the high-VOC solvent based coatings. Again, the product datasheet does not list
salt spray results but does include the following prohesion results:
PROHESION (1 coat DTM)
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Rating 1-10 10=best
METHOD: ASTM D5894, 1,000 hours
RESULT: 10 per ASTM D714 for blistering
RESULT: 6 per ASTM D1654 for corrosion
RESULT: 10 per ASTM D610 for rusting
Based on the two results that are listed for both coatings (blistering and rusting), the Sierra product
outperformed the Stops Rust® coating. The Sierra product is currently being used successfully at several
local oil and gas facilities. Further, if the salt spray results were such a critical test for Rust-Oleum’s RPCs,
those results would be included in the technical datasheets.
Regarding the cost difference of using exempt compounds versus conventional solvents, this is not unique
to RPCs. There are manufacturers who serve as whistle blowers on their competitors who can distinguish
non-compliant gallons of concrete/masonry waterproofing sealers just based on the cost. If the cost is too
low and the product is not waterborne they call staff to notify which manufacturer is not producing
compliant products. They do this to help keep a level playing field. That is all that staff is trying to achieve
by phasing out the SCE, a leveling of the playing field. This is not a technology forcing change; compliant
high performing coatings already exist in the market place, with the biggest issue presented to staff as being
a loss of profit margin or potential high cost to the customer. This is a cost other manufacturers have already
had to bear. In addition, a switch to waterborne rust preventative coatingsRPCs would result in cost savings
and not an increased cost. Rust-Oleum’s own prohesion testing using solvent borne coatings indicates
comparable performance to a competitor’s waterborne RPCrust preventative coating.
The indication that the change in formulation will result in a 100% increase in quart containers differs in
research staff has found. This manufacturer has an exempt solvent version of their product for several cents
less than the high-VOC product. Staff acknowledges exempt solvents or low-VOC replacement solvents
are more expensive than conventional solvents, but does not foresee a 100% increase.
Regarding the proposal to lower the VOC limit on the primer, sealer, undercoater category (PSU) category,
staff did not receive any support for this concept when it was initially introduced, including from RustOleum. The comment letter from the ACA states why lowering the VOC for PSUs is problematic. Of all
the original proposals, the one which staff received the most negative feedback from industry was lowering
the VOC limit on PSUs, because extensive reformulations would be required and industry felt the
performance would be compromised.. In order to reduce this limit, staff would have to break out multiple
specialty categories, or the high-VOC niche products would otherwise be driven to the SCE. The PSU
category encompasses multiple types of products and the only category that could easily be reduced would
be drywall Pprimers, and they are already below 50 g/L, so no reductions would be achieved. Staff still
believes that reducing the VOC limits for large volume categories (Fflat, Nnonflat, & PSU) is feasible, but
has changed direction during this rule amendment due to the overwhelmingly negative response from
industry as a whole. This is a concept staff may return to in the future as the technology continues to
advance.
Response to the attached pictures
The pictures represent the performance of the coatings exposed to salt spray, which staff illustrated in
response to comment 4-2 is not the appropriate test for corrosion of architectural coatings. That test is more
appropriate for marine coatings, where the SCAQMD allows for higher VOC limits. In addition, this is not
third party testing. The effect of surface preparation and film thickness is critical for the performance of
coatings. All of the coatings performed significantly better with the application of two coats, but none of
the product datasheets explicitly recommend or require two coats for proper protection. Moreover the
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pictures show that the application of two coats of a waterborne coating displayed similar results under the
salt spray test and will yield less emissions than using a solvent based product. This is an indication
corrosion protection is not the primary purpose of these coatings. Unlike industrial maintenance products,
where application instructions are explicit in order for the coatings to perform as intended, RPCs rust
preventative coatings are used for a wide variety of applications, not all of which require superior corrosion
protection. Again, based on the prohesion results found in the product datasheets, the protection offered
from the waterborne alkyd offered by Vista and Rust-Oleum’s waterborne acrylic outperform the Stops
Rust® product.
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The following are comments from the North American Polymer Company, LTD. – Comment
Letter #5.
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Response to comment letter 5
Twenty percent of tub and tile coatings sold in the SCAQMD are compliant with the 420 g/L VOC limit.
Staff acknowledges that the VOC reductions are small and has agreed to shift the phase in date from
01/01/2016 to 01/01/2018.
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The following are comments from the Tnemec Company Inc. – Comment Letter #6.
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1ilanec Con:;>ocy. bt.

Pap2o!3

PAARllle !Ill 104 PAA Rlllt 314 """-"
9JIIlOIS

We appreciate staff s recognition that field Iouth-up of shop applied coating> is a
critical piec:.c for the quart e~ption by adding the language to nUow for these
applications. This w•s part of the original intent of this e"emption and it is still valid
6-2

coot.

today. While this adc!resses our primary coneem \Ve don' t feel it is necessary thange
anything with regards to the quart e.'temption for 1M coatings.

The IISsumption that rust pre\'entative coatings will be relabeled as induslrial
maintenance coatings is not proven and adding restrictions to the 1M quart exemption
only adds complexity to an already difficult rule. This eomplel<ity will lead to
confusion for people 1rying to understand the rule requirements.

TBA< Extmprion
The e.'lemption for TBAc (tertiary butyl acetate) is needed to c.omply "ith the sningent
100 giL VOC limit for industrial maintenance coarings. There are very few products
that can comply " i th a I 00 giL wuhout the use of elterupt solvents and tht ones that do
comply have se\<·ere limitations with regards to application properties and require
e.-q>ensive comple:t ~uipment. In addition there are e<r1aiu rypes of coatings that
eannot be made 10 comply with thes~ stringent requirements without e.~empt solvents.
The district sbould fully e:<empt TBAc from the definition ofVOC to be consistent
with d>e EPA list of exempt compounds.

6-3

We support using chemicals in a manner that protects human health and the
environment Many of the risks of exempt solvents are no different than the risks with
e:risring solvents which are being effectively managed with both engineering controls
and!or PPE. The assessment that was done pre,iously determined that TBAc can be
safely used for indusl!ial maintenance coatings. Rerno\'al of the exemption should only
be done after a peer rniewed risk assessment is conducted based on all available
scientific data using reasonable risk factors and conclusions are made that it is wtsafe
for use in industrial maintenance coatings.
The assertion that PPE is not effective at pre\-enring worker e.'<posure is tmfotnlded.

Whilt we do recognize that engineering controls are the pRferred method for
protection it has been recognized by the Occupational Safety and Health
Administr.otion (OSHA) that PPE is an effective means for pret·enring wod:er e."<posure.
The same PPE that is used to effecti,·•ly manage exposure to 11lAc u being u1ed to
manage exposure. to other soh,ents and chemicals currently being used in paint
formulations. In addition. worker e:orposur• is outside the scope of the SCAQMD and is
a rtsponsibility of OSHA.
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t·-~. loc.

YAR.ll!ult l l B aDd PAR lDle 314 C«riT'!"m
!!.'SnOH

Pap3of3

Rul• 3U F•es
lncre~ing fees LS not a good choice in the current economic climate. The California
coatings market is already bemg stifled by the current fees and la.'<es bein,g imposed and
the market c;wnot suppon any additional increo~s:. Additional fees will only sen·e io
shrinl: economic growth of an already mature JllllrlO;et
6-4

Th proposal to shift the fees in a revenue neutral rnvuyr is not something we would
necessarily be opposed. There needs to be lrliDspaJreocy as to how !his '"oetu:rality" was
determined. The dam and c.akulatioos should be made publicaUy a•'ailable and ample
O!Oe should be allowed for publlc re.~ew and comment before these changes are
adopted.
Thank you for your consideration of these commeots. Please feel free to contact me if
you have any questions or if you need any additional infonnation..

Tnemec Company, Ine.

!II~
Kyle R. Frakes
Manager Em~onmental, Health. and Safety
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Response to comment 6-1
The Rule 314 data demonstrates there are more than sufficient technically feasible, commercially available,
low-VOC products in the market place to justify VOC reductions. The changes being proposed are not
technology forcing changes; the change to the SCE will result in making the manufacturers comply with
VOC limits established and proven to be technically feasible back in 2006.
Staff does look to other industries for VOC reductions, but committed in CTS-01 from the 2012 AQMP to
achieve 2 – 4 tpd reductions from architectural coatings. Staff acknowledges the current VOC inventory is
lower than projected in 2012, but cannot submit the market driven reductions for SIP credit as explained in
response to comment 4-2 because they are not permanent, enforceable, or accepted by the USEPA. The
proposed amendments are narrow in nature and isare more cost effective than previous amendments. The
2012 CTS-01 included other areas to consider, but we are not including these changes because of the high
cost associated with thisthem. This proposed amendment will achieve around 1 tpd, and staff is committed
to look into other industries to achieve the other 1 – 3 tpd.
Response to comment 6-2
As stated in the staff report, the proposal to eliminate the SCE from IMCs was included to prevent RPCs
from simply being re-categorized as IMCs. Staff has seen this type of creative marketing many times in
the past. Staff worked with industry to alleviate the concerns of restricting the SCE by creating a higher
VOC category for color indicating safety coatings and allowing the continued sale of one liter containers
for touch up for IMCs. Based on industry feedback, staff allowed the continued use of the one liter
exemption with restrictions that these coatings can only be used for touch up and not be sold at retail outlets
to accommodate the larger touch up projects encountered in some industrial settings. Most IMCs are not
sold at the retail level, so this should not be a significant burden. Also, an end user attempting to touch up
a factory applied coating on a component being installed in an industrial setting is not likely to be going to
their local paint store to find the coating. The end user would have to contact the shop that coated the part
to determine what coating was originally used. That product is not likely available at the local paint store.
The amendment is not intended to restrict touch up for IMC.
Response to comment 6-3
As stated in response to comment 1-2, staff is not proposing changes to the tBAc exemption until OEHHA’s
final peer reviewed assessment has been released. At that time, it is expected the latest CARB architectural
coatings survey should be available which will indicate how much tBAc is currently being used in IMCs.
Response to comment 6-4
Staff is no longer proposing a tiered sales fee in Rule 314.
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ACA Comments on SCAQMD Rule 1113 &. Rule 314 Amendment>

S eptember 9, 2015

B. The District i~ Correctly Retaining the YOC Limit'S for fla ts, t\onfl:m, and Primer
Su Ju Unduco:uers Since Loweriug the Limit'S is Not T e<-hnicaUy feasible

We strongly support SCAQMD's decision to retain the cwnnt VOC limits for Plats, Nonflats,

7-2

and Primer Sealer Undercoate.rs (PStJ) since the District has detamined that lower VOC limits
fo-r these categori e$ are not technically feasib!e. Cwnntly, mmufactw:e rs are making Zero-VOC
inferior Flat and Non-Flat late:o~: products. It is the E:rtai or Flat, E:rteti o:r Non-Flat and the entire
Pt-ime.r S eale- Unde.rcoater categories where i t would be tec:bnically infeasible to lower the VOC
content limits to 25 gil becaU$e o f perfo:rmance issues. SCAQMD would need to !ook at the
sales weighted averages as well, in a.ddition to the technical petfotmance issues, to detemtine if a
category could be lowered. As the DistJ:ict rigbfty concludes, lowering the lilnib for these
categories would compromise perfot'lllaltce for a range of applications and effectively eliminate
the use of certain coatings technologies within these categories \\'ithout an adequate substitute.
Flat, Nonflat, and P SUs are designed for a range o f impol'tant functions:, from painting interior
walls to application on a variety or substrates under different exposure .conditions. Higher VOC
P SUs, for examp!e, are n~ssary for specific applications on wood, metal, masonry and concrete
tilt-up. Aho, Primers pafotm significantly better· at bigher-VOC levels. as concrete block fiUers,
thin-film el.astoweric primers, and higher petfotming multi-pwpose primers that are used on
various substrates including metal For these reasons, we support the District's conclusion.
C. The P ropo<zed RuJe 314 :\mended fee Structure Will Further En courage Lower 
\ "OC Coariug$ a.nd Yield Significan t \"OC Emission$ Reduction$

7-3

The amended Rule 3 14 fee struchlre concept is de.signed to encow-age lower-VOC products
without the need to lower the VOC l:imits for Flats, Nonflats, and PSU t o 25 gil or e!iminate the
small container exemption for any categories. The amended fee structure provides coatings
manufachlrers wi th fotmulation flexibility whi!e creating powerful market incentives to further
reduce the VOC content of products similar to the U .S. Environmental :Protection Agency•s
(EPA) National AIM Ru!e. l.ike the feE in the National A.Th1 Rule, the 3 14 Rule feE is a market·
ba sed option that incentivizes manufucturet-s to formulate !ower-VOC p :oducts to reduce its fee
bw -de.n since uunufactw:ers pay morE for higher-VOC products. ACA continues to believe that
the SCAQMD can take credit for the significant reductions achieved th:rough the District's
incentive feE prop-am.

is now considering a modification to the proposed fee struchlre
ou tlined in the August 2015 Draft St.aff Report. As we understand it, thoe new proposed stJ:uctw-e
would impose a uniform feE on all coatings that comply wi th the Table o f Standards wi th two
caveats: The District would impose an inct-eased fee on produc ts sold under the small container
e,;emption, and wou!d reduce the fees on super-compliant products. ACA believes this proposa~
if structured appropriately, would still serve the goal of incentivizing lower-VOC products while
eruwing the fees do not disproportionately impact manufactw-ers that Soell produ-cts in
compliance with the Table of S tanda.nls.

W e are aw.:u-e that the District

2

South Coast Air Quality Management District

74

February 2016

Final Staff Report Proposed Amended Rule 1113

South Coast Air Quality Management District

75

February 2016

Final Staff Report Proposed Amended Rule 1113

South Coast Air Quality Management District

76

February 2016

Final Staff Report Proposed Amended Rule 1113

South Coast Air Quality Management District

77

February 2016

Final Staff Report Proposed Amended Rule 1113

South Coast Air Quality Management District

78

February 2016

Final Staff Report Proposed Amended Rule 1113

ACA Comments on SCAQMD Rule 1113 & Rule 314 Amendment>

S eptember9, 2015

Also a new subparagraph (E) is neEded, as follows: (£) For colorant'S m~nu(:.l c tured on and
after (effectin datel. th e YOC ptr liter of colorant Oe-;s water and eu.mpt compound'S) .
F. Re-cycled Coating'>

7-6

The District should not lower the VOC limit for Recyded Cootings to 150 gil since this 'viU
incre.ase the cost of recycling, and reduce tht use of reqded coatings. The 150 gil limit will
force reqde.rs to pafotm additional VOC d~tenninations and spend more time sepanting
higher-VOC products. The lower limit will also force recyclers to dispose of more products,
incn.asing waste disposal costs. In twu. the PaintCa.re program will incur higher costs, resulting
in increased cosh to manufacturets and con:;wnas. Given these concetus, ACA believe the
District should retain the cun-ent limit for recycled coatings.
C . Building Inn-Jope Coating'S

7-7

ACA does not support towering the Building. Envelope Coating VOC limit to 50 gil at this time..
Building Enve!ope Coatings represent a new c ategoty , and the Califonlla AU· Resource$ Board
and SCAQMD have not yet gathered aocuraie sa!es data on these products. We suggest that the
District use the next few year:s to gather acco:ate data, and then detemtine whether to reduce the
VOC limits on this categoty . This is especially important consi dering the considerable cost of
testing Building Envelope Coatinp such as m·ba.niers. In addition to reformulation.
manufachlrers would be forced to retest eacl:. product according to the threE test methods in the
category definition at a CO$t ofappro:Wnatel;•$ 30,000-40,000 per product.

H. Exempt Co mpouud~
ACA supports the proposed e:o~:emption for P.MP (2-Amino-2-Methy1-1-Prop.mol) from VOC
status for pwposes of Rule 1113. This exemption will he!p the District achieve o i tical VOC
ud.uc.tiOIU, &ld

pt'O"o-i.d~ p .:\inf w.-muf...dw:~o. ~-ith

f'o1'W.u b.tion flWbility to

furib.~· l-edu<:e

VOC,.

ACA also supports the cowme.nts provided by the ANGUS Chemical Company.

7-8

The District should also fully e."tempt TBAc (terti.aty butyl acetate) &om the definition of VOC
to maintain consistency with the U.S. EPA fut of exempt compo\Ullds. Until TBAC is fonnilly
listed as a TAC or carcinogen, air regulatory agencies such as SCAQMD shou!d make no
changes to their rules based on OEHHA 's Ul'!Sanctioned risk factors. For the past 11 years,
TBAC has been safely used in numerous applications in 49 states and in Canada and has reduced
ozone len h by an estimated 660 Million pamds (300 Kilotons) . California remains the only
S tate that does not rKOgnize the Federal VOC exemption of TBAC or benefit &om its
exemption.
The District should also fully e."tempt DMC (D imethyl carbonate) from the definition ofVOC to
maintain consistency with the U.S. EPA list of exempt compounds.

I. Spray Efficiency

7
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ACA Comments on SCAQMD Rule 1113 & Rule 314 Amendment>

S eptember9, 2015

ACA still believes that the DistJ:i ct can obtain addition:al pennanent and enforceable VOC
emissions reductions through "Best Practice Guideline:s'' and mandatol)' requU:em.enh for spray
application. The District should include these requirements and worl.; practice standards in Rule
1113 t o make these provi sions an enforceable part of the AlM coatings regulatoty &-..mework.
ACA suggests the following in addition to the previous SCAQMD proposal to strengthen the
pro\isions so the District can calculate the resulting emissions reductions:

7-9

a. KHp spray pressure as low as possible; Use the smallest tip size possible ; Coatinp umst
be spray applied according to the product uunufactww•s instJ:uctions, including the
specified spray pressw-e, coverage rate, tip s ize·, and any othecr recollllllencbtions for spray
application.
b. Spray gun should be no fw:ther that 12 inches f rom the surface being paintEd
c. Maintain a 90-degree direct angle of the spray gun to the surface being painted; Avoid
"fanning,. the gun from side to side, and never .exceed a 30-dep:ee vatianc.e &ow a 90dep-ee ci.U-ect spray application;
d. Do not over thin palnt material; Paint thinnet-s must be compliant with SCAQMD Rule
1143, and thinned p roducts may not exceed the: Rule 1113 limits.
e. Cleaning solvent must be c01npliant with SCAQMD Rule 117 1.
f. Do not "oven-each,. when working from a ladder or other lift equipment (where the spray
gun or wand is mor.e than 12 inches from the surface being painted) .
g. Alwa)"S use the gun. trigger to begin and end ea-ch application stroke.
h. Adjust the application overlap to fully cover thE surface being painted to m jnjmi u paint
usage.
1.
All at'Chitect\u'al coating or co!orant containers from which the contents an~ used by
pouring, siphoning, brushing, rolling, padding, ragging or other mean; shall be covered
and closed when not in use; these containers include, but are not limited to. drums,
bucken, cJ.m, paib~ tny; or other storage or applicJtion contJinm.
j. Applicatot-s applying coatings in SCAQMD must successfully complete the SCAQMD's
Al'Chitectw-al and lndustlial Maintenance Coatings training progn m or con tractor
association equivalent, and hold a certificate issued by the Executive Officer evidencing
that such individual is in good standing in this p rogram (similar to Rule 463 and Ru!e

1178).

J.

~ l tthod 313

L Precision and Bias

7-10

The District should include: a pa-ecision and bias statement in Method 3 13. To date; the District
has only evaluated the intemal pt-ecisionlbias of Method 3 13. The evaluation of three oper-ators
using the same piece of equipment resulted in an en'Or band o f 5 gil material VOC . While this is
useful infonnation. the t-egulated community must also understand how other labs conducting
Method 313 comp.:u:e to the SCAQMD results. This infonnation is especially critical for coatinp
ma.nufachlrers since they m ust formulate below the regulatory limit to account for precision
differences between their testing equipment and the Dllstrict's.

8
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ACA CowmentsonSCAQMD Rule ll l3 &Rule 314 Amendmenh

S eptember 9, 2015

unstable is not exclusively atbibuted to lower-VOC fonnulations. In fact, weight loss instability
and poor repeatability/ reproducibility would be the e:tpected outcome for both aqueous and
nonaqueous coatings containing semi-volatile complex hydrocatbon mixtures when tested for
volatile content under Method 24. It is recowme.nded the district considecr Tbennal Gtavimettic
Analy-..is (I'GA) methods for products with these stated parameters.
\llhile the non-flhn fotming oils used in fotm release compollltds will now be moved to Rule

1161, there are still other non-fibn foL-ming oils used in Rule 1113 including stains and
watetproofing sealers which are prob!ematic with regards to Method 3 13.
7-11

ACA recommends the following changes to the Scope of Method 3 13:
Method 3 13 applies to materials such as painh, coatings, solvents, and other
liquidldispet-s.ed solid materials containing le-ss than 150 giL VOC material as
measured by SCAQMD Method 304-9 1 or Environmental Pr-otedion Agency
Reference Method 24 (EPA M24) . lt may abo be used for materials which do
not re.ach a stable weight by EPA ~124, wi th a demonstrated additional weight
foss o f p:eater than 0 .2% abso lute or 3% relative difference (whichever is

p-u ler) Jfter one Jdditional hour of oven huting. This method i> not to be med
for two-component coatings o r Ultraviolet/Electron Beam (tNJEB)-cw:ed
coatings but may be used for samples requiring ASTM D5095 "'D etermination o f
the Nonvolatile Content in Silanes, Siloxanes and Silane-Silo:une Blends used in
Ma:sowy Water-Repellent Tneatmenh ... Coatinp containing semi-volatile
complex hydrocarbon mixturEs should be analyzed by ASTM E l 868 "Standard
Test Methods for Loss-On·Dl)ing by Thetmogravimetry.
3. Exclusion Pathway
ACA appreciates the time and effort that the District has committed to deve!oping an exclusion
pathway. ACA once again requests that the Staff Report and Board Resolution mention that the
District is receptive to additional patln...ays including a future pathway for Amines. We
specifically request the District include the followi ng footnote in the Exclusion Pathway
Flowch.a.tt :

7-12

The exclusionary pathway is intended for unreactive compounds and ' viU need to
be amended to con-eclty classify components sucll as awines that interact with
other c01npone.nts when the paint is being formulated.

On page I S of the Staff Report, the Dlstrict mentions that "N ote: the only compound that has
been demonstl'a ted thus fa1· to stay in the fihn of the coating \Vas pentaethylene glycol (EG5)".
ACA t-equests the District clarify that the District has only tested fihn retention for Glycerin,
Propy!ene Glycol and Pentaethylene G lycol Also ACA requests the District state which oils at-e
not considered VOCs (e.g., canola oil) .
ACA t-equests the second box of the exclusion path\vay be changed from "The measw-ed or
mode!ed VP of the compound o f inter-est is lower than MP" to ••. . . is equal to or lower than MP".

10
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ACACowmentsonSCAQMD Ru!e 1113 &Rule 314 Amendments

September 9, 2015

L. .- \Nhitt('tur:U Coating P roduct Dnt:tbMe

7-14

The District should take credit for emission reductions that remit &ow the architectural coating
product database. Once it is launched, the database will provide yet another lll.31'ket incentive to
drive down AIM: VOC emissions in SCAQMD since architects, specifiers, conb-actors, and
consumers can search the database to find lot\'-VOC products.
Trow. a practical perspective, it is imponant !hat discontinued products are not included in the

database. The Disbi ct should uti.liz.e the cumnt averaging box to identify discontinued products
in Ru!e 314 so they can be excluded.

We suggest the following ~..-es in the proposed Rule

1 1 1 3 1~
<1'\lage.

L APPlicabilitv

7-15

ACA suggests mo\ing the phrase "in the Di.¢frici" (or •'within the Disn:ict"' to be consistent \\'ith
the second half of the sentence) as follows : 'This rule is applicable to any person who supplies,
sells, lll.31'kets, offers for sale, or uunufactw:es any architectural coating that is intended to be
fie!d applied to stationary struchlres or thW· lppuriuances within the Dhtrict ...".

2. GLues
7-16

(c) GLAZES: '·GL4.ZES are coat:mgs fotmulated and recommended to be u<;ed (or to be
ed with another coating) for:•• etc.
3. f lat Coatine:s

7-17

(23) FLAT COATINGS: "FLAT COATINGS at• coaling; ihat register a glo-,s of!m !han 15 on
an SS-degrH meteor or !ess than S on a 60-degree meter accor ding to AS Thf T e.st ?l.ieth od D
Sl3 as specified in parn; rnph (e)(~) ."
4. Wood Co.:!.tine:s

(81) WOOD COATINGS: 'W OOD COATNGS are 61m-fonning coating; forurulated and
7-18

labe!ed for application only to wood substl'a!es, including floors, decks, and porches. The Wood
Cootings categot)' includes all lacquers, vani shes, and sanding sea!ers, whether d ear, semi
tl'a nspare.nt or opaque. This categot) ' also includes penetrating oils, clear stains, wood
conditioners for use as undercoats, and wood sealers fot· use as topcoats."
S. Wood Conditionet-s

7-19

E

WOOD CONDIDONER.S: '"WOOD CONDIDONER.S are coatinp that are formubted
_ _recommended to prepare bare w ood for staining, to pro\·i.de unifonn penetration of stain."

12
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Response to comment 7-1
Please see response to comments 4-2 and 6-1.
Response to comment 7-2
Staff did not conclude the lower VOC limits for Fflats, Nnonflats, and PSUs were technologically
infeasible, but instead decided to take industry’s suggestion to lower the fees in Rule 314 instead of lowering
the VOC limits at this time (however, this approach is no longer being proposed). Staff presented a
significant amount of data early in the process demonstrating that the lower-VOC limits were technically
feasible. That said, there could be specialty products within each of these categories that might need to be
carved out, especially for the PSU category, but the change in direction was a response to industries’
comments and not an indication that the lower-VOC limits were not technically feasible.
Response to comment 7-3
Staff appreciates industryies support of the proposed fee structure, which was proposed not only for
coatings sold under the SCE but for any coating reported over the VOC limit. Staff is no longer
proposing to amend Rule 314 at this time.
Response to comment 7-4
Based on the sales volumes and emissions of the SCE, staff feels this exemption is being utilized to a great
extent to stifle sales of lower-VOC products for certain categories. For the specialty categories, staff does
strive to set the VOC limit at an appropriate level, working with the affected industry. It is somewhat
surprising when a small niche category is carved out based on staff’s work with industry on the appropriate
VOC limit and then to see multiple products being offered for sale above that VOC limit, within the SCE.
Staff is proposing to adopt the VOC limit from CARB’s 2007 SCM for the tub and tile category, as Rule
1113 cannot be less stringent than the SCM. The SCE is intended to be for small niche applications and
for touch up; it is not meant as a means of avoidingsafety valve for the VOC limits. Staff is always open
to inquiries or requests to carve out niche categories where necessary, so if a new technology is developed
that legitimately needs a higher limit, this can be accommodated.
As for delaying the proposed phase out of the SCE until the higher fees go into effect, staff delayed the
implementation date of the higher fees (but not the lower fees) based on feedback from industry to wait
until the phase out of the SCE went into effect. Staff is no longer proposing to amend the fee rate in Rule
314 at this time.
Staff acknowledges the emissions from architectural coatings have been decreasing but PAR 1113 still must
achieve the reductions that were committed to in the 2012 AQMP. In the case of the clear wood finishes,
the exponential increase in sales was the basis for eliminating the SCE for that category. In the case of
RPCs and Nnonflats, the large volume of sales and the currently available compliant coatings is the driver
for the change. The SCE makes up 1% of the current coatings sales, but represents 23% (this number
increased from 2013 - 2014) of the emissions from coatings.
In regard to rule circumvention, as previously mentioned, enforcement staff cannot be at all job sites at all
times. Further, the enforcement staff finds examples of rule circumvention that could not have been
foreseen, such as the empty labeled quart containers used with high VOC content gallon containers. A
contractor was emptying a high VOC content gallon container into quart containers in order to comply
under the SCE.
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As for the SCE being available as an alternative option, there is precedent for eliminating the exemption as
was done for clear wood finishes in 2006. The proposal is not to eliminate the exemption for all categories
at this time, but to restrict the exemption for categories using it for large volume sales, for categories that
do not use or need it, and for small niche categories where there is already a high-VOC limit allowed. Staff
has proposed further limiting the SCE in the past, (as recently as during the 2011 amendment) so this
proposal is not counter to our historical position.
Response to comment 7-4a
It is staff’s position that since the SCE is only being used for very small quantities for Fflat coatings, the
exemption and flexibility is not needed.
Response to comment 7-4b
Staff investigated the coatings reported under the Nnonflat high gloss category, including those used as
‘Door, Trim, and Cabinet’, and found many that 94% of those products meeting the current VOC limit of
50 g/L. Based on the compliance rate, Staff found no justification to carve out a higher VOC category for
‘Door, Trim and Cabinet’ coatings, because the product could be easily used in a non-compliant manner.
Currently, Nonflat high gloss coatings are sold and used for a variety of surfaces such as steel, aluminum,
wood, drywall, and brick. There is no explicit way to distinguish a difference between the application on
‘Door, Trim and Cabinet’ compared to other surfaces. Even if a manufacturer were to document or label
the product it is difficult to enforce, because staff cannot be at every job site and verify its application. As
for the Nnonflat category as a whole, they are second only to RPCs in the sales volume of coatings sold
over the VOC limit and third highest in emissions, based on the 2013 Rule 314 sales data. There were over
100,000 gallons of non-compliant Nnonflat Ccoatings sold in 2013. The high sales volume is the reason
staff is proposing to phase out the exemption for Nnonflat Ccoatings.
Response to comment 7-4c
As indicated in response to comment 6-2, the proposal to restrict the SCE for IMCs is based primarily on
potential rule circumvention and not for the as well as for emission reductions. Staff has accommodated
the requests from industry to allow for the sales of one liter or small containers above the VOC limit for
touch up of factory applied coatings, provided they are not sold at a retail outlet. The question of what it
entails to be sold at the retail outlet has come up before in regard to local manufacturers who produce or
store coatings over the VOC limit for shipment to other jurisdictions. This practice has been allowed
provided evidence can be shown that coatings supplied, sold, offered for sale, marketed for sale,
manufactured, blended, repackaged or stored in the SCAQMD are for shipment outside of the SCAQMD.
A similar principle can be applied for sales at a retail outlet; the high-VOC IMCs sold under the SCE can
be on site and sold at a local retail outlet as long as they are not displayed on the retail shelf or advertised
for sale. Staff addressed this comment by rewording the restriction to indicate the products cannot be
displayed or advertised for sale at a retail outlet. The coatings cannot be displayed on the shelves but could
be made available for touch up use only by storing them behind the counter or as a special order.
Response to comment 7-4d
Please see the response to comment 3-12 and 4-2 for further discussion on the performance testing of RPCs.
Feedback from the segment of industry who produces solvent based RPCs indicate the exempt solvent
based products work just as well as conventional solvent based products. Feedback from manufactures
who produce waterborne RPCs, indicate that their products are as good if not better than solvent based
RPCs. Staff can find no technical or performance reason to keep the SCE for RPCs, other than the profit
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margin argument. Staff acknowledges the exempt solvent technology will be more expensive to produce;
this is an issue that many other segments of industry have faced. Industry pursued the inclusion of exempt
solvents in Rule 102 – Definitions, as a tool for lowering the VOC content of coatings, even with the
associated higher costs. Parachlorobenzotrifluoride (pCBtF, commercially available as Oxsol-100) is an
expensive solvent compared to conventional solvents (around $2/pound versus less than $1/pound for
mineral spirits). However, there are Another options available, including is one from TBF Environmental
Technologies (certified under the Clean Air Solvents (CAS) protocol as less than 25 g/L), as a replacements;
however, it is more expensive than for conventional solvents..
Staff already demonstrated that low-VOC RPCs preform as well as their higher-VOC counterparts in the
technology assessment conducted in 2005 by UMR (Final Report “Architectural & Industrial
Maintenance Coatings Technology Assessment.”, 2006). Industry, academia, a contractor, and other
regulatory agencies were included in the design of the test as well as the selection of the coatings. This
study was presented and accepted by the Governing Board prior to the 100g/L VOC limit being adopted.
Staff is not confusing IMCs with RPCs., Tthe restriction of the SCE for IMCs is to prevent rule
circumvention through “creative marketing”. As for the need for surface preparation, there is nothing in
the definition of a RPC that indicates they only include coatings requiring no surface preparation and surface
preparation is a reasonable part of a coating operation.
In response to freeze thaw, this is not a major concern in the SCAQMD. In fact, based on feedback from
Rrecycled Ccoating manufacturers, coatings collected through PaintCare or house hold waste collections
that are up to 15 years old are still acceptable raw material for their products. If there were freeze thaw
issues, these coatings and the newer low-VOC and near-zero-VOC coatings would not be viable.
ACA states that they support the comments provided by Rust-Oleum, which includes lowering the VOC
limit on PSUs. However, the ACA’s letter also indicates that lowering the VOC limit for PSUs is a problem
for industry.
Response to comment 7-4e
Please see the response to comment letter 5.
Response to comment 7-4f
Please see the response to comment 3-11.
Response to comment 7-5
Staff included a phase in date of January 1, 2017 for the colorant labeling requirement,
Response to comment 7-6
Please see the response to comment 3-7. Staff extended the effective date to January 1, 2019 to allow for
more time for any remaining high-VOC coatings to be recycled. work their way through the system. During
this time, more lower and zero-VOC coatings will become available for recycling to offset the occasional
high-VOC product. Staff does not believe that there will be an increase in waste or cost associated with the
manufacturer of Rrecycled Ccoatings and received overall agreement from the local Rrecycled Ccoating
manufacturers on the proposed change.
Response to comment 7-7
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The 50 g/L VOC limit that is in proposed amended Rule 1113 was based on feedback received from the
building envelope manufacturers. In addition, staff evaluated the building envelope coatings that are
currently being offered for sale in the SCAQMD. Staff found that all but three meet the future limit; of
those three two do not meet the current limit and therefore are not legal to sell in our jurisdiction. Those
three coatings need to be reformulated to be compliant with the future VOC limit effective January 1, 2019,
and two of the three need to be removed from our jurisdiction until they are reformulated to meet the current
100 g/L limit.
Response to comment 7-8
Please see the response to comment letters 1 and 2.
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Response to comment 7-9
Staff supports the concept of transfer efficiency in the form of a Best Practice Guidelines and a
training/certification program to further reduce the emissions inventory from architectural coatings, but it
is not a substitute for lowering VOC content. Staff will commit in the resolution to develop a Best Practices
Guideline and training opportunities to improve transfer efficiency. As this program matures, staff will
work on including enforceable provisions in Rule 1113 in the future.
Response to comment 7-10
SCAQMD laboratory staff is working with the USEPA to validate M313 and determine an acceptable
precision and bias statement for the method. Staff will continue to keep industry involved during this
process by holding quarterly meetings with interested stakeholders. The precision and bias study will meet
the USEPA requirements, which may or may not include require a round robin study. SCAQMD laboratory
staff is not in favor of using the M6886 round robin results as the equivalent of M313, although, a strong
correlation has been shown between the two methods. as M313 differs because it contains significantly
more quality control requirements. Staff has concerns about conducting another round robin specifically
for M313 as no laboratories are currently performing the method. Staff is not confident that laboratories
will significantly change their analytical procedures to reflect the extensive quality control requirements in
M313. The USEPA and the SCAQMD laboratory intend to conduct a small scale, blind, round robin in
order to evaluate laboratory to laboratory precision and will work with industry on selecting the laboratories
and the coatings that will be tested.
Based on subsequent conversations regarding the suggested matricxes for the exclusionary method, staff
concluded that there was a misunderstanding regarding the suggested matrices. The Fflat, Nnonflat, and
resin matrix concepts were intended for the exclusionary spiking study and not the precision and bias study.
Upon USEPA approval, staff commits to using the ASTM D 6886 round robin study until the validation of
Method 313 is completed.
Response to comment 7-11
M313 has historically been used for a variety of samples, including the CAS samples, which do not reach
a stable weight in the oven during a M24 analysis. The majority of work that has been conducted thus far
is to address the largest deficiency in M24, which is the lack of precision for high-water, low-VOC samples.
That is what the work has focused on. Staff agrees there is a small subset of coatings that may benefit with
a TGA method. A TGA method would be easier than the GC method. That said, ASTM E1868 was
developed for metal working fluids, which have a limited service life. The time and temperature parameters
(110 minutes versus 60 minutes, but at 81°C instead of 110°C) are much less stringent than M24 and will
not result in equivalent results. Staff will commit to working with industry and the USEPA on these nonfilm forming coatings to develop an appropriate test method. Staff is open to the concept of a TGA method
with equivalent parameters and results to M24.
Response to comment 7-12
Staff will include a resolution to continue to work with industry and the USEPA to consider if certain
amines should be excluded in the VOC calculation. Staff agrees the current exclusionary method is only
meant for nonun-reactive compounds.
Staff agrees only a limited number of compounds have been tested in the proposed spiking method. , Tthose
results agree with the previously conducted film extraction testing that found few if any compounds were
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retained in the film. For the spiking method, staff focused on those compounds that were slightly retained
or not retained in the previous studies. The concept behind the exclusionary method is industry will conduct
the test of the compounds of interest and present their results to the SCAQMD and USEPA for consideration
and validation. The oils that are not measured as VOCs, include non-methoxylated bio-based fats and oils
such as linseed, canola, soy, olive, grapeseed, tung, and safflower oils as well as fats such as beef tallow
and pig lard. Essentially, if these oils are injected into a GC, they never elute. Staff will dedicate a webpage
on the SCAQMD website on this work and the conclusions of the work, including references to excluded
compounds and the methods used to demonstrate a compound should be excluded.
Staff agrees to change the screening step to less than or equal to the vapor pressure of MP.
Staff disagrees with the suggestion that tetraethylene glycol (EG4) should be used as a surrogate for MP in
the spiking method. Although staff agrees the neat properties of EG4 are closer to MP than DBP, all the
work conducted during this method development has shown compounds behave very differently neat than
when in a fully formulated coating. The original goal of all this work was to demonstrate equivalency
between M24 and M6886. Equivalency can be demonstrated by showing the compound does not leave the
film during a M24 analysis. The work thus far, shows that EG4 does leave a paint film while DBP does
not leave to a significant extent. Of all the compounds studies so far, EG5 stays in the film to the greatest
extent and would serve as a better surrogate than EG4. EG5 is 95% non-volatile, hence, it is not
recommended to be considered as a VOC. Therefore, using EG5 as a surrogate demonstrates a compound
is not a VOC if it is retained in the paint film when spiked at 1%, 3%, and 5% in a coating under M24.
Staff will include the excluded compounds on the SCAQMD website once the USEPA has approved the
procedure and results. For compliance purposes, when EG5 is detected in the sample during a M313
analysis, it will not be included in the VOC calculation.
Response to comment 7-13
Staff is in discussions with the USEPA on this concept of reducing the emission inventory for architectural
coatings to account for un-used coatings. Any data provided by the ACA would be helpful; thus far this
has only been a concept with no data to back-up the claims of 10% in un-used coatings. Any coatings that
are not recycled by PaintCare are assumed to end up at a landfill. Emissions from coatings in landfills are
assumed to have evaporated and volatilized. Although the coatings may be “un-used”, the emissions are
still being released.
Response to comment 7-14
Staff agrees the publically searchable database will be a great resource for end users, contractors and
specifiers to find compliant and super-compliant coatings sold in the SCAQMD, but does not think it will
lead to permanent and enforceable emission reductions. Staff is working on a mechanism to allow
manufacturers to flag products that are being discontinued, such that they are not displayed.
Response to comment 7-15
Please see the response to comment 3-1.
Response to comment 7-16, 7-17, 7-19, 7-20, 7-21,
Staff concurs with these comments.
Response to comment 7-22
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This comment will be considered in the rule making process for Rule 1161.
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The following are comments from Sherwin Williams – Comment Letter #8.
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When will Melhod 313 be used?

Here is an cxoerpt from the Draft M3 13 version 20 13.
"Metll()d 313 applies to materials .well as paints, comings, solvents, and other liquidldispersed
solh/ materials containing le.u than 150 giL VOC mmerial as m~amred by SCAQMD Method
304-91 or Envinmmemal ProteCJion Aget~C)' RefertiJCe Method 24 (£PA M24). It may also be
used for materials which do 1101 reach a stable weight by EPA M24, with a d~IJ(HlSir(lted
addirionalweightlOJS ojgrearer t/t(J, 0.2% ab~·olute or J% relati1~ dijferenc."tt (wlu'drcw:r is
greater) after one nddilioual !tour ofoven heating. "
Please note the assumption that Method M3 13 is intended to be used on coatings that ore 150gll..
or less VOC. Under the above referenced scenario, MJ 13 m;:~y be used anytime a stable weight
under M24 is not achieved, C\'en if the VOC is .am. I50 giL or less. There is no basis for thjs
application of 1\.13 13, and it ignQTCs the Disuict ~s own actions to the contr!U)'. In f:.cc, insaability
of we.ight loss for ccn.ain coatings using M24 is a good indication thai a different mecbod should
be used, but the usc of M313 is not apprc>priate. accurate or even rcproducjbte for cen.~tin
coatings technologies.
The folJowing examples are designed to highlight the shor1comings of using M3 13 as the only
other method to be-employed besides M24, as described in the M313 preamble.
Example I

Efforts by South Coast to develop an appropriate protocol for measurement of VOC content of
semi'·\'Oiat.ile, complex h)-drocarbon mixtures during the rule-making to amend SCAQMD Rule
1144 Metalworking 1-'luids and Direct Contact LubricanL.-. resulted in development, validation and
approval of ASTM E. 1868 Standard Test Method for loss.OO·Orying by Thermogravimetry.
which was selected by Oiscrict Staff for inc-lusion in Rule 1144, along with ASTM 0 4017 for
wruer content and SCAQMD Method 303 for exempt solvent contenL Although work was also
done to develop a chromatographic method, SCAQMO Method 313-L Determjnation of VOC
Hydrocarbon Compounds in Lubric-ants (a modified version of Method 313). Method 313 did not
~chi eve the agreed upon validlltion criteria and was not included in Rule 1144.
Example 2
The District's proposal for the aforementioned revisions 10 Method 313 (released 8/14/13)
inc-ludes t~ provision in Section 1.0 Scope and Appliaacion th~t makes Method 313 applicable to
malerials containing le.c;.s !han 150 giL VOC mDieriW as measured by Me-thod 304, including
materials that do not reoch a stable weight by ASTM 0 2369. behavior that is typical of semi·
volatile compounds and mixtures used in architectural coatings. Some of these products are
similar to the complex hydrocarbon mixtures fo:und in metalworking nuids and direct contact
lubricants and arc in;:. carbon number range that will clute numerous compounds both prior to
and after the quruuitatioo endpOint marker (mc-th )'l palmitate), making valid result.-. using Method
313 difficult, if not impossible. to oc:hievc (plea.se sec example 1).
2
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Exampl< 3
1be Disuia: has inc:ltcai.Cd lhlt form rekase compounds will be removed from Rule I 113 and
regulated under a new nde 1161. Although early in the process. the information provided at lhe
first v,.<orkgroup mectjng indic.u cd chat the Disuic1 is remov-in& these materials from Rule 1113
due to the diffioulty in nnalyz.irc components commonly found in the form ·rele~se agenLS using
Ml13. Of note. nwcrials used In many rorm~relea.<.;e «1mpounds 11rc similar or identkaJ to the
previOtl.Siy mentioned seml·vol.uile. complex hydrocarbon ml"lUres con t.~:~ining a wide range of
~ l .!lli \•ely high C111hnn

nu n\htr cnmrn-uvt~ (.- 2 • C 15 • C50)

Exampl< 4
1bc: District ha$ proposed the iedu:don of Method 313 into Ruk Ill). Unfortun3tely Ruk 1113
does not address Of" indude the ah;c.at Wuc: of~ il is appoprble lo ~ Method 313. This
~b is n.:.v.'ed s.ince the cnena for appropriate u5e of Method 313 should be subjea to lhe
rulemaking process. By simply n:ferrin& to Method 313 but not :Midres!itna the appropri.ate use

issue in Rule l l ll.the D•Mrictl~ circumventing due prOOe:Ss and avoidina Ihe discussion in a
public forum.
E.xample 5
The District b;is proposed an exc.lusion p:nhway concept thai is incomplete and not
comprehensive. for t':nfOf"CCI'I'Itnl purposes, the SCAQMD ls noqu~red 10 pro11kle a fair and
reproducible method to determine. VOC content for its cnfc:wumcnl xlivities. Tbe cxcusion:uy
p;xhway has 00' been lCsted f«exh different C03rinatechnolo&Y ®vttrd ~Rule 1113.
ln.s:tcad.. the Disuia is
usin& au exlusionaty pathway c:oncepc wa\b oNy a scant Wee
-noc.. The District CWT<Oll) c1oe1 no< " ' - if this c:oocepl will -'< unci I each of the
differen~ coating technoiOl~CS O)\'Crecf by lhe nde is tested.

JWOPO''"'

Conclusions
TcM mctbQdology that has boen validmcd and is capable of rooetlna data quality requirements is
critical for determination of cornpllonce status ~d for enforceability of Rule 1113. The Distric::t
has an obligation to provide mar1ufac:curers with apprOpriate tc.11t methods for determining
compliance of product5 with tht Oi.slrict's VOC rules. Tbc. mcthodolo&Y(its) must be robust and
reproducible. Accordinaly. we uron;,ly recommend thnt the District e~Oiblish ASTM E 1868 as
the method for dctennin.:ltion of voJaule content when an archiketur.al COllin& 01associ01:ed r.aw
.....n.Jcloel 001 tad> -le ""''"'' ., defined in dr.lfi M<tbod 313 and lhe indivjd""'
compounds con1>incd in oe.... docil< mixtures elu<e both befcn and alter m<\hyl palmiwe.
Run C<Jneliticos fo< ASTM E 1868 lhould remaiolhe same
r<quiml by Rule 1144 (SI' C
for llO minutes) since Te5Uits of the District's research on non--volxile, ~tmi·volatile and ''olatilc
orpn.K compounds at SI'C for 110 minutes most closely replicalc:~ ambient evaporation under
utremc: conditions (40'--C for sl1 months).

>S""""

3
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Response to comment letter 8
Staff appreciates the support from Sherwin Williams for including M313 and M6886 in Rule 1113 for lowVOC coatings containing high water content. Those coatings represent the largest volume of coatings
where M24 loses precision. There is a much smaller volume of coatings that have issues with SVOCs. The
vast majority of coatings samples received by the SCAQMD laboratory reach a stable weight when
analyzed by M24, most exceptions are outside of the architectural coatings world, such as the CAS
Certification Program where many bio-based oils are submitted for testing. Staff has come across form
release compounds, some of which are also formulated with almost 100% bio-based oils. The laboratory
staff has a long history performing M313 on CAS samples and this is the most accurate method for their
analysis.
The analysis of very complex hydrocarbon mixtures by GCgas chromatography is a time-tested procedure,
as exemplified by:


ASTM D2887 Standard Test Method for Boiling Range Distribution of Petroleum Fractions
by GCas Chromatography (55°C to 538°C) ASTM D 6352 Standard Test Method for Boiling
Range Distribution of Petroleum Distillates in Boiling Range from 174 °C to 700 °C by
GCGas Chromatography.



EPA SW-846 Method 8015B Non-Halogenated Hydrocarbons by GCas Chromatography,
applicable to gasoline range organics (GRO) and diesel range organics (DRO).

These and similar methods are routinely used by the petroleum industry, regulatory bodies, and consulting
laboratories for analyzing complex hydrocarbon mixtures over large carbon-number ranges, with good
repeatability. There is no technical reason why complex hydrocarbon mixtures cannot be analyzed by GC
Gas Chromatography with reproducible and defensible results, since similar methods are used regularly for
enforcement and commercial purposes. In reality, the highest carbon numbers addressed by M313 is
between C19 and about C20, since that is where the chromatographic cutoff point exists.
Example 1: Not including M313 in Rule 1144 – Metalworking Fluids and Direct-Contact Lubricants. This
was not due to issues with the validation criteria, but because of the lack of participation by industry
laboratories. In fact, there is no way to determine if M313 meets the criteria or not, due to the lack of
completion by several laboratories which had expressed an interest in participating and received samples.
The inter-laboratory was designed using ASTM protocol and without a sufficient number of participating
laboratories, a final ASTM-type statement of repeatability and reproducibility could not be determined.
Example 2: Please see response to Example 1. Also, please note the range of hydrocarbons that will be
encountered in M313 is not the overly broad characterization, but is limited from C6 to no more than C20.
Example 3: The proposal to remove form release compounds from Rule 1113 has nothing to do with the
VOC test method; staff would not propose to remove a category because a test method was inadequate.
Staff is developing Rule 1161 – Release Agents to address multiple release agents that are currently
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unregulated. Because Form Release Compounds and Bond Breakers serve a purpose that is more in line
with proposed Rule 1161, staff is proposing to remove them from Rule 1113. Staff is open to finding a
faster and simpler test for evaluating certain form release compounds, but M313 works for these complex
matrices. During the method development in 2011, laboratory staff evaluated a form release compound
that was a petroleum oil with less than 2% water by M313, M24 and the less stringent ASTM E1868 and
found the following:

Oily Form Release Compound

M313
200

VOC (g/L)
M24 E1868
230
60

The relative agreement between M313 and M24 and significantly lower results for ASTM E1868
demonstrates staff’s concern over using this method, which was developed for metal working fluids and
lubricants.
Sherwin Williams repeatedly alleges, without evidence, M313 is irreproducible for SVOCs. And yet
clearly, many gas chromatographic methods are employed today to analyze even more challenging carbon
ranges than those under M313’s applicability. For example, the ASTM “simulated distillation” GC
methods, used to characterize boiling range and other crude oil and product properties, applies to boiling
ranges from 55 to 538 degrees Celsius (ASTM D2887) and carbon numbers from C10 to C90 (ASTM
D6352), which is far beyond the range of M313.
Example 4: The statement of the range of samples which can be reasonably analyzed by the subject method
is found in the “applicability” section of all methods, including USEPA and ASTM procedures. The
“applicability” section of M313 is being developed with the full review and participation of interested
parties, including Sherwin Williams. The SCAQMD welcomes their comments to improve the method.
Example 5: The SCAQMD is providing a reproducible method for enforcement of VOC content, which is
Method 313. Any exceptions to the method are for industry to petition to the District and the USEPA. The
District is simply trying to provide a reliable procedure which will generate sufficient data, of reasonable
quality, by which exceptions can be petitioned and evaluated by regulatory bodies.
The work on the exclusionary method began because industry had concerns M313 was not equivalent to
M24. All of the work conducted thus far has shown that M313 is consistent with M24 and all, but maybe
one of the 100 compounds industry cited as compounds of concern have been shown to leave the paint film,
e.g. what is measured as a VOC in M24 is measured as a VOC in M313. The SCAQMD and the USEPA
will continue to work with industry as the last remaining details are worked out and both Methods 313 and
319 (the exclusionary method) are validated. The SCAQMD does not intend to test every possible matrix
or coating to demonstrate if a compound should be excluded. The concept of the exclusionary principle is
to test several representative matrices that are recommended by industry and approved by the SCAQMD
and USEPA, and make a determination if the compound leaves or stays in the paint film. The concept was
never intended to exempt specific compounds from specific coating formulations as this would be
extremely complicated and burdensome on both the regulated community as well as the regulating agencies.
As stated above, the concept was for the SCAQMD to develop a protocol for industry to use to validate if
a compound should be excluded, the SCAQMD never intended or committed to test every possible matrix;
this would be an endless task. In fact, throughout this process, the SCAQMD tried to put the burden of
developing a test method on industry but very little work was produced, other than the extensive work
conducted at Cal Poly SLO. From the point of view of the SCAQMD, setting the endpoint at MP resolved
the analytical uncertainty with M313 and solved the issue of equivalency. The SCAQMD was open to
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addressing industry’s concerns about SVOCs and has spent at least two years intensely studying this issue.
Methods 313 and 319 will address the vast majority of the volume of coatings sold where M24 loses
precision. No analytical method is going to resolve every possible scenario, but what has been developed
is a great improvement over the status quo. Using ASTM published repeatability and reproducibility values
attached to the competing methods, there is a point where M24 becomes less accurate than the M6886 GC
method for water-reducible coatings. This has been studied and calculated many times by the ASTM
committee. Therefore, and it is time to staff advocates movinge forward and adopting these test methods.
Lastly, ASTM E1868 has been seen to be far less stringent than M24 (the national standard) when
determining VOC of semi-volatiles. The USEPA does not allow method changes that significantly reduce
stringency of enforcement. The differences in results between the ASTM method E1868 and M24 are
dramatic; a point which staff will bring to the USEPA. Laboratory staff has run several samples by all three
methods (M24, M313, and ASTM d1868), which showed that, for samples containing SVOCs, ASTM
D1868 has produced significantly lower VOC results than the other two methods.
Unlike ASTM E1868, M313 was evaluated against M24. In addition, the cutoff embedded in M313 is
consistent with the dividing line used by modelers to distinguish VOC from SVOCs. In addition, the
proposed method ASTM E1868 itself is subject to another flaw which is that it cannot reliably analyze the
VOC content of samples which contain water in anything other than trace levels. Upon USEPA approval,
staff is open to the development of a TGA method that is equivalent to M24 as this could serve as simpler
method for the analysis of a small sub-set of architectural coatings (non-film forming samples containing
trace amounts of water). This would serve as a time and cost saver for both industry and regulatory
agencies, but not because M313 is not an appropriate VOC test method.
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The following are comments from the Roof Coatings Manufacturers Association – Comment
Letter #9.
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8, Incorporation of Rul e 3 14 ~ee Rate in SCAQMD S-t ate Implementat ion Pl a.n
RCMA supports the SCA.ll.MD' s efforts to include Rule 314 in the DistrKt's Stat e Implement ation
Plan (SIP• to vali dat e and t rack volatile organic compound (VOC) emissions from architecturaJ
a.nd industriaJ m aintenance (AIM) coatings and dem onstrat e attainment with the Sout h COast
Air Quality M anagement Pl a.n's VOC emls.sions reductions t argets.
AS mentioned above, SCAQ.MD is exceeding t pd goals for the AIM source category. To ensure
tbe DistrKt is accurately tracking Rule 114 dat a a.nd meeting its SIP commitments, w e
recommend good f aith measures to assist the t imely manner that manufacturers report VOC
product emissions. These good f aith measur es or incent ives could be to waive t t'le application
fee of $ 187.85- for low-VOC products, or the standa.rd evaluation fee for the foiJow ing year.

~

c . Exempt compounds
Tt'le DistrKt should fully exempt t ertiary butyl acetate {TBAC) and d~methyl ca.rbonat e (DMC) to
be consist ent w itt'l the EnviroM'Iental Protection Agency. TBAC was exempted for indust rial
maintenance coatings after SCAQ.MD st aff conducted a very conservat ive risk assessment and
found that TBAC.based coatings would not pose a health t t'lreat. DMC has successfully been
used in a number of coati llg.S formul ations. An exemption for DMCw ould provide a.nott'ler usef ul
tool for fonnulators. DMC is VOC exem pt in almost all areas of the US except the Sout h coast .
W e suggest that t t'le District exempt both compounds for indust rial and architecturaJcoatings.
o . Building E.nvel ope coatilgs
RCMA does not su.pport lowering the Building Envelop coating limit . This is a new cat egory with
lack of accura te sales <Ut a by CAR& a.nd SCAQ.MD. In a similar fashion to the product sale dat a,
SCAQMD should spend ~ few yea.rs gathering accurat e data to det ennine if t his category should
be reduced.
Considering the substantial cost associated w itt'l the testing of air barrier s, or building envelope
coat ings, the Di strict st'lould r econsider t his category. Industry estimates show t t'lat
ref onnulat lon ana r etes:e<l oy the three test memoas <1ennea 1n the category aennttlon w m cost
of appr oximately 10.401 per product..
Test M ethodol ogy

9~

A. M ethod 313 and Incorporat ion of AS-TM 06886 Precision S-t at ements
RCMA is concerned by ::he unf a.milia.rity of other labs in conducting Method 111. To dat e, t he
Dist rKt has only evaluated the internal precision of M ethod 111. This evaluatton of t hree
operators using the .salle piece of equipment r esult ed in an err or band of 5 gil material VOC.
W hile RCMA believes the District !'las made great progress with M ethod 111, we are concerned
w it h !'low other l abs conducting Method 113 will com pare to the SCAQMD results. This
inf ormation is especiall'( critical for coat ings manufacturer s since t t'ley need to know !'low f a.r
below the regul atory limi t t hey need to formul ate to account for pr ecision differ ences betw e-en
their test ing equi:pmentand t t'le District.
Additionally, the preparat ion of "validation• of Method 313 by EPA M ethod 301 "field
Vali dat ion of Pollutant Measurement Methods from v artous Waste Media" is a concern.
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Especially, w hen the assessment of va l idation is der ived via e xter nal ""int erl a.bor atory"' (from lab

to lab• prec~ion.

...

COOL

During the w orkst'lop, SCAQ.MO staff spoke highly of ASTM 06886 as r el iable and t hat they
underst ood t hat it's more widely use-d in labo rato ries for manufactu res. HO\vever, t he District
win not co nsider a suggestio n by t t'le American coatings ASso ciat io n (ACA) to use ASTM 06886
pr eciston st atemen ts fo r measuri ng vo l atility compar ed to Mett'lod 113. This is highly co nfusing
to RCMA and we agree with ACA o n this issue. We u nde rstand t hat for repo rting p urpose s ASTM
0688-6 is an accepted t est meth od • hO\vever, sOOuJd a pr od uct be p ul led fro m the shetf a.nd
test ed, it w in be via Method 313. Threre is no uniform me~u rement if t t'le resuh:s bet\veen a
manufacturer ut illting 06886 a nd the results from Method 313 differ, especially If o btained by
th e SCAQ.MO laboratory. Fu rthe nnor-e, there are no other third -party labo rato ries that t t'le
manufacturer can test a pro d ua fo r vo lat ility via Method 113. Without some concesston on t t'le
incorpo ration of preciston statem ents from t t'le more u niversally accep ted method ASTM 06886,
we fear t t'lere will be a comparison o f ap ples to ora ~e s d uring the regulatory enfo rcement a nd
lead to more co mplicat ions of compha_nce .

Fu rtt'ler o n page 15 o f t t'le Staff repo rt.. th e Dist rict cit es, "fo r com plia.nce pu rposes, (the District)
w iiJ provide a guida nce do cument to elq)lain t t'le differences bet\veen t t'le two meth ods such
that a manufactu rer utilizing D6886 will be aware of !'low their results co uld differ from results
o b tained by the SCAQMO laboratoJY'". And, t t'le present atio n on August 26 p rovided t t'le key
similarities, key differences, and requ ired changes to 0 6886 that would n e-ed to be made to
make 06886 similar to Method 311. H owever, t his d oes not solve the concern if manufactu res
are allowed to repo rt of VOC emissio r-.s via 0 6886, but not accept ed If su bmitting a reb uttal to a
No ttce of Complia.nce - cited by SCAO.MD la.borato ry results via Meth od 311. RCMA o nce again,
agreed with ACA a.nd suggests that the D6886 ro und rob in preciston stat ements be acce pted,
a.nd they are t t'le o nly d ata we have th at can a nswer this key com plia.nce quest ion .
8 , Exclusio n Pat hway
RCMA appreciates t t'le time and effort that th e District has committed to d evelo ping an
exduston pathway. And, we suggest that the District's ct'loose an app ro priate su rro gate t t'lat
wo uld have t t'le same volatility as met hyl pal.mit at e, not dibut yl ph thalatae. Tt'le pu rpo se of t t'le
exdusKmary pathway is to d et ermine w t'lether o r not a compo und o r comple x hyd rocarbo n
mixtu re ts less volat ile than methyl pa lmitate. Oibuf'l! ph thalat e appears to have a sign ificantly
lower vapo r p ressu re t t'lan met hyl pal:mit ate. Tt'lerefore, we suggest selecting a surrogat e w itt'l
th e same volatility as m ethyl palmitat e .
Conclusion
RCMA a.nd its mem ber compan.ies are d edicatoed to develo ping p roducts that minimize negative impacts
o n air q uality w hile offering coatings with perfo rma nce characte ristics co nsu mers require . We are
p leased with th e pro gress that SCAQ.MO has made to exceed VOC emissKms g oals, b ut would like to
co n tinue th e progress in a feasible m anner that does no t impact quality of t t'le end-product. RCMA
suggests conside rations a re made for Rules j113 and 314 o n the d efi nitions, test methodo logy, a nd
based o n t he ind ustry's o bservat ions in the fielld .
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Response to comment 9-1
This is the first time staff has heard of this confusion from industry but does not see an issue with the
proposed change to the definition of ‘Mastic Coatings’..
Response to comment 9-2
Please see the response to comment 4-2 and 7-1.
Response to comment 9-3
Staff will continue to work with the USEPA to determine if submitting Rule 314 to the SIP could result in
creditable reductions. At this time, staff’s understanding is this will not result in SIP creditable reductions.
Response to comment 9-4
Staff will not propose any change to the tBAc exemption until the final, peer reviewed analysis is released
in early 2016. Staff is not considering an exemption for DMC primarily due to toxicity concerns, but also
because no case was made for the need to exempt DMC. During the year and a half long process, DMC
was never a serious topic of concern. Staff is not proposing major reductions to the VOC limits such that
DMC is needed.
Response to comment 9-5
Staff has evaluated the coatings that are currently being supplied into and within the SCAQMD and all but
one of the compliant coatings meet the future VOC limit. Staff does not want to allow time for higherVOC coatings to enter the market to justify a higher VOC limit. The current sales weighted average of 22
g/Ll supports the proposed 50 g/L to go into effect January 1, 2019. Further, the manufacturers of these
products initially supported the proposed 50 g/L limit.
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Response to comment 9-6
Please see the response to comment 7-10. As for formulating below the VOC limit to account for the test
method, the error bands in place provide a large buffer such that this should not be a concern. It is not
uncommon to formulate below the VOC limit to account for batch to batch differences, but switching to a
more accurate test method should not be the cause for reformulation. M313 is far more accurate than M24
for low-VOC coatings so, if anything, the coatings can be formulated closer to the VOC limit without the
risk of faulty results from the test method. If both methods are performed with proper attention to quality
control, the results should be very similar. In staff’s participation in the M6886 inter-laboratory (when
running our own method), our results were very much in line with the M6886 results. Some reordering of
some compounds may occur near the endpoint; however, this is a theoretical possibility not yet
demonstrated.
Staff included M6886 in Rule 1113 so manufacturers could rely on those test results for labeling and
reporting their VOCs. This is no different than the current rule language that allows for manufacturers to
rely on formulation data to report their VOCs. That does not preclude the SCAQMD from using a more
similar method with more quality control standards for compliance purposes. It is additional quality control
standards that make staff reluctant to adopt the round robin results for M6886. While the SCAQMD
laboratory participated in the ASTM round robin for M6886 and their results were close to the median of
all the laboratories, the results were not included in the statistical analysis of the error bands because the
method was different. During an inter-laboratory study, it is very important the participants all use the
same method, otherwise there is not an “apples to apples” comparison, thus our results were merely advisory
(to the District) and could not be included in the final ASTM repeatability and reproducibility calculations.
Also, since our method includes a tremendous amount of performance checks to minimize critical errors
and demonstrate proper operation, M313 should achieve and document superior repeatability and
reproducibility. Therefore, the M6886 repeatability and reproducibility results may not apply to M313.
The same logic applies to the SCAQMD not wanting to adopt the results of the ASTM round robin.
Differences between laboratory results in the case of an NOV is not a new situation brought on by the
inclusion of M6886 and M313. The SCAQMD has had to address these issues in the past either between
two laboratories using the same test method (e.g. M24) or between formulation data and laboratory results.
Staff will address these situations on a case-by-case basis with the manufacturers and/or the laboratory that
analyzes the samples.
Response to comment 9-7
Please see the response to comment 7-12. Comparative results depend on how well each method is
performed. Without any control over method performance, it is impossible to predict how well the results
would compare. This is why we continue to handle comparisons on a case-by-case basis. If both methods
are performed accurately, there are two potential sources of difference: 1) M313 uses triglyme to quantify
unidentified compounds, which will yield higher results than Texanol (the compound of choice) for M6886.
However, since M313 limits the total number of unidentified compounds to 5 g/L or less, the discrepancy
should be in the realm of 1 to 2 g/L or less; 2) There is the possibility that some compounds near the
endpoint may elute in somewhat different order on the M313 column than on the M6886 column. If
compounds are eluting within approximately 10% of the endpoint marker, formulators may wish to confirm
comparative compound retention times, which is a one-time test.
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The following are comments from the Miracle Sealants – Comment Letter #10.

Response to comment letter 10
Staff appreciates the input from Miracle Sealants in crafting the definition and the support letter. Staff has
adopted their definition in the rule language.
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The following are comments from Raymond Regulatory Resources – Comment Letter #11.
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Response to comment 11-1
Staff appreciates the comment in support of the proposed definition.
Response to comment 11-2
Staff concurs there will not be crossover between RPCs and Zzinc-Rrich Pprimers. This restriction would
fit better amongst coating categories not using the SCE. An average of 100 gallons of Zzinc-Rrich Pprimer
was sold annually under the SCE since 2008. These are not coatings offered for sale at retail outlets. These
products are used for large projects involving structural steel, such as bridge projects, where corrosion is
critical. This is not an application where one liter or smaller containers would be useful. Therefore, staff
included the Zzinc-Rrich Pprimers in subparagraph (f)(1)(E) to allow the use of small for greater than one
liter sized containers for touch up purposes, and as long as they are not displayed or advertised for sale at a
retail outlet..
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The following are comments from Cal Poly San Luis Obispo – Comment Letter #12.
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Response to comment letter 12
Staff appreciates all the contributions and support to the test method development from Cal Poly SLO.
Their contributions have been invaluable to this process and staff is encouraged that all the hard work is
coming to fruition as Methods 313 and M6886 are being proposed for inclusion in Rule 1113. There will
be further development on the exclusionary principle and the precision and bias analysis. Staff looks
forward to further discussions and working group meetings, including discussions on the appropriate
surrogate compound for the film spiking method. For further discussion, please see staff’s response to
comment 7-12.
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The following are comments from the American Coatings Association received after the
September 17, 2015 Public Consultation Meeting – Comment Letter #13.

South Coast Air Quality Management District

110

February 2016

Final Staff Report Proposed Amended Rule 1113

ACACowmentsonSCAQMD Ru!e l 113 &Rule 314 Amendmenh

13-2
cont.

Sep...,ber 25, 2015

Districts. Unfortunately, T13Ac was not e.'tempted throughout California, and several companies
are now struggling to met>t the 420 gil limit. Fortunately, these companies can utilize the small
container exemption. Howe ver, this option will no longer be availab!e in the SCAQ?viD. While
we appreciate the extended compliance deadline of Januaty 1, 2017, we request that the District
retain the small container enmption for Tub and Tile coatings, or include a January 1, 2019
compliance date.
Industrial Maintenance Coatines "Not for Retail"

13-3 [The District should clarify in its Staff Report and Q/A memo that '1lot for retail" tneilllS that 1M

coatings may be sold at rm il outl•t if ih•y at• tQS!rictod to boltind th• countor or back roOill
sales, as run:ent policy dictates.

Resyd ed Cootin;s

13-4

The District should not lower the VOC limit for R.Kycled Cootings to 150 giL since ensuring
comp!iance with this limit would cb:astically raise the costs of recycling, and reduce the use of
recycled coatinp by pricing them out of the ma1ket. A 150 giL VOC limit would force paint
recyda:s to attempt to $0rt" incoming recycled paints by VOC content, which is labor intensive,
time-conswni.ng. and not always possible when labeh are tom, missing, or obscw-ed by paint. In
this case, reqders wou!d b e forced to dispose of more product, thus increasing waste disposal
cosh. R.eqders wou!d aho be forced to submit a samp!e from evet)' batch for VOC content
testing at an independent laboratory, ii.u:ther adding to recycling costs.
A ma1b t for recycled paint e:rists only when the price to consumers is substantially !ess than
virgin paint; every increase in the p i ce of recyded paint reduces its potential market Finally, the
PaintCare program will incw: higher costs, resulting in increased costs to manufachlrers and
consumers. Given these co.nce.tn$, ACA believe the District should retain the C1.UTellf limit of250
giL, which was endorsed by the paint recycling industry specifically because it wou!d not require
unnecessary and e:~pensive sorting and testing to ensure compliance, since aU late."t paints
manufachlred in the past 30 years have met this limit.

Method 313 and Method 319
ACA appreciates all the work that staff' has done with respect to Method 3 13 and the Exclusion
Pathway. We have the fol!owing additional comments:

13-Sa

A. As discussed at the September 17, 2015 meEting, we are concemed that the internal
instnm.tent precision that SCAQMD is considering is different than the external
instnm.tent precision we have requested. \Vhile the intema.l precision may be helpful to
detemtine how precise one instrument at SCAQMD may be, stakeholders also need to
understand bow pa-ecis.e outside lab instnm.tenh are compared to SCAQMD instruments.
Coatings manufacturers need this iDfonnation as they foamulate products to meet the
VOC limits. for e."Zalllple, if the precision betv.•een labs was p!us or minus 10%, then
manufactw:ers would fonnulate their coatings slightly !ess than 1001. be!ow the limit to
ensure the coating 1.\~ still meet the limit, including the precision "'buffer."

2
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ACA Comments on SCAQMD Rule 1113 &Rule 314 Amendment>

September 25, 2015

B. We are encounged that the District is considering referencing the ASTM 06886

13-Sb

precision until EPA approves "'internal" precision and bias for Method 313. A simp!e.r
path forward would be t o desi gnate the cwnnt "error band" as intemal precisi on, and
pennme.ntly designate the 0 6886 precision as "'external,. precision.

[

c.
13-Sc

We are ah o encow-aged that the District is consi dering completing a Method 3 13 round
robin \\'ith external certified laboratories. W e are concened that the District is only using

three laboratories, since ASTM r ecoDWlends a minimum of si."t laboratories for a round

[

13-5<1

robin to be rep~tive. If the Distri ct decides t o use industly laborat ories, we can
provide industly contacts. Finally, ACA w-ges the District to us.e blind samples.
D. We appreciate the District' s willingness t o specify that the exclusion pathway - new
Method 3 19 - is for unre.active compounds. However, we request that the Staff Report
and Bo.ud Resolution mention that the District is receptive to additional pathways
including a future pathway for Amines.
We specifically request that E~clusion Pathway Flowchart or the scope of Method 3 19
include the fol!owing footnote:
..The exclusionary pathway is intended for uru-eactive compounds and will need to be
amended to conectly classify components such as amines that interact with other
components when the paint is being fonnulated. ••

13-Se [

E. To cl;uify "the use of the upper bound of etror bar," we suggest that the D istrict include

an en-or band for methyl palmitate (me3Sl.u-ed versus modeled) such that compounds with
a vapor pressure (either measw-ed or modeled) that resides within this range pass Step 2 .

The compounds that have already been excluded through the method development should

13-Sf [ F. be included in the Ru!e 1113 StaffR.epot1 and on the S CAQ~ID websi te so that
stakeholders can refet-ence this information.

13-Sg

G. The District should use tetraethylene glycol instead of dibutyl phthalate as a swrogate for
methyl palmitate in the Exclusionary Pathway Flowchart for Early Eluting Semi· Volatile
Organic Compounds (Box 3) . Dibutyl phthalat e appears to have a s ignificantly lower
vapor pressure than methyl palmitate, whet-eas t e.tra ethylene glycol has the same vapor
pressure as methyl palmitate and behaves almost identically to methyl palmitate as a neat
compound. T etraethylene glycol is also easier to incorporat e into wat erborne coatings,
especially compat-ed to dibutyl phthalate. Furthetmot-e, tetrae.thylene glycol is greater
than 95% nonvolatile via EPA Method 24. This material should not be considend a
VOC. And based on its vapor pt-essw-e and volatility, it t-ept-esenh a much better choice
for a VOC cutoff w.arl.;a· compound for Method 3 13 than methyl palmitat e, which is not
easily incotporated into l ow VOC waterborne paint. This conclusi on is supported by
Dane Jones from Cal Poly, and we believe the District shou!d embrace this appt-oach.
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Slide referenced in comment letter 13.

Response to comment 13-1
Please see the response to comment 11-2.
Response to comment 13-2
Staff extended the effective date of the change to January 1, 2018 to allow time to reformulate the tub and
tile VOC limit that was agreed upon back in 2007.
Response to comment 13-3
Please see the response to comment 7-4c.
Response to comment 13-4
Please see the response to comment 3-7 and 7-6.
Response to comment 13-5a
Please see the response to comment 9-6 and 9-7. Paint formulators should not use the inherent error in any
test method to guide their coatings formulation. The manufacturer knows what is added they are adding to
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the coatings and should formulate at or below the VOC limit, relying on formulation software. Product
formulation data is accepted by the rule for VOC content. Laboratory testing serves as a confirmation of
the formulation calculations and as a compliance tool for regulatory agencies. The intent of the
establishment of a precision and bias statement is not to allow for formulators to game the system and
formulate a certain percentage above the required VOC limits. There is no easy way to ensure laboratory
reliability. However, there is actually a tremendous amount of helpful information in M6886, which will
screen out serious errors. For example, relative response factors obtained in the implementing lab should
be compared to the published table of relative response factors; a significant difference between published
and obtained values would indicate instrument problems. The currently accepted test method M24, can vary
+/- 100% for coatings that approach zero-VOC; therefore, M313 is included in the proposed amended rule.
but this is not a justification for manufacturers to formulate 100% over the VOC limits.
Response to comment 13-5b and 13-5c
Staff continues to believe that the precision and bias of M313, both internal and external precision, is
superior to M6886 due to the increase quality control, and will continue to work with industry and the
USEPA to validate the method. This validation may or may not include some sort of round robin, depending
on what is required for the validation.
Response to comment 13-5d
Staff will incorporate a statement in the Method 319 that the exclusionary method, as written, is for non
reactive compounds, and that reactive compounds such as amines, are still being evaluated. As previously
stated, staff is open to reviewing data presented by industry to validate that certain amines react and become
part of the paint film. That said, if no compelling evidence is presented, there will be no need to amend the
exclusionary pathway; therefore, including a statement the method will be amended is premature.
Response to comment 13-5e
Staff has agreed to change Step 2 of the exclusion pathway to less than or equal to MP as previously
suggested by industry.
Response to comment 13-5f
Staff will include excluded compounds on the SCAQMD website once the write up of the exclusionary
method is completed and approved by the USEPA.
Response to comment 13-5g
Please see the response to comment 7-12. In addition, the SCAQMD laboratory results do not indicate that
EG4 is 95% non-volatiles by M24. EG5 is 95% non-volatiles but EG4 is around 60% non-volatile. The
third step for the exclusionary method is whether the compound of interest leaves the paint film and early
testing shows that it does. Once the matricxes have been selected and EG4 can be tested by the officially
accepted test method, staff will issue a conclusion on the status of EG4. At this time, it is premature to
state that EG4 should not be measured as a VOC. Initial testing using film extraction performed at Cal
Poly SLO showed EG4 leaving the paint film and initial work using the spiking method also showed it
leaving the paint film.
Response to comment 13-5h
The SCAQMD presentation referenced in the letter discusses the relative merits and difficulties of M24,
proposed SCAQMD M313L (a proposed GC method for lubricants and metal working fluids), and ASTM
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E1868-10 (the approved TGA VOC method for lubricants and metal working fluids) when applied to
lubricants. TGA is not approved by the EPA for paints and coatings. It specifically mentions integration
parameters, baseline placement, and endpoint retention times as M313L problem areas, which would also
apply to M313 analysis of non-film-formers.
During the technical evaluation of M313L, staff discovered lubricant samples do indeed require special
attention to integration parameters, baseline placement, and endpoint retention. The issues arise from - and
are resolved- as follows:

1) Integration parameters: Lubricants usually elute as nearly-featureless “humps” which are
challenging for the automated integration software used with GCs. This is solved by setting
integration parameters to be very sensitive to small changes in slope.
2) Baseline setting: Lubricants elute over minutes, which obscures the underlying baseline. In order
to integrate “to baseline”, a baseline from a previous (blank) run must be applied. This means that
baselines must be repeatable, so instruments must be cleaned between injections, and blanks must
be injected between samples to monitor baseline drift.
3) Endpoint: A few lubricants straddle the MP endpoint at their peak. (Most do not, and some are even
bimodal.) Small changes in endpoint retention time could potentially change the final result.
Methyl Ppalmitate is injected with each batch to monitor the endpoint retention time. However,
this problem appears to be more theoretical than actual, since retention times rarely shift by more
than 0.05 minutes and the estimated VOC changes associated with such a shift would be small.
This is a different argument than re-defining the endpoint, which was also a goal of the lubricant
representatives.
Proposed SCAQMD M313 addresses all of the issues that were encountered during M313L evaluation.
However, SCAQMD laboratory staff has never seen this kind of peak distributions in paints and coating
samples, this issue was specific to the lubricant and metal working fluid samples. The heavier hydrocarbons
mixtures found in lubricant and metal working fluids would likely never leave the paint film, leaving the
films too soft and tacky. The petroleum-distillate fractions in paints and coatings disappear well before the
endpoint and are relatively restricted in carbon number.
Other materials which are non-film-forming include methoxylated soy oils, ethoxylated surfactant alcohols
(SAEs), dibasic esters (DBEs), phthalates, and various glycol ethers/esters. These materials are analytically
straightforward in molecular weights applicable to VOC testing and therefore, can accurately be measured
by M313.
As far as TGA is concerned, it has the disadvantage of not being able to directly measure VOCs in samples
containing water or exempts. For those samples, determining VOC would once again rely on analyzing for
water and/or exempts and subtracting the results from the total volatiles. That approach reintroduces the
same M24 problems.
For solvent based samples, TGA has the potential to be a repeatable, low(er) cost method. However, TGA
(in its implementation for VOCs of lubricants) produces results that are dramatically lower than either M24
or M313, leading to the conclusion that ASTM E1868, with the specific parameters required by R1144, is
far less stringent than either the national standard or the SCAQMD proposed GC alternative.
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If TGA is developed as a method for measuring VOCs of non-water-containing samples that do not reach
a stable weight under M24 conditions, the results would have to be evaluated to ensure that the test method
is at least as stringent as M24. If a TGA method can be developed that is acceptable to the USEPA and
provides comparable results to M24, the SCAQMD laboratory would be open to including this method.
Staff looks forward to continuing to work with industry on the VOC test methods.
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The following are comments from Hao Jiang, P.E. of Disneyland Resort – Comment Letter #14.
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Response to comment 14-1
Japan Ccoatings are a high-VOC, specialty coating strictly used in the television and motion picture
industry. Staff does not want to open the usage of these specialty, artistic coatings for further usage. The
reason staff retained this category exclusively for the television and motion picture industry is the short
timeframes available to create a production set. Staff did a demonstration with lower-VOC waterborne
products that works just as well, but could involve considerable more time to apply. If there was an issue
with an effect create by the solvent based Jjapan Ccoatings, the artist could just wipe off the substrate and
instantly start again. With the waterborne products, the artist would have to allow the coatings to dry, reprime the substrate and begin the work again. Staff felt the tight schedules involved with television and
movie production was a justification to allow for this very small usage of these products, but does not want
to open this up for theme parks, which are not under the same time constraints. Staff worked with Disney
on their specific need for Japan Coatings and have resolved this issue.
Response to comment 14-2
The phrase ‘pure concentrated pigment’ used in the Jjapan definition is not the same as the term colorant
used in Rule 1113. Japan Ffaux Ccoatings are thick, concentrated coatings, which are usually thinned or
finely ground in a slow drying vehicle, and applied to create artistic effects on or used by television and
movie production sets. For the purposes of Rule 1113, colorants are used to tint coatings to a desired color.
Colorants are solutions of dyes or suspensions of pigments. These are two very different terms for the
purposes of Rule 1113.
Response to comment 14-3
The use of category codes in the TOS Table of Standards is to assist the manufacturer in their Rule 314
reporting as these category codes are not found in the rule. The categories are listed alphanumerically in
the definition section, thus making it relatively easy to find.
Response to comment 14-4
One of the major manufacturers of Graphic Arts coatings is reformulating their waterborne line to 200 g/L,
so these coatings should be available in the market place if the rule is adopted.
Response to comment 14-5
Japan Ccoatings are not tinted; they are supplied as concentrated pigments that are sometimes thinned prior
to use. There is no need to add colorant to a faux Jjapan Faux Coating.
Response to comment 14-6
This was an oversight, staff intended to include all of the subcategories under the IMC umbrella in
subparagraph (f)(1)(E). It will be easier to remember the restrictions if they are the same for all IM coatings
and it will allow for one liter touch up to continue for all the subcategories.
Response to comment 14-7
Clause (f)(1)(D)(i) in the pre-Public Hearing version of the rule, (f)(1)(E)(i) in the Set Hearing Package
version is necessary. Paragraph (f)(1) now says the VOC limits do not apply to one liter containers exempt
in the cases listed in the following subparagraphs. Clause (f)(1)(E)(i) – (iii) states that the VOC limits for
IMC do not apply to one liter containers, used for touch up that are not displayed for sale at a retail outlet.
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Response to comment 14-8
Clauses (f)(1)(D)(ii) and (f)(1)(E)(ii) state that the VOC limit applies for coating sold for purposes other
than touch up. The statement “any quantity” or “any size container” is not necessary and staff removed the
reference to quantity.
Response to comment 14-9
Staff appreciates the feedback and corrected the references.
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The following are comments from David Darling, P.E. of American Coatings Association –
Comment Letter #15.
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ACA Commenuon SCAQMO Ruk I Ill & RuJc 314 Amendments

September 9, 20 IS

StoM Cosoolida pb

We 118Jln apprccial~ the Oistriet addins the Stone Consolidants category to llule 1113 in lhc
lOil.mcndm<ftt:J, ACA n:ccnnmcnds not elimimning this category from the :Small Container
~c:mpc1on. l'hc- cllolf:F'Y de fan ilion tl'J wriUcn is extraordinarily narrow with regards to
tllo-.:g_bl'9 ptOj~~ Y:!f1 Wh_llc rni!.ny rcgistc~~ his.luric landmarks incotp<>!;lte natural S-tone
subttnrues.. die tcchnolou,.y has be.:n successfully utililCd in the repair ofotherwise im:parabJe
•n:h•tt."Ctvl"'f mlltcri•l!llncludina con~~te and adobt:.

15-1

Stanc COMOiidilntt rtprt$tnt ~nlehc !4\lbcnu:gor)' of m:ttcrials designed to repair historic
sttuctUNS tho.t hn..·c been damDtgcd by weathering or other surfnte decay meeh~n i sms. A$
butlding invc:ntOC)' llilt!!l, the nil XOf urchl!ctturul IIUbSll:ttCS with identified prekn•ation probkmS
Mills. ACA t«OI'nmcnd ~ the :1n1all contuin~r exQtflJHton be tm~ i nta i •u~d.

'l'hc:te st:cm s hl be: SC:\'ernl discr~JN~ndcs bctw«n tht •~suS1 19. 201 SPAR Ruk I I 13 Tabk o(
Standards and 1ht Small Cont1lner Extm.plio.n (SCE) pt'O''ition-The T~k ofStand.uds include$
a check lln.d Footnote 3 desig,natffin for Rca<:tivc: f'cnc:tr•una Sc•kn. Wood p:rcserv.bwes (bekm
ground lllld others) and l~rcyc lc:d Coolinas. ho~o~.~'Yt:r theN ctkpit$ a~ not listed in the Small
Contairw:t Exc-mptlan pro\•l11ion, nOf •rc.'lthc.k eluq;otk$ll~ed in the Staff repoc1 (At 19) Or lM
Staff $Iide nmnbcr 3S from Ihe AuQ:~1 26. 201 S mc:ttln.a,. ACA assumes (and supportS) that thcK
is a typo in the l'uble ofSu•ndards And thll the Distrkt ls noc coint. w.ctimin:.tc tbt SCE f0t
these ca~.tgori~. In add ilion. the Table: ofSt.ndarch hu • ,.' OCAAOic 4 .,_iplion ind'Jealing 1ha'
1ht Colot lndicatitl& S~fety Point c.ltsO".)' lt 10 be climiNIIcd ft011t lhc SCEo-n 11112:019.
hov.'C'\'er the Staffitc'pon •nd the Au~ 26. 201S sltdc JS indbte a lllf20116 d::uc ACA docs
nol suppon eliminating this Ot any eatcgarid: fnmt the: SCL ~~"C't ifO\'ct IOIK objcctfoon the
Olstrict proceeds forward. the 11111019 dau: b pn.ofcrrcd.

15-2

We •S>in "I'Pft<iatt Ill<! Diruin addiftg llli! Rncd\f P-alin~ S<ul<ren~>li"•Y 1~ Rul• ! Ill in

15-3

the lO 13 ~etOnems. JOSl in czsc: thC' t)-po mcntloMd e1art•C'r ii. not 1 t) pO, A·CA rccom m.:-nds
not dimin.-tinJ lhe Small ContaiMr &.tmpclon for RCK~i\o ~rwtttllin¥ Sellers t incc thc5e
seakrs alk>w • nam;m• ran£(" o(high-p:tformanc:e ""'atcr and chk>rick- i()n KN~nln~ l~e:hnoh>11ic:'
~~sed in coa'ltr'letCi:ll, inslituric:tnsl and highway and brid~c deck 1pplk•tiOR$. While che Sml'lll
Coou:intr Ell.trnpliort rM)' not ~ve b«n usrd extcnsittcl)', thcfe could be • nc:cd ro, higher VOC
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..
ACA Commtontson SCAQMO Rule I I IJ &: Rule 314 AmendrMnts
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Many structures of simiI11r aae exist outside of this protected status. The Geuy's Con~ervinG
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Modem ArchlteoltJrt Initiative is focused on a numbttof identified decay and preservation

cont.
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15-5
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Response to comment 15-1
As mentioned, staff worked with the manufacturers during the 2010/2011 rule amendment and agreed to
allow the higher- VOC category for stone consolidants to address the needs of historic preservation. At the
time, the manufacturers requested a 450 g/L VOC limit and did not indicate their products needed a higher
VOC limit. These products could have been legally sold prior to that amendment under the SCE, but staff
carved out a higher VOC limit to allow for sales in gallon sized containers. The following is from the 2011
staff report:

“Usage for this category is expected to be very small, approximately 142 gallons per
year. The proposed VOC limit for this category is 450 g/L; the estimated foregone
emissions are 0.001 tpd. Staff intends to monitor this category through the Rule 314
Annual Quantity and Emissions Reports to ensure that the sales do not exceed the
estimated usage, and may consider sales caps for this category if actual sales are well
above the estimated usage.”
The usage estimate has been exceeded every year other than the most recent year. The sales volumes are
protected as there are fewer than three manufacturers who produce stone consolidants, but the averages
sales volume is over 200 gallons annually. The sales weighted VOC for 2014 is 100 g/L and there has
never been a product reported over the 450 g/L VOC limit. When staff estimated the foregone emissions,
sales of higher-VOC non-compliant product in small containers was not considered. Staff created a
category for this niche product which eliminates the need for the SCE.
Response to comment 15-2
Staff appreciates the ACA pointing out this discrepancy and staff did intend to restrict the flagged categories
in the SCE. Staff will address reactive penetrating sealers in our response to 15-3. In regard to Wood
Preservatives, this is another category where there has never been a coating reported as sold under the SCE;
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therefore, staff intends to remove the SCE upon date of rule adoptionas of January 1, 2016. The
manufacturers clearly have no need for a higher VOC limit product sold in one liter containers or smaller;
therefore, to avoid backsliding staff is proposing to restrict the exemption. As for Rrecycled Ccoatings,
staff will remove the flag in the TOS table of standards as there is also a proposal to reduce the VOC limit
for this category. This is another category where there has never been a coating reported over the VOC
limit and is also a category that is not usually supplied in one liter or smaller containers.
Response to comment 15-3
The reactive penetrating sealer category is another high-VOC carve out included in the 2011 rule
amendment. The following is the discussion from the 2011 staff report:

“Staff is proposing to add a category for Reactive Penetrating Sealers in response to
comments from the California Department of Transportation and the California Office of
Historical Preservation. The definition will mirror the CARB SCM with an additional
restriction that these coatings are only for use on reinforced concrete bridge structures for
transportation projects within 5 miles of the coast or above 4,000 feet elevation or
restoration and/or preservation projects on registered historical buildings that are under
the purview of a restoration architect. With the added restriction, usage for this category
is expected to be very small, approximately 290 gallons per year. The proposed VOC limit
for this category is 350 g/L; the estimated foregone emissions are 0.001 tpd. Staff intends
to monitor this category through the Rule 314 Annual Quantity and Emissions Reports to
ensure that sales do not exceed the estimated usage, and may consider sales caps for this
category if actual sales are well above the estimated usage.”
The following represent the sales volumes reported under Rule 314:
Category
Reactive Penetrating
Sealers

Sales per year (gallons)
2011
2012
2013
2014
PD
PD
2,117 1,402

PD = protected data, less than three companies reported sales.
The sales from the initial year far exceeded staff’s assumptions when this category was allowed to be sold
under Rule 1113. In addition, CalTrans released a study of reactive penetrating sealers indicating that all
the products they tested could not meet the stringent requirements set forth in the current Rule 1113
definition. Staff has concerns whether any of the products being sold can meet the definition; and therefore,
the criterion is being proposed to be changed in the rule. qualify for the 350 g/L VOC limit. The Rule 314
data indicates that there is only one product sold slightly over the 350 g/L VOC limit. The same company
also sells several compliant versions of this product, one at a significantly higher sales volume. The sales
weighted average VOC for reactive penetrating sealers is 329 g/L for the 2014 sales. Staff does not see any
justification for allowing higher-VOC coatings. Staff committed to considering sales caps if the sales
volume exceeded the projections, which it has. At the minimum, staff would like to cap the VOC to the
previously agreed upon VOC limit. In addition, staff intends to conduct independent testing to confirm if
the products being sold under this category actually meet the stringent requirements in the definition.
Response to comment 15-4
If a new technology emerged that fell under the Rule 1113 default category and is above the 50 g/L VOC
limit, that product can be sold using over the VOC limit under the SCE as staff is not proposing a complete
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restriction of the SCE. The SCE is not being eliminated for the default category. In addition, compliant
coatings exist and are being used for historic preservation.
Response to comment 15-5
Refer to the CEQA Final Environmental Assessment.
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The following are comments from Jennifer T. Taggart of Demetriou, Del Guercio, Springer &
Francis, LLP (DDS) – Comment Letter #16.
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Response to comment 16
Staff was in contact with DDS and requested more information on the details of the tub and tile coatings
manufactured by their client. Staff was informed by DDS that their client’s product meets the VOC limit
of 100 g/L, but does not meet the current abrasion/hardness standards as defined under the proposed
category. DDS stated that their client would be able to reformulate to meet the hardness standard and there
would be no increase in VOCs. The proposed definition for tub and tile refinishing coatings is consistent
with CARB’s SCM. Staff worked with other tub and tile refinishing coating manufacturers and did not
receive any negative feedback on the hardness standards. If the manufacturer does not meet the Tub and
Tile definition, they can still sell their product under the IMC category because they meet the 100 g/L limit.
Staff has not received the additional information requested.
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The following is a comment from Doug Raymond of Raymond Regulatory Resources (3R), LLC
– Comment Letter #17.
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Response to comment 17
Please see response to comment 11-2. As written in the proposed rule, effective January 1, 2019 the TOS
1 would apply to Zince Rich IM Primers sold in containers having capacities greater than one liter, for
purposes other than touch up. The idea is not to have the Zinc-Rich Primers on the display shelf for sale
at a retail outlet, but be made available for touch up use only by storing the coatings behind the counter or
as special order.

South Coast Air Quality Management District

131

February 2016

Final Staff Report Proposed Amended Rule 1113

The following are comments from John H. Long of Vista Paint Corporation– Comment Letter
#18.
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Response to comment 18
Please see response to comments to 4-2. Staff is aware of compliant technology. Staff concurs with the
comments and proposes in the amended rule to have an effective implementation date of January 1, 2019.
However, based on all the comments received and past rule amendments, a two-year sell-through
provision is being included for the SCE phase out. The two year sell-through will only allow products or
coatings manufactured prior to the January 1, 2019 implementation date. Staff expects a two year sellthrough will allow existing inventory to be removed from retail outlets. Staff does not expect the
products to have a long shelf life, because most big box retailers move products after a designated time
based on inventory policies. The comment regarding half pint small containers is noted and the idea may
be proposed in future amendments.
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Preface
This document constitutes the Final Environmental Assessment (EA) for Proposed Amended Rule
(PAR) 1113 – Architectural Coatings. The Draft EA was released for a 30-day public review and
comment period from September 15, 2015 to October 15, 2015. One comment letter was received
on the Draft EA. The comment letter and responses to comments are included in Appendix C.
In addition, subsequent to release of the Draft EA, minor modifications were made to the proposed
project, including clarification of the Small Container Exemption (SCE) categories and the
addition of a two year sell-through provision for the phase-out of the SCE. These minor
clarifications do not change or affect any of the analysis in the Final EA. The sell-through
provision allows coating products currently being sold under the SCE that are being eliminated
and/or restricted to be sold for up to two more years, if the products were manufactured prior to
the effective compliance date. No additional impacts are expected to occur beyond the current
environmental analysis because the affected coating products do not have a long shelf life, and
retailers are expected to be able to sell products manufactured prior to the effective compliance
date within the two year timeframe. Amendments to Rule 314 were also originally proposed,
which included changes to the fee structure for architectural coatings. These amendments to Rule
314 are no longer being proposed. To facilitate identification, modifications to the document are
included as underlined text and text removed from the document is indicated by strikethrough.
SCAQMD staff has reviewed the modifications to PAR 1113 and the removal of PAR 314 and
concluded that none of the revisions constitute: 1) significant new information; 2) a substantial
increase in the severity of an environmental impact; or, 3) provide new information of substantial
importance relative to the draft document. In addition, revisions to the proposed project would not
create new, avoidable significant effects. As a result, these revisions do not require recirculation
of the document pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15073.5. Therefore, this document now
constitutes the Final EA for PAR 1113.

CHAPTER 1

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
Introduction
California Environmental Quality Act
Project Location
Project Background
Description of Affected Architectural Coating Categories
Project Description

INTRODUCTION
Rule 1113 - Architectural Coatings, was originally adopted by the SCAQMD on September 2,
1977, to regulate the Volatile Organic Compound (VOC) emissions from the application of
architectural coatings, and has since undergone numerous amendments. The 2012 Air Quality
Management Plan (AQMP) included Control Measure CM#2012 CTS-01 – Further VOC
Reductions from Architectural Coatings which anticipated achieving < 10 tons of VOC emissions
reductions per day by 2019. The proposed project will achieve 0.89 tons per day of VOC reductions
by 2019 to be consistent with the AQMP requirements with new VOC limits and reducing the
VOC limits for specified categories. Rule 314 – Fees for Architectural Coatings was adopted on
June 6, 2008, requiring manufacturers to pay fees, as well as report sales and emissions of
architectural coatings into the SCAQMD. Based on the sales data collected, from Rule 314,
numerous site visits, technical research, and working group meetings, staff has developed PAR
1113 and PAR 314, which are is described below.
PAR 1113 will:


Limit the Small Container Exemption (SCE) for certain categories;



Propose new categories with VOC limits and eliminate categories once they are regulated
under a different rule;



Clarify existing definitions and requirements;



Reduce the VOC limit of some architectural coating categories to reflect currently available
inventory;



Include colorants in the labeling requirements;



Include several new test methods; and



Remove and update outdated provisions

PAR 314 will:


Amend definitions;



Include a tiered sales fee structure;



Require architectural coating manufacturers to pay outstanding fees of any acquired
architectural coating manufacturer; and



Require reporting of any change or acquisition of the facility/business to the Executive
Officer.

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT
Amending Rules 1113 and 314 is a discretionary action, which has the potential to result in direct
or indirect changes to the environment and, therefore, is considered a “project” as defined by the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). SCAQMD is the lead agency for the proposed
project and has prepared this Draft Final Environmental Assessment (EA) pursuant to its Certified
Regulatory Program (CEQA Guidelines § 15251). California Public Resources Code § 21080.5
allows public agencies with regulatory programs to prepare a plan or other written document in
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lieu of an environmental impact report or negative declaration once the Secretary of the Resources
Agency has certified the regulatory program. SCAQMD's regulatory program was certified by the
Secretary of the Resources Agency on March 1, 1989, and is codified as SCAQMD Rule 110.
CEQA and SCAQMD Rule 110 require that potential adverse environmental impacts of proposed
projects be evaluated and feasible methods to reduce or avoid significant adverse environmental
impacts of these projects be identified. To fulfill the purpose and intent of CEQA, this Draft Final
EA addresses the potential adverse environmental impacts associated with the proposed project
according to CEQA Guidelines § 15252. It states that the lead agency has an obligation to identify
and evaluate the environmental effects of the project. The Draft Final EA is an informational
document intended to: (a) provide the lead agency, responsible agencies, decision makers, and the
general public with information on the environmental effects of the proposed project; and (b)
identify possible ways to minimize the significant effects.
SCAQMD staff’s review of the proposed project shows that the proposed project is not expected
to generate significant adverse effects on the environment. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
§§ 15126.4(a)(3) and 15126.6, mitigation measures and alternatives are not required for effects
which that are found not to be significant; thus, no mitigation measures or alternatives to the project
are included in the Draft Final EA. In addition, because SCAQMD has a certified regulatory
program, the Environmental Assessment is an appropriate substitute for an EIR or Negative
Declaration. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15252(a)(2)(B) and supported by the environmental
checklist (in Chapter 2), if the project would not have any significant or potentially significant
effects on the environment, “no alternatives or mitigation measures are proposed to avoid or reduce
any significant effects on the environment.” Comments received on the Draft EA during the 30day public review period will be addressed and included in the Final EA. The Draft EA was
released for a 30-day public review and comment period from September 15, 2015 to October 15,
2015. One comment letter was received on the Draft EA during the comment period, which is
included with responses in Appendix C.
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PROJECT LOCATION
PAR 1113 and PAR 314 affects all architectural coating manufacturing facilities who sell
architectural coating into or within the SCAQMD. The SCAQMD has jurisdiction over an area of
10,473 square miles, consisting of the four-county South Coast Air Basin (Basin) and the Riverside
County portions of the Salton Sea Air Basin (SSAB) and the Mojave Desert Air Basin (MDAB).
The Basin, which is a subarea of the SCAQMD’s jurisdiction, is bounded by the Pacific Ocean to
the west and the San Gabriel, San Bernardino, and San Jacinto Mountains to the north and east.
The 6,745 square-mile Basin includes all of Orange County and the nondesert portions of Los
Angeles, Riverside, and San Bernardino counties. The Riverside County portion of the SSAB and
MDAB is bounded by the San Jacinto Mountains in the west and spans eastward up to the Palo
Verde Valley (see Figure 1-1).
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Kern County
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San Diego County
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Figure 1-1 Boundaries of the South Coast Air Quality Management District
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PROJECT BACKGROUND
Architectural and industrial maintenance (AIM) coatings are used to beautify and protect homes,
office buildings, factories, and their appurtenances on a variety of surfaces - metal, wood, plastic,
concrete, wallboard, etc. For example, AIM coatings are applied to the interior and exterior of
homes and offices, factory floors, bridges, stop signs, roofs, swimming pools, driveways, etc. AIM
coatings may be applied by brush, roller, or spray gun; by residents, painting contractors, or
maintenance personnel.
AIM and other coatings are composed of: pigments, which give the paint its color and ability to
hide the underlying surface, and are generally in the form of finely ground powders; binders
(resins), in which the pigment particles are dispersed and which bind the pigment to the painted
surface; carriers (solvents), used to keep the paint in a liquid state during application and to
otherwise aid in the application of the paint; and specialty chemicals (additives), necessary for
other coating characteristics. The carriers and some specialty chemicals evaporate, leaving behind
the film-forming components of the coating. The resins used in AIM coatings include acrylics,
vinyls, alkyds, cellulosics, epoxies, urethanes, polyurethanes, and several others. The carriers in
solvent-based coatings are organic solvents such as alcohols, ketones, esters, glycols, glycol ethers,
and aromatic or aliphatic hydrocarbons, and are usually VOCs. The carrier in a waterborne
coating is water, although most waterborne coatings contain some VOCs, primarily glycols or
texanol.
AIM coatings are usually purchased ready-to-use, although some come in two components that
must be mixed prior to application. They are available in a wide range of colors, gloss, and
performance characteristics. One important criterion for selecting coatings is durability. Coatings
are expected to last from two to ten years with the average expectation of five to seven years.
Failure of coatings to stand up to the elements such as sunlight, weather, and cleaning can shorten
the life of the coating and require more frequent recoating.
A solvent may sometimes be used to thin a coating if it is too thick to spray or brush. Application
problems caused by low temperature and high humidity can also be overcome by the addition of
solvent to the coating. Waterborne coatings are thinned with water only, whereas solvent-based
coatings can only be thinned with organic solvents. Similarly, brushes, rollers, and spray guns
used with waterborne coatings are cleaned with water, while such equipment used with solventbased coatings use organic solvents for cleanup. Generally, coatings are sold as ‘ready-to-use’ to
eliminate the need for thinning in the field.
VOC emissions from architectural coating operations are regulated by SCAQMD Rule 1113.
Under this rule, emissions are controlled by limiting the VOC content, measured in grams per liter,
of the architectural coatings sold and applied in the District. Architectural coatings are defined by
their application and use and include coatings which are applied to stationary structures including
residential and commercial buildings, billboards, curbs and roads, and mobile homes. VOCs are
emitted to the atmosphere from the evaporation of organic solvents used in industrial maintenance
coatings, nonflats, flats, primers/sealers/undercoaters, waterproofing wood sealers, varnishes,
wood preservatives, lacquers, fire retardant coatings, etc. The existing rule and PAR 1113 apply
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to those persons who supply, sell, markets, offers for sale, or manufacture any architectural
coating.
Regulatory History
Architectural Coatings have been subject to environmental air quality regulations for more than
three decades. Below is a reverse chronology of Rule 1113 regulatory activities:


September 6, 2013 - This Rule 1113 amendment provided regulatory relief in the form of
an exception from the recently adopted labeling requirements for small containers. The
amendment exempted containers containing two ounces or less from the labeling
requirements. Rule 1113 added and amended definitions to clarify the rule. This
amendment clarified that open container requirements and Group II exemption prohibitions
apply to colorants in addition to architectural coatings. This amendment also included
minor changes to improve clarity, but does not change the intent of existing requirements.



June 3, 2011 - These amendments to Rule 1113 further reduced VOC emissions from
architectural coatings by limiting the allowable VOC content of previously unregulated
colorants used to tint coatings at the point of sale, establishing VOC limits for certain new
coating categories, and reducing the allowable VOC content for several existing coating
categories. The amendments also included a sunset date for the Averaging Compliance
Option and restrictions on the Small Container Exemption, removed outdated language,
and provided rule clarification to improve its enforceability.



July 13, 2007 - These amendments to Rule 1113 amended the definition of metallic
pigmented coatings to remove reference to mica to be consistent with the federal
architectural coating rule, updated the test method used to determine the weight percent of
elemental metal in metallic coatings to reflect current practice, and deleted obsolete
language.



June 9, 2006 - These amendments to Rule 1113 implemented the recommendation of the
most recent technology assessment for this rule. The rule reduced the VOC limits for
specific coating categories; established a separate category for high-gloss nonflat coatings,
set interim limits and postponed the final limits for high gloss nonflats, quick-dry enamels,
and specialty primers; provided a limited exemption for Tertiary-Butyl Acetate from the
VOC definition; and included other minor modifications to improve clarity and
enforceability of the rule.



December 5, 2003 - In December of 2003, the SCAQMD Governing Board lowered VOC
content limits for the following coating categories: clear wood finishes (varnish and
sanding sealers), waterproofing sealers, waterproofing concrete/masonry sealers, stains,
and roof coatings. The proposed amendments required reporting with a sunset date to
phase-out the one quart or less usage exemption for clear wood finishes and expanded the
scope of the averaging compliance option to include the categories where the VOC content
limits were proposed to be lowered.
These amendments and the CEQA document (EA) were subject to litigation and the
SCAQMD prevailed.
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July 9, 2004 - These amendments addressed the State Implementation Plan (SIP)
approvability issues identified by the USEPA relative to the alternative compliance option
of the rule, the Averaging Compliance Option (ACO), specifically the averaging
compliance option. Amendments included requiring specific records be kept by
manufacturers choosing to use the ACO to comply with VOC limits, establishing additional
criteria for violations of the ACO program, and making other changes to the rule to enhance
clarity and enforceability. The SCAQMD committed to periodically evaluating the ACO
program to determine if emission reductions commitments are met as specified in the SIP.



December 6, 2002 - In December of 2002, the SCAQMD Governing Board readopted
amendments to Rule 1113 which were originally adopted in May 1999, but vacated by the
Court of Appeal on June 24, 2002. In response to the Court’s decision, the SCAQMD staff
proposed to readopt these amendments, incorporating the modifications to the amendments
that were made after the notice of public hearing was published. In connection with
readopting the 1999 amendments to Rule 1113 plus the modifications, the SCAQMD staff
prepared a Draft Subsequent Environmental Assessment (SEA) to evaluate potential
adverse environmental impacts of the 1999 amendments as revised. Rule 1113 was
originally amended in 1999 to implement, in part, both the 1994 and the 1997 AQMP
control measure CTS-07 – Further Emission Reductions from Architectural Coatings,
which called for a reduction of the allowable VOC content limit per liter of coating from
the following coating categories: industrial maintenance (IM); nonflatsnonflats; primers,
sealers, and undercoaters; quick-dry enamels; quick-dry primers, sealers, and undercoaters;
roof coatings; stains; and waterproofing wood sealers. The 1999 amendments to Rule 1113
also added several new coating categories: bituminous roof primers; floor coatings; high
temperature IM coatings; nonflats; recycled coatings; rust preventative coatings; specialty
primers; zinc-rich IM primers, and waterproofing concrete/masonry sealers. The proposal
also expanded and clarified the averaging provision to provide additional flexibility to
manufacturers.
These amendments and the CEQA document (SEA) were subject to litigation and the
SCAQMD prevailed.



July 20, 2001 - In July 2001, the SCAQMD Governing Board adopted amendments to
Rule 1113. The amendments included the creation of a new coating category for clear
wood finish brushing lacquers with an allowable VOC content of 680 grams per liter until
January 1, 2005, when the VOC limit would be reduced to 275 grams per liter. The rule
amendments also established labeling and reporting requirements for brushing lacquers to
ensure their proper use and thus minimize emissions. By postponing compliance with the
existing VOC content limit requirement for lacquers in general, the EA prepared for this
amendment concluded that 162 pounds of anticipated VOC emission reductions per day
would be foregone until the clear brushing lacquers were required to comply with the final
VOC content limit in 2005.



May 14, 1999 - In May 1999, the SCAQMD Board adopted amendments to Rule 1113.
The amendments called for a reduction of the allowable VOC content limit per liter of
coating from the following coating categories: industrial maintenance; nonflats; quick-dry
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enamels; primers, sealers, and undercoaters; quick-dry primers, sealers, and undercoaters;
stains; roof coatings; and waterproofing wood sealers. The proposed amendments to Rule
1113 also added several new coating categories: high temperature IM coatings, rust
preventative coatings, bituminous roof coatings, recycled flats and nonflats, essential
public service coatings, floor coatings, and waterproofing concrete/masonry sealers. The
proposal also expanded and clarified the averaging provision to provide additional
flexibility to manufacturers. At full implementation of the amendments, the overall VOC
emission reductions were anticipated to be approximately 21.8 tons per day by the year
2010. On June 24, 2002, the Court of Appeal vacated the SCAQMD’s adoption of the
1999 amendments.


November 8, 1996 - In November 1996, the SCAQMD Board adopted amendments to
Rule 1113. These amendments reduced the VOC content limits of four coating categories:
lacquers, flats (interior and exterior), traffic coatings, and multi-color coatings, resulting in
an overall net reduction of 10.3 tons per day of VOC emissions from this source category.
In addition, the amendments temporarily increased the VOC content limits for four coating
categories. Other components of the proposed amendments included adding new
definitions, modifying definitions, updating the analytical test methods, and establishing
an averaging methodology for flats to provide flexibility for complying with future VOC
content limits.
Subsequent to the adoption of the amendments to Rule 1113, industry filed three separate
lawsuits questioning the validity of the proposed future limits for the lacquer and flat
coating categories. The SCAQMD prevailed in all three cases.
These amendments also incorporated an exemption from the VOC limits for coatings sold
in containers one-quart size or less. The analysis in the Final Environmental Assessment
concluded that adopting a small container exemption would result in significant adverse
air quality impacts.



February 2, 1990 - In February of 1990, the SCAQMD Governing Board adopted
amendments to Rule 1113 that were based on the California Air Resources Board (CARB)
and California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) Suggested Control
Measure (SCM). The 1990 amendments included the following provisions: exemptions
for 11 categories of specialty coatings were eliminated, leaving only exemptions for quart
or smaller containers and emulsion type bituminous pavement sealers; lower VOC content
limits for 15 new coating categories; technology-forcing lower VOC limits for ten existing
coating categories effective December 1, 1993; consolidation of the industrial maintenance
coating categories from ten to three; and reorganization of the subdivisions of the rule.



March 8, 1996 - These amendments established a definition for aerosol coatings consistent
with the CARB definition, revised the definition of exempt compounds by referencing Rule
102 - Definition of Terms, and created an exemption for aerosol coatings.



September 6, 1991 - These amendments created a new coating category, low-solids stain,
and incorporated a calculation method for determining VOC content on a materials basis.
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The amendment also prohibited use of Group II exempt compounds, including ozonedepleting chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs) and several toxic solvents.


December 7, 1990 - These amendments incorporated new definitions for specialty coatings
and established a specific VOC content limit in the table of standards for specialty coatings.



November 2, 1990 - These amendments incorporated new definitions for specialty
coatings and established a specific VOC content limit in the table of standards for specialty
coatings.



February 2, 1990 - These amendments incorporated new definitions for specialty coatings
and established a specific VOC content limit in the table of standards for specialty coatings.

Architectural Coatings have been subject to Rule 314 –Architectural Coating Fees since 2008.
Below is a reverse chronology of Rule 314 regulatory activities:


September 6, 2013 - These amendments clarified certain reporting requirements, including
exempting small manufacturers and certain coatings from fees provided the reports are
submitted by the deadline, removing the ability to use “grouping” in the reporting,
clarifying existing definitions and reporting requirements, and removing outdated phasedin fee rates.



January 9, 2009 - The proposed amendment clarified the applicability and reporting
requirement sections of the rule to include architectural coatings sold through big box
retailers, as well as adding a fee exemption for recycled coatings.



June 6, 2008 - Rule 314 was adopted in June 2008 to recover the program costs to the
SCAQMD for establishing and implementing Rule 1113, including that program’s fair
share of SCAQMD costs that are apportioned among all SCAQMD programs, such as
personnel, payroll, etc., as well as costs supported by emissions fees, such as emissions
inventory and air monitoring. The rule provided staff with information on architectural
coating quantity used and related emissions for planning, compliance, and rule
development.

The other previous amendments for Rule 314 updated the fee schedule per the Consumer Price
Index.
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DESCRIPTION OF AFFECTED ARCHITECTURAL COATING CATEGORIES
Installation of air pollution control equipment is not feasible due to the application of these
coatings on a temporary basis at locations outside of facilities with control equipment for reducing
AIM coatings emissions; thereby leaving coating reformulation as the only possible means to
achieve the required reductions. The current proposal seeks to reduce the quantity of high-VOC
coatings that are sold under the small container exemption, specifically flat, nonflat, industrial
maintenance and rust preventative coatings.
Additionally, there are some coatings that are already compliant with PAR 1113 and these
amendments reflect their actual emissions. Thus, there is no need for a reformulation of these
coatings (i.e. recycled coatings).
PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The following is a summary of the proposed amendments to PAR 1113 – Architectural Coatings
and PAR 314 – Fees for Architectural Coatings. A copy of PAR 1113 and PAR 314 with the
specific details of the amendments can be found in Appendix A. and B, respectively. The
following and Appendix A and Appendix B constitute the project description. Key changes
proposed for PAR 1113 and 314 are described below.
PAR 1113


Remove all references to the averaging provision which sunset on January 1, 2015.



Add seven definitions, amend five definitions, and phase out two definitions:


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



Amend: Faux Glazes, Nonflat Coatings, Reactive Penetrating Sealers, Volatile Organic
Compound, and Clear Wood Finish (re-named Wood Coatings).



Phase out: Bond Breakers and Form Release Compounds.



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



Create new coating categories and establish a VOC limit for the following:




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

Upon rule adoption, reduce the VOC limit on the following categories:


Building Envelope Coatings (2019) and Recycled Coatings (2016).



Eliminate categories once they are regulated under a different rule.



Amend and update the Table of Standards 1 for clarifications.



Include colorants in the labeling requirements for the date of manufacture and the VOC
content.
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Include the following test methods:


VOC content:
o SCAQMD Method 313 - Determination of Volatile Organic Compounds VOC by
Gas Chromatography-Mass Spectrometry.
o ASTM Test Method 6886 - Standard Test Method for Determination of the Weight
Percent Individual Volatile Organic Compounds in Waterborne Air-Dry Coatings
by Gas Chromatography.


Building Envelope Coatings:
o ASTM E2178 - Standard Test Method for Air Permeance of Building Materials.
o ASTM E331 - Standard Test Method for Water Penetration of Exterior Windows,
Skylights, Doors, and Curtain Walls by Uniform Static Air Pressure Difference.



Tub and Tile Refinishing Coating:
o ASTM D3363 - Standard Test Method for Film Hardness by Pencil Test.
o ASTM D4060 - Standard Test Method for Abrasion Resistance of Organic
Coatings by the Taber Abraser.
o ASTM D4585 - Standard Practice for Testing Water Resistance of Coatings Using
Controlled Condensation.
o ASTM D714 - Standard Test Method for Evaluating Degree of Blistering of Paints.
o ASTM D3359 - Standard Test Methods for Measuring Adhesion by Tape Test.

•

Amend the Small Container Exemption such that:


The exemption is eliminated for high-VOC specialty coatings (Reactive Penetrating
Sealers, Shellacs, Tub and Tile Refinishing Coatings), and coating categories not
currently using the exemption;



Restrict the exemption for Flat Coatings, Nonflat Coatings, Rust Preventative Coatings,
and Industrial Maintenance Coatings; and



Clarify the language.

PAR 314


Amend two definitions: Big box retailer and product.



Modify the fee structure such that a higher fee is imposed on higher-VOC coatings to
reflect the increased cost of rule implementation.



Include requirements for architectural coating manufacturers who acquire another
architectural coating manufacturer.



Require reporting of any change or acquisition of the facility/business to the Executive
Officer.
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INTRODUCTION
The environmental checklist provides a standard evaluation tool to identify a project's adverse
environmental impacts. This checklist identifies and evaluates potential adverse environmental
impacts that may be created by the proposed project.
GENERAL INFORMATION
Project Title:

Proposed Amended Rule 1113 and PAR 314

Lead Agency Name:

South Coast Air Quality Management District

Lead Agency Address:

21865 Copley Drive, Diamond Bar, CA 91765

Rule Contact Person:

Heather Farr, (909) 396-3672

CEQA Contact Person:

Cynthia Carter, (909) 396-2431

Project Sponsor's Name:

South Coast Air Quality Management District

Project Sponsor's Address:

21865 Copley Drive, Diamond Bar, CA 91765

General Plan Designation:

Not applicable

Zoning:

Not applicable
The purpose of PAR 1113 is to Implement, in part, Control
Measure CM#2012 CTS-01 – Further VOC Reductions from
Architectural Coatings, limit the small container exemption
for certain categories, propose new categories with VOC
limits, eliminate categories once they are regulated under a
different rule, reduce the VOC limit of some architectural
coating categories to reflect currently available inventory,
clarify rule language, strengthen the enforceability of the rule,
and remove and update outdated provisions.

Description of Project:

Surrounding Land Uses and
Setting:
Other Public Agencies Whose
Approval is Required:

PAR 1113

The purpose of PAR 314 is to make changes to the rule’s
definitions, requirements, and exclusions. Specifically, PAR
314 would add a tiered sales fee structure and require
architectural coating manufacturers to pay outstanding fees of
any acquired architectural coating manufacturer.
Not applicable
None
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED
The following environmental impact issues have been assessed to determine their potential to be
affected by the proposed project. As indicated by the checklist on the following pages,
environmental topics marked with an "" may be adversely affected by the proposed project. An
explanation relative to the determination of the significance of the impacts can be found following
the checklist for each area.


Aesthetics



Geology and Soils



Population and
Housing



Agricultural and Forest
Resources



Hazards and
Hazardous Materials



Public Services



Air Quality and
Greenhouse Gas
Emissions



Hydrology and Water
Quality



Recreation



Biological Resources



Land Use and
Planning



Solid/Hazardous Waste



Cultural Resources



Mineral Resources



Transportation/Traffic



Energy



Noise



Mandatory Findings of
Significance

PAR 1113
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DETERMINATION
On the basis of this initial evaluation:

Date:



I find the proposed project, in accordance with those findings made pursuant to
CEQA Guideline § 15252, COULD NOT have a significant effect on the
environment, and that an ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT with no
significant impacts has been prepared.



I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the
environment, there will NOT be significant effects in this case because revisions
in the project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent. An
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT with no significant impacts will be
prepared.



I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect(s) on the
environment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT will be prepared.



I find that the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact" on
the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in an
earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been addressed
by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached
sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT is required, but it must analyze
only the effects that remain to be addressed.



I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the
environment, because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed
adequately in an earlier ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT pursuant to
applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that
earlier ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT, including revisions or mitigation
measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required.

September 11, 2015

Signature:
Jillian Wong, Ph.D.
Program Supervisor, CEQA Section
Planning, Rules, and Area Sources

PAR 1113
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DISCUSSION AND EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS
The environmental impacts associated with the current requirements in Rule 1113 and Rule 314
has have already been analyzed in previous CEQA documents prepared for the rule. As discussed
in Chapter 1, implementation of the proposed project would reduce VOC emissions from the
application of architectural coatings and address the imbalance of increasing costs of compliance.
This amendment is necessary to meet commitments in the 2012 AQMP and will be incorporated
into the SIP. No new physical changes requiring construction are involved with the proposed
project.
Coating operations can be categorized into three procedures: manufacturing, distribution and sales,
and use of coating. Manufacturing comprises of raw material storage (silos, storage tanks, drums,
etc.), process operations (storage tanks, mixers, mills, high-speed dispersion tanks, canners, etc.)
and product storage (drums, cans, etc.). Distribution and sales comprises of transporting coatings
to warehouses and retail and commercial facilities for sale or resale. Coatings are used (applied)
by spraying, rolling, or brushing of the coatings on to architectural structures.
Rule 314 – Fees for Architectural Coatings requires manufacturers to report and pay fees related
to sales and emissions of architectural coatings into the SCAQMD. PAR 314 would include revised
definitions, a tiered sales fee structure, and a requirement that architectural coating manufacturers
pay outstanding fees of any acquired architectural coating manufacturer. PAR 314 would only
affect definitions, fees, and reporting requirements.
For the aforementioned reasons, the following analysis will focus on the effects of PAR 1113 and
PAR 314. This Draft Final EA analyzes the VOC limit changes, changes to some coating
categories, and restrictions on the small container exemption.
Reformulation of Affected Architectural Coatings
The primary result of PAR 1113 would be the reformulation of coatings to comply with the new
or lower VOC content limits. It is assumed that PAR 1113 noncompliant coatings would be
reformulated to be similar to existing PAR 1113 compliant coatings. Therefore, impacts from
reformulation were evaluated by comparing PAR 1113 compliant coatings to coatings that would
not be compliant under PAR 1113.
Additionally, based on manufacturer feedback, the majority of the manufacturers already have a
compliant product line.
Other rule language changes are administrative in nature and no environmental impacts would be
expected.

PAR 1113
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ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST AND DISCUSSION
I.

AESTHETICS.
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Would the project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a
scenic vista?
b) Substantially damage scenic resources,
including, but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings
within a state scenic highway?
c) Substantially degrade the existing
visual character or quality of the site
and its surroundings?
d) Create a new source of substantial light
or glare which would adversely affect
day or nighttime views in the area?

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact



Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation






























Significance Criteria
The proposed project impacts on aesthetics will be considered significant if:
- The project will block views from a scenic highway or corridor.
- The project will adversely affect the visual continuity of the surrounding area.
- The impacts on light and glare will be considered significant if the project adds lighting which
would add glare to residential areas or sensitive receptors.
Discussion
PAR 1113 would require lowering VOC limits for some categories, changing some coating
categories, and restricting the small container exemption for some categories. PAR 314 would
include revised definitions, a tiered fee structure, and requirements on acquisitions of architectural
coating manufacturers. No major changes to existing architectural operations or stockpiling of
additional materials or products outside of existing facilities are expected.
I. a) & b) The proposed amendments do not require any changes in the physical environment that
would obstruct any scenic vistas or views of interest to the public. In addition, no major changes
to existing architectural operations or stockpiling of additional materials or products outside of
existing facilities are expected. The reason for this determination is that any physical changes
would occur at existing industrial or commercial sites. Therefore, no significant impacts adversely
affecting existing visual resources such as scenic views or vistas, etc. are anticipated to occur.
I. b) & c) No new construction of buildings or other structures will result from the lowering of the
VOC content in coatings so scenic resources will not be obstructed and the existing visual character
of any site in the vicinity of affected operations will not be degraded. The purpose of AIM coatings
is to improve the visual character and protect the surface of the product upon which the coating is
applied. Defects in the appearance of the low-VOC coating after application, which could be

PAR 1113
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argued as less aesthetically pleasing, is not anticipated because the rule contains a compliance
schedule sufficient for coating formulators to produce acceptable quality low-VOC products that
exhibit the desired performance characteristics. In addition, compliant low-VOC coatings are
currently available, being sold, used and proven to be just as durable as coatings formulated with
conventional solvents.
I. d) There are no components in PAR 1113 or PAR 314 that would alter existing work practice,
or require working at construction activities at night, and therefore, the proposed project is not
expected to create a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect day or
nighttime views in an area.
PAR 314 would only affect definitions, fees, and reporting requirements and would not have
physical effects on existing affected facilities. Therefore, PAR 314 would have no impact on
aesthetics.
Based upon these considerations, significant adverse aesthetics impacts are not anticipated from
PAR 1113 and PAR 314. Since no significant aesthetics impacts were identified, no mitigation
measures are necessary or required.

PAR 1113
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II.

AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES.
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Would the project:
a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance (Farmland), as shown on
the maps prepared pursuant to the
Farmland mapping and Monitoring
Program of the California Resources
Agency, to non- agricultural use?
b) Conflict with existing zoning for
agricultural use, or a Williamson Act
contract?
c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or
cause rezoning of, forest land (as
defined in Public Resources Code
§12220(g)), timberland (as defined by
Public Resources Code §4526), or
timberland
zoned
Timberland
Production (as defined by Government
Code §51104 (g))?
d) Result in the loss of forest land or
conversion of forest land to non-forest
use?

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact



Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation






























Significance Criteria
Project-related impacts on agriculture and forest resources will be considered significant if any of
the following conditions are met:
- The proposed project conflicts with existing zoning or agricultural use or Williamson Act
contracts.
- The proposed project will convert prime farmland, unique farmland or farmland of statewide
importance as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the farmland mapping and monitoring
program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use.
- The proposed project conflicts with existing zoning for, or causes rezoning of, forest land (as
defined in Public Resources Code §12220(g)), timberland (as defined in Public Resources
Code §4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code §
51104 (g)).
- The proposed project would involve changes in the existing environment, which due to their
location or nature, could result in conversion of farmland to non-agricultural use or conversion
of forest land to non-forest use.

PAR 1113
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Discussion
PAR 1113 would require lower VOC limits for some categories, change some coating categories,
and restrict the small container exemption for some categories. PAR 314 would include revised
definitions, a tiered fee structure, and requirements on acquisitions of architectural coating
manufacturers. No major changes to existing architectural operations or stockpiling of additional
materials or products outside of existing facilities are expected.
II. a), b), c), & d) As previously discussed, no major construction is associated with the lowering
of the VOC content of affected coating categories. The manufacture of compliant architectural
coatings would not require converting farmland to non-agricultural uses because the manufacture
of compliant architectural coatings is expected to occur completely within the confines of existing
affected industrial facilities. The use of architectural coatings that would be required to comply
with the proposed VOC content limits is expected to be similar to the use of existing architectural
coatings, which typically do not affect farm or agricultural practices, as such coatings are typically
used in urban, commercial or industrial areas. For the same reasons, PAR 1113 would not result
in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use.
Therefore, the proposed project would not result in any construction of new buildings or other
structures that would convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland mapping and
Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency farmland to non-agricultural use or
conflict with zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act contract. Since the proposed project
would not substantially change the equipment or process in which the coatings are applied, there
are no provisions in the proposed amended rule that would affect land use plans, policies, or
regulations. Land use and other planning considerations are determined by local governments and
no land use or planning requirements will be altered by the proposed project.
The proposed project is not expected to conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of,
forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code §12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public
Resources Code §4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government
Code §51104 (g)) or result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use.
PAR 314 would only affect definitions, fees, and reporting requirements and would not have
physical effects on existing affected facilities. Therefore, PAR 314 would have no impact on
agriculture and forest resources.
Based on the above considerations, significant adverse impacts to agriculture resources are not
expected from PARs 1113 and 314. Since there are no significant adverse impacts, no mitigation
measures are required.

PAR 1113
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III.

AIR QUALITY AND GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

Would the project:
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation
of the applicable air quality plan?
b) Violate any air quality standard or
contribute to an existing or projected air
quality violation?
c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net
increase of any criteria pollutant for
which the project region is nonattainment under an applicable federal or
state ambient air quality standard
(including releasing emissions that
exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone
precursors)?
d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations?
e) Create objectionable odors affecting a
substantial number of people?
f) Diminish an existing air quality rule or
future compliance requirement resulting
in a significant increase in air
pollutant(s)?
g) Generate greenhouse gas emissions,
either directly or indirectly, that may
have a significant impact on the
environment?
h) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy
or regulation adopted for the purpose of
reducing the emissions of greenhouse
gases?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact



Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation






























































Significance Criteria
To determine whether or not air quality impacts from adopting and implementing the proposed
project are significant, impacts will be evaluated and compared to the criteria in Table 2-1. The
project will be considered to have significant adverse air quality impacts if any one of the
thresholds in Table 2-1 are equaled or exceeded.
To determine whether or not greenhouse gas emissions from the proposed project may be
significant, impacts will be evaluated and compared to the 10,000 MT CO2/year threshold for
industrial sources for SCAQMD lead agency projects.

PAR 1113
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Table 2-1 SCAQMD Air Quality Significance Thresholds
Mass Daily Thresholds a
Pollutant

Construction b

Operation c

NOx

100 lbs/day

55 lbs/day

VOC

75 lbs/day

55 lbs/day

PM10

150 lbs/day

150 lbs/day

PM2.5

55 lbs/day

55 lbs/day

SOx

150 lbs/day

150 lbs/day

CO

550 lbs/day

550 lbs/day

Lead

3 lbs/day

3 lbs/day

Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs), Odor, and GHG Thresholds
TACs
(including carcinogens and non-carcinogens)
Odor
GHG

Maximum Incremental Cancer Risk ≥ 10 in 1 million
Cancer Burden > 0.5 excess cancer cases (in areas ≥ 1 in 1 million)
Chronic & Acute Hazard Index ≥ 1.0 (project increment)
Project creates an odor nuisance pursuant to SCAQMD Rule 402
10,000 MT/yr CO2eq for industrial facilities

Ambient Air Quality Standards for Criteria Pollutants d
NO2
1-hour average
annual arithmetic mean

SCAQMD is in attainment; project is significant if it causes or
contributes to an exceedance of the following attainment standards:
0.18 ppm (state)
0.03 ppm (state) and 0.0534 ppm (federal)

PM10
24-hour average
annual average

10.4 g/m3 (construction)e & 2.5 g/m3 (operation)
1.0 g/m3

PM2.5
24-hour average

10.4 g/m3 (construction)e & 2.5 g/m3 (operation)

SO2
1-hour average
24-hour average

0.25 ppm (state) & 0.075 ppm (federal – 99th percentile)
0.04 ppm (state)

Sulfate
24-hour average

25 g/m3 (state)

CO
1-hour average
8-hour average

SCAQMD is in attainment; project is significant if it causes or
contributes to an exceedance of the following attainment standards:
20 ppm (state) and 35 ppm (federal)
9.0 ppm (state/federal)

Lead
30-day Average
Rolling 3-month average

1.5 g/m3 (state)
0.15 g/m3 (federal)

a

Source: SCAQMD CEQA Handbook (SCAQMD, 1993)
Construction thresholds apply to both the South Coast Air Basin and Coachella Valley (Salton Sea and Mojave Desert Air Basins).
c For Coachella Valley, the mass daily thresholds for operation are the same as the construction thresholds.
d Ambient air quality thresholds for criteria pollutants based on SCAQMD Rule 1303, Table A-2 unless otherwise stated.
e Ambient air quality threshold based on SCAQMD Rule 403.
b

KEY:

PAR 1113

lbs/day = pounds per day
ppm = parts per million
g/m3 = microgram per cubic meter
MT/yr CO2eq = metric tons per year of CO2 equivalents

2-10

≥ = greater than or equal to
> = greater than
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Discussion
PAR 1113 would require lower VOC limits for some categories, change some coating categories,
and restrict the small container exemption for some categories. PAR 314 would include revised
definitions, a tiered fee structure, and requirements on acquisitions of architectural coating
manufacturers. No major changes to existing architectural operations or stockpiling of additional
materials or products outside of existing facilities are expected.
III. a) The SCAQMD is required by law to prepare a comprehensive district-wide Air Quality
Management Plan (AQMP) which includes strategies (e.g., control measures) to reduce emission
levels to achieve and maintain state and federal ambient air quality standards, and to ensure that
new sources of emissions are planned and operated to be consistent with the SCAQMD’s air
quality goals. The air pollution reduction strategies in the AQMP include control measures which
target stationary, area, mobile and indirect sources. These control measures are based on feasible
methods of attaining ambient air quality standards. Pursuant to the provisions of both the state and
federal Clean Air Acts (CAA)s, the SCAQMD is required to attain the state and federal ambient
air quality standards for all criteria pollutants, including lead.
PAR 1113 would not conflict with or obstruct air quality plan implementation, but rather would
implement, in part, control measure CM#2012 CTS-01 – Further VOC Reductions from
Architectural Coatings from the 2012 AQMP, which was developed for the primary purpose of
controlling emissions to attain and maintain all federal and state ambient air quality standards for
the district. The 2012 AQMP concluded that major reductions in emissions of VOC and NOx are
necessary to attain the air quality standards for ozone and PM10. VOC emissions cause the
formation of ozone and PM10 (particulate matter less than 10 microns in size), two pollutants that
exceed the state and national ambient air quality standards. VOCs react photochemically with
oxides of nitrogen (NOx) to form ozone. Ozone is a strong oxidizer that irritates the human
respiratory system and damages plant life and property. VOCs also react in the atmosphere to
form PM10, a pollutant that adversely affects human health and limits visibility. Because these
small particulates penetrate into the deepest regions of the lung, they affect pulmonary function
and have even been linked to increased deaths. The VOC emissions from this industry will be
reduced 0.89 tons per day by 2019 as a result of implementing the proposed project, thus providing
a direct air quality benefit. This VOC emission reduction will assist the SCAQMD’s progress in
attaining and maintaining the ambient air quality standards for ozone.
PAR 1113 would reduce VOC emissions and therefore, be consistent with the goals of the AQMP.
Therefore, implementing PAR 1113, which would further reduce VOC emissions, would not
conflict or obstruct implementation of the AQMP.
PAR 314 would only affect definitions, fees, and reporting requirements and would not have
physical effects on existing affected facilities. Therefore, PAR 314 would have no impact on air
quality and greenhouse gases.
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III. b) and f) Criteria Pollutants
Construction Impacts
The proposed project would only affect the future formulation of architectural coatings, which is
not expected to require physical changes or modifications involving construction activities. Thus,
no construction air quality impacts will result from the proposed project.
Operational Impacts
PAR 1113 is only expected to have a direct and beneficial effect on VOC emissions; thereby
reducing some criteria pollutants (secondary formation of Ozone and PM). Because of the narrow
regulatory focus of Rule 1113, no other criteria pollutants are expected to be directly affected by
PAR 1113.
Changes to Coating Categories
Carving out new coating categories with the same VOC content limit as the categories they are
currently identified with under the existing Rule 1113 is not expected to generate any air quality
impacts. Coating categories that have been separated to form new categories are presented in Table
2-2. Under these scenarios, some categories would not have any changes to the VOC content limit
or there would not be any changes in manufacturing or applying the affected coatings because
there are no changes to the VOC content limit. New VOC limits will be placed on the new
categories: Color Indicating Safety Coatings and Tub and Tile Coatings. No physical changes or
increase in emissions will occur from these new categories because it is currently is what is
occurring.

PAR 1113
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Table 2-2 Changes to Coating Categories
Existing Rule 1113
Coating Category

Waterproofing Sealer
Category

Industrial Maintenance

PAR 1113 Additional/New
Coating Category

VOC Emissions Change

New Building Envelope Coatings
category

Propose same VOC content
limit (100 grams per liter),
then by 1/1/2019, lower to 50
g/L

Color Indicating Safety Coatings

Higher VOC limit (480
g/L),these coatings were
previously sold under the
SCE
Same VOC content limit (100
grams per liter), so no change
in VOC emissions

Waterproofing
Concrete/Masonry
Sealers

New Tile and Stone Sealers

Industrial Maintenance

Tub and Tile Coatings

Higher VOC limit (420
g/L),these coatings were
previously sold under the SCE

Wood Conditioner

Same VOC limit (100 g/L) so
no change in VOC emissions

Primer, Sealer, and
Undercoater

Architectural Coatings Affected by PAR 1113 Where the VOC Content Limit Has Been
Increased, but VOC Emissions will not Increase
Graphic Arts Coatings
During the 2011 amendment to Rule 1113, the VOC limit was reduced for graphic arts coatings
from 500 g/L to 150 g/L based on the coatings that were available at that time. Staff projected
an emission reduction of 0.003 tpd when the lower limit was adopted. Since that amendment,
the manufacturer who was producing the graphic arts coatings that were less than 150 g/L went
out of business. The only graphic arts coatings currently available are being sold under the
SCE (Small Container Exemption). The largest manufacturer of these coatings has stated that
they will not reformulate to 150 g/L, but the coatings can be formulated to 200 g/L in order to
accommodate customers with large projects who prefer to purchase the coatings in one gallon
containers instead of multiple quart containers. As there currently are no compliant sales of
these coatings, staff is not projecting any emissions increase from this change. Even though
the proposed VOC limit is being increased, it is actually resulting in reformulation to a lower-
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VOC product line. Graphic arts coatings will continue to be sold under the SCE at a highVOC than the proposed 200 g/L, but this rule change will result in the availability of a lowerVOC option supplied in one-gallon or small containers.
Architectural Coatings Affected by PAR 1113 Where the VOC Content Limit Has Been
Reduced
PAR 1113 would reduce the VOC content limits for Building Envelope Coatings and Recycled
Coatings, and reduce the number of coatings eligible for the Small Container Exemption. Table
2-3 presents the existing and the proposed VOC content limits.
Table 2-3 Architectural Coatings New VOC Limits

100
250
150
250
420
400

PAR 1113
New Limit
(g/L)
50
150
100
50
100
100

Unlimited

350

Unlimited
Unlimited
Unlimited

100
730
550
420

Existing Limit
(g/L)

Category
Building Envelope Coatings
Recycled Coatings
Nonflat Coatings
Flat Coatings
Industrial Maintenance Coatings
Rust Preventative Coatings
Reactive Penetrating Sealers
(SCE)
Shellacs (SCE)
Clear
Pigmented
Tub and Tile (SCE)

Table 2-3A Architectural Coatings New VOC Limits
Category
Building Envelope
Coating
Recycled Coatings

PAR 1113

Existing Limit (g/L)

PAR 1113 New
Limit (g/L)

Effective Date

100

50

01/01/19

250

150

01/01/19
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Table 2-3B Architectural Coatings Affected by Elimination of SCE
Category

Change

Concrete-Curing
Compounds For
Roadways and Bridges

Eliminating
Exemption

Magnesite Cement
Coatings

Eliminating
Exemption

Multi-Color Coatings

Eliminating
Exemption

Pre-Treatment Wash
Primers

Eliminating
Exemption

Roof Primers,
Bituminous

Eliminating
Exemption

Sacrificial Anti-Graffiti
Coatings

Eliminating
Exemption

Stone Consolidants

Eliminating
Exemption

Repair and Other
Swimming Pool Coatings

Eliminating
Exemption

Wood Preservatives

Eliminating
Exemption

Clear and Pigmented
Shellacs

Eliminating
Exemption
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Effective
Date
01/01/16
Upon
rule
adoption
01/01/16
Upon
rule
adoption
01/01/16
Upon
rule
adoption
01/01/16
Upon
rule
adoption
01/01/16
Upon
rule
adoption
01/01/16
Upon
rule
adoption
01/01/16
Upon
rule
adoption
01/01/16
Upon
rule
adoption
01/01/16
Upon
rule
adoption
01/01/18

Reason

Emission
Reduction
(tpd)

Exemption not
used

N/A

Exemption not
used

N/A

Exemption not
used

N/A

Exemption not
used

N/A

Exemption not
used

N/A

Exemption not
used

N/A

Exemption not
used

N/A

Exemption not
used

N/A

Exemption not
used

N/A

High-VOC
specialty
Category
(730g/L/550g/L)

0.0007
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Table 2-3B Architectural Coatings Affected by Elimination of SCE (concluded)
Category

Change

Effective
Date

Reactive Penetrating
Sealers

Eliminating
Exemption

01/01/18

Tub and Tile Coatings

Eliminating
Exemption

01/01/18

Flat Coatings

Restricted to 8 ounce
touch-up

01/01/19

Nonflat Coatings
Rust Preventative
Coatings

Restricted to 8 ounce
touch-up
Restricted to 8 ounce
touch-up

01/01/19
01/01/19

Restricted to 1 liter
touch up – no retail
sales

01/01/19

Color Indicating
Safety Coatings

Restricted to 1 liter
touch up – no retail
sales

01/01/19

High Temperature IM

Restricted to 1 liter
touch up – no retail
sales

01/01/19

Industrial Maintenance
Coatings

Non-Sacrificial AntiGraffiti Coatings
Zinc Rich Primers

Restricted to 1 liter
touch up – no retail
sales
Restricted to 1 liter
touch up – no retail
sales

Emission
Reduction
(tpd)

Reason
High-VOC
specialty
Category
(350g/L)
High-VOC
specialty
Category
(420g/L)
Large volume
category –
insignificant SCE
sales
Large volume of
SCE sales
Large volume of
SCE sales
Potential rule
circumvention –
RPC recategorized as
IMC.
High-VOC
specialty
Category
(480g/L)
High-VOC
specialty
Category –
Exemption not
used (420g/L)

0.0001

0.01

0.002
0.15
0.63

0.01

N/A

N/A

01/01/19

Exemption not
used

N/A

01/01/19

Insignificant use
of exemption

0.03

Building Envelope Coatings
Building Envelope coatings are currently included in the waterproofing sealer primary
category with a VOC content limit of 100 grams per liter. PAR 1113 would establish a new
category for Building Envelope Coatings with a VOC content limit of 50 grams per liter
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effective January 1 , 2019. Most of what is sold in SCAQMD jurisdiction currently meets
the 50 g/L limit. Staff believes this compliance threshold is achievable through
reformulation or cessation of the sale of any remaining non-compliant products. There will
be a total of 0.005 tpd of VOC reductions from this restriction (see Table 2-4 for details).
Therefore, no adverse air quality impacts are expected.
Recycled Coatings
The maximum VOC content of currently available recycled coatings sold in SCAQMD
jurisdiction is 130 g/L, despite a current limit of 250 g/L. Staff is proposing to lower the
VOC limit to just above the level of currently available coatings to 150 g/L effective upon
rule adoption on 1/1/2016. This change is not to seek emission reductions, but to have the
VOC limits reflect what is being offered for sale. Since all recycled coatings currently
comply with PAR 1113, no changes in manufacturing or application of these products
is anticipated. There will be a total of 0.09 tpd of VOC reductions from this restriction (see
Table 2-4 for details).
Therefore, no adverse air quality impacts are expected.
Changes to the Small Container Exemption (SCE)
Under PAR 1113, there will be two four major changes to the SCE:
1. Disallowing the exemption for specialty coating categories not using the exemptionand
limiting their VOC limit for the following categories, effective upon rule adoption on
1/1/2016:

Concrete-Curing Compounds For Roadways and Bridges

Color Indicating Safety Paint

Magnesite Cement Coatings

Multi-Color Coatings

Non-Sacrificial Anti-Graffiti Coatings

Pre-Treatment Wash Primers

Roof Primers, Bituminous

Sacrificial Anti-Graffiti Coatings

Clear and Pigmented Shellacs

Stone Consolidants

Repair and Other Swimming Pool Coatings

Wood Preservatives

Tub and Tile Coatings
This will not result in VOC reductions as this is currently what is occurring. Therefore, no
adverse air quality impacts are expected.
2. The SCE will no longer be available Restricting the exemption for the following categories:
flat, nonflat, some industrial maintenance, color indicating safety and rust preventative
coatings because of their high volume of sales.
 Flat
 Nonflat
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Industrial Maintenance (IM) Coatings including: Color Indicating Safety Coatings,
High Temperature IM Coatings, Non-Sacrificial Anti-Graffiti Coatings and ZincRich IM Primers
Rust Preventative Coatings.

3. For the SCE restrictions, the lower VOC products are already available by most, if not all
manufacturers. There will be some higher-VOC product lines that will no longer be
available in the SCAQMD, but in all instances, considerable quantities of compliant
coatings are currently being sold. Some Rust Preventative Coatings (RPC) would have to
be reformulated with water-based or exempt compounds. The other manufacturers already
contain a large number of product compliant line coatings. There will be a total of 0.792
0.827 tpd of VOC reductions from this restriction (see Table 2-4 for details).
4. Disallowing the exemption for specialty categories, effective on 1/1/2018: and limiting
their VOC limit for the following categories
 Clear and Pigmented Shellacs
 Reactive Penetrating Sealers
 Tub and Tile Coatings
Secondary Criteria Pollutant Emissions from Operation
Manufacturing and operating practices for PAR 1113 compliant coatings would be similar to
existing manufacturing and operating practices (i.e., no equipment or operational changes are
expected to occur). Coatings are expected to be manufactured at the same facilities with the same
types of equipment as existing coatings. Transportation of coating components and coatings is also
expected to be similar or less. Low-VOC coatings typically use less solvent, which would require
less raw material trips. Products are still expected to be sent to the same retailer, repackaging
facilities, and end users. Therefore, impacts are less than significant.
Summary of Operational VOC Emissions and Emission Reductions
The total operational effects on VOC emissions as a result of adopting and implementing PAR
1113 are presented in Table 2-4 (See Appendix C for detailed calculations). PAR 1113 would
result in VOC emissions reductions once fully implemented. As a result, PAR 1113 is expected to
result in an operational air quality benefit. Therefore, PAR 1113 is not expected to create
significant adverse operational air quality impacts.
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Table 2-4 Total VOC Emissions Reductions from PAR 1113
VOC Emission Reductions (tpd)
Description
Building Envelope Coatings
Recycled Coating
SCE Restrictions:
Nonflat Coatings
Flat Coatings
Industrial Maintenance Coatings
Rust Preventative Coatings
Zinc Rich Primers
Reactive Penetrating Sealers
Clear and Pigmented Shellacs
Tub and Tile Coatings

2016
-0.09

Total VOC Emission Reductions

0.09

2018
---

--

2019
0.0050.01
0.06

Totals
0.0105
0.069

0.15
0.002
0.01
0.63
0.03

0.15
0.002
0.01
0.63
0.03
0.0001
0.0007
0.01

0.87

0.88

0.0001
0.0007
0.01
0.0108

PAR 314 would only affect definitions, fees, and reporting requirements and would not have
physical effects on existing affected facilities. Therefore, PAR 314 would have no impact on air
quality and greenhouse gases.
III. c) Cumulatively Considerable Impacts
The thresholds for cumulative impacts are the same as project-specific thresholds. Based on the
foregoing analysis, criteria pollutant project-specific air quality impacts from implementing PAR
1113 would not exceed air quality significance thresholds (Table 2-1) and cumulative impacts are
not expected to be significant for air quality. Potential adverse impacts from implementing PAR
1113 would not be "cumulatively considerable" as defined by CEQA Guidelines §15064(h)(1) for
air quality impacts. Per CEQA Guidelines §15064(h)(3), the proposed project’s incremental
contribution to a cumulative effect is also not cumulatively considerable because the proposed
project complies with the requirements of a previously approved air quality attainment or
maintenance plan (SCAQMD’s 2012 Air Quality Management Plan), as analyzed in Section III.
a) above. Under that plan, sources of VOC emissions are reduced so as to meet air quality
standards. Per CEQA Guidelines §15064(h)(4), the mere existence of significant cumulative
impacts caused by other projects alone shall not constitute substantial evidence that the proposed
project’s incremental effects are cumulative considerable.
The SCAQMD guidance on addressing cumulative impacts for air quality is as follows: “As Lead
Agency, the AQMD uses the same significance thresholds for project specific and cumulative
impacts for all environmental topics analyzed in an Environmental Assessment or EIR.” “Projects
that exceed the project-specific significance thresholds are considered by the SCAQMD to be
cumulatively considerable. This is the reason project-specific and cumulative significance
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thresholds are the same. Conversely, projects that do not exceed the project-specific thresholds
are generally not considered to be cumulatively significant.”1
This approach was upheld by the Court in Citizens for Responsible Equitable Environmental
Development v. City of Chula Vista (2011) 197 Cal. App. 4th 327, 334. The Court determined that
where it can be found that a project did not exceed the SCAQMD’s established air quality
significance thresholds, the City of Chula Vista properly concluded that the project would not
cause a significant environmental effect, nor result in a cumulatively considerable increase in these
pollutants. The court found this determination to be consistent with CEQA Guidelines §15064.7,
stating: “The lead agency may rely on a threshold of significance standard to determine whether a
project will cause a significant environmental effect.” The court found that, “[a]lthough the project
will contribute additional air pollutants to an existing nonattainment area, these increases are below
the significance criteria . . . . Thus, we conclude that no fair argument exists that the Project will
cause a significant unavoidable cumulative contribution to an air quality impact.” As in Chula
Vista, here the District has demonstrated that, when using accurate and appropriate data and
assumptions, the project will not exceed the established SCAQMD significance thresholds. See
also Rialto Citizens for Responsible Growth v. City of Rialto (2012) 208 Cal. App. 4th 899. Here
again the court upheld the SCAQMD’s approach to utilizing the established air quality significance
thresholds to determine whether the impacts of a project would be cumulatively considerable.
Thus, it may be concluded that the Project will not cause a significant unavoidable cumulative
contribution to an air quality impact.
Based on the foregoing analysis, project-specific air quality impacts from implementing the
proposed project would not exceed air quality significance thresholds (Table 2-1); therefore,
cumulative impacts are not expected to be significant for air quality. Per CEQA Guidelines
§ 15064(h)(4), the mere existence of significant cumulative impacts caused by other projects alone
shall not constitute substantial evidence that the proposed project’s incremental effects are
“cumulative considerable.” Thus, potential adverse impacts from the proposed project would not
be cumulatively considerable for air quality impacts.
III. d) Toxic Air Contaminants (TAC)
Construction
The proposed project would only affect the future formulation of architectural coatings, which is
not expected to require physical changes or modifications involving construction activities. Thus,
no construction air quality impacts will result from the proposed project.
Operation
Reformulation of Coatings
To comply with PAR 1113, some coatings manufacturers may need to reformulate existing
coatings. Since a majority of the manufacturers have an existing compliant line, with lower levels
of VOCs (and in general lower levels of toxics) it is expected for there to be an overall reduction
in toxics use with the implementation of PAR 1113. Although not likely, it is possible that
1

SCAQMD Cumulative Impacts Working Group White Paper on Potential Control Strategies to Address
Cumulative Impacts From Air Pollution, August 2003, Appendix D, Cumulative Impact Analysis Requirements
Pursuant to CEQA, at D-3, http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/Agendas/EnvironmentalJustice/cumulative-impacts-working-group/cumulative-impacts-white-paper-appendix.pdf?sfvrsn=4.
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reformulated materials could be formulated with toxic products. The following analysis
demonstrates that PAR 1113 would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial exposures to air
toxics.
Coatings affected by PAR 1113 may need to be reformulated to meet proposed VOC content limits
or to meet current limits due to the phase out of the small container exemption. Coating
components may have differing toxicity characteristics. To evaluate the potential adverse toxics
impacts from PAR 1113, SCAQMD staff used Rule 314 data for products sold in 2014. Based on
discussions with coating manufacturers, the types of solids in affected coatings are not expected
to change as a result of implementing PAR 1113, only either low-VOC colorant formulation or
water-based formulation.
Assuming that coatings reformulated to comply with PAR 1113 would be similar to existing
coatings that already comply with Rule 1113, architectural coatings in the Rule 314 data that had
VOC contents that are equal or less than those proposed for PAR 1113 were used as surrogates to
evaluate health impacts from reformulated coatings. Information from new architectural coatings
that had VOC contents that are equal or less than those proposed for PAR 1113, but were not
included in Rule 314 data were also added. Based on the above analysis, there would be no
additional health impacts from these reformulated coatings.
Toxic Air Contaminant Reformulated Coatings Conclusion
Many higher VOC-containing coatings also contain toxic air contaminants, so by reducing the
VOC content limit, the amount of these air toxics is generally reduced or replaced to comply with
the lower VOC content limit. Based on the preceding evaluation, no increase in air toxics is
expected from coating reformulation that may be required by PAR 1113. Affected toxic air
contaminants (i.e., toxic air contaminants that would be affected by changes to VOC content limits)
found in PAR 1113 compliant coatings are expected to be reduced by the proposed project.
Therefore, PAR 1113 is not expected to be significant for adverse air toxic impacts from
reformulation of architectural coatings to meet the proposed lower VOC content limits.
PAR 314 would only affect definitions, fees, and reporting requirements and would not have
physical effects on existing affected facilities. Therefore, PAR 314 would have no impact on air
quality and greenhouse gases.
III. e) Odor Impacts
PAR 1113 will require the reduction of the VOC content limit from various coating categories,
which will require coating manufacturers to formulate with solvents that emit less VOCs. To
comply with the lower VOC content limits, some architectural coatings will be water-based.
Water-based coatings have less solvent than existing solvent-based coatings. Based on site
visit comparisons between a solvent-based coating manufacturing facility and a water-based
coating manufacturing facility, facilities that convert to water-based coatings are assumed to have
a beneficial effect on potential nuisance odor.
Affected facilities are not expected to create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number
of people for the following reasons: 1) fewer odorous compounds in water-based coatings; and
2) the use of future compliant materials must comply with all applicable SCAQMD rules
and regulations.
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In summary, the overall reduction in solvent use is expected to reduce odors from coatings.
Therefore, PAR 1113 is not expected to create new objectionable odors that would affect a
significant number of people and the impact is less than significant.
PAR 314 would only affect definitions, fees, and reporting requirements and would not have
physical effects on existing affected facilities. Therefore, PAR 314 would have no impact on air
quality and greenhouse gases.
III. g) and h) Greenhouse Gas Impacts
Global warming is the observed increase in average temperature of the earth’s surface and
atmosphere. The primary cause of global warming is an increase of greenhouse gas (GHG)
emissions in the atmosphere. The six major types of GHG pollutants are carbon dioxide (CO2),
methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), sulfur hexafluoride (SF6), hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), and
perfluorocarbons (PFCs). The GHG pollutants absorb longwave radiant energy emitted by the
earth, which warms the atmosphere. The GHGs also emit longwave radiation both upward to
space and back down toward the surface of the earth. The downward part of this longwave
radiation emitted by the atmosphere is known as the "greenhouse effect."
The current scientific consensus is that the majority of the observed warming over the last 50 years
can be attributable to increased concentration of GHG emissions in the atmosphere due to human
activities. Events and activities, such as the industrial revolution and the increased consumption
of fossil fuels (e.g., combustion of gasoline, diesel, coal, etc.), have heavily contributed to the
increase in atmospheric levels of GHG emissions. As reported by the California Energy
Commission (CEC), California contributes 1.4 percent of the global and 6.2 percent of the national
GHG emissions (CEC, 2004). Further, approximately 80 percent of GHG emissions in California
are from fossil fuel combustion (e.g., gasoline, diesel, coal, etc.).
GHGs are typically reported as CO2 equivalent emissions (CO2e). CO2e is the amount of CO2 that
would have the same global warming potential (relative measure of how much heat a greenhouse
gas traps in the atmosphere) as a given mixture and amount of other greenhouse gases. CO2e is
estimated by the summation of mass of each GHG multiplied by its global warming potential
(global warming potentials: CO2 = 1, CH4 = 21, N2O = 310, etc.).2
Construction
The proposed project would only affect the future formulation of architectural coatings, which is
not expected to require physical changes or modifications involving construction activities. Thus,
no construction air quality impacts will result from the proposed project.
Operation
PAR 1113 is not expected to alter manufacturing processes (other than reformulating coatings)
and coating use. No GHG compounds were identified in MSDSs of existing coatings that comply
with PAR 1113, and since reformulated coatings are expected to be similar to existing coatings
that are already compliant with PAR 1113, reformulated coatings are not expected to generate
GHG emissions.

2

California Air Resource Board Conversion Table: http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/facts/conversiontable.pdf
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Therefore, PAR 1113 is not expected to generate GHG emission, either directly or indirectly, that
may have a significant impact on the environment. In addition, PAR 1113 does not conflict with
an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHG
gases.
PAR 314 would only affect definitions, fees, and reporting requirements and would not have
physical effects on existing affected facilities. Therefore, PAR 314 would have no impact on air
quality and greenhouse gases.
Conclusion
PAR 314 would only affect definitions, fees, and reporting requirements and would not have
physical effects on existing affected facilities. Therefore, PAR 314 would have no impact on air
quality and greenhouse gases. Because of its minor effect on coating formulations compared to
existing conditions, PAR 1113 would have a less than significant impact on potential toxic impacts
and odor causing impacts on sensitive receptors and no other air quality impacts.
Based upon these considerations, the proposed project would not generate significant adverse
construction or operational air quality impacts and, therefore, no further analysis is required or
necessary and no mitigation measures are necessary or required.
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IV.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES.
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Would the project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either
directly
or
through
habitat
modifications,
on
any
species
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or
special status species in local or
regional plans, policies, or regulations,
or by the California Department of Fish
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service?
b) Have a substantial adverse effect on
any riparian habitat or other sensitive
natural community identified in local
or regional plans, policies, or
regulations, or by the California
Department of Fish and Game or U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service?
c) Have a substantial adverse effect on
federally protected wetlands as defined
by §404 of the Clean Water Act
(including, but not limited to, marsh,
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct
removal,
filling,
hydrological
interruption, or other means?
d) Interfere substantially with the
movement of any native resident or
migratory fish or wildlife species or
with established native resident or
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede
the use of native wildlife nursery sites?
e) Conflict with any local policies or
ordinances
protecting
biological
resources, such as a tree preservation
policy or ordinance?
f)
Conflict with the provisions of an
adopted Habitat Conservation plan,
Natural Community Conservation
Plan, or other approved local, regional,
or state habitat conservation plan?
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Significance Criteria
Impacts on biological resources will be considered significant if any of the following criteria apply:
- The project results in a loss of plant communities or animal habitat considered to be rare,
threatened or endangered by federal, state or local agencies.
- The project interferes substantially with the movement of any resident or migratory wildlife
species.
- The project adversely affects aquatic communities through construction or operation of the
project.
Discussion
PAR 1113 would require lowering VOC limits for some categories, changing some coating
categories, and restricting the small container exemption for some categories. PAR 314 would
include revised definitions, a tiered fee structure, and requirements on acquisitions of architectural
coating manufacturers. No major changes to existing architectural operations or stockpiling of
additional materials or products outside of existing facilities are expected.
IV. a), b), & d) Implementation of the proposed amendments will not cause impacts to sensitive
habitats of plants or animals because they do not require acquisition of or construction on open
space areas. The overall intent of the proposed amendments is to reduce VOC emissions from
affected coating categories. Therefore, the proposed amendments to Rule 1113 will have no direct
or indirect impacts that could adversely affect plant or animal species or the habitats on which they
rely in the SCAQMD’s jurisdiction. The overall net effect of implementing the proposed amended
rule will be improved air quality resulting from reduced VOC emissions, which is expected to be
beneficial for both plant and animal life. Modifications at existing affected coating manufacturers
to switch to low-VOC coatings, such as water-based, would not require acquisition of additional
land or further conversions of riparian habitats or sensitive natural communities where endangered
or sensitive species may be found.
IV. c) Acquisition of protected wetlands is not expected to be necessary to switch to compliant
coatings, such as water-based coatings. Affected coating contractors would continue to practice
existing operating procedures so the proposed amended rule will not directly remove, fill or
interrupt any hydrological system or have an adverse effect on federally protected wetlands. Since
coating contractors typically operate in urbanized areas, it is not likely that disposal or accidental
releases of coating materials would occur in areas that harbor federally protected wetlands as
defined by § 404 of the Clean Water Act.
IV. e) & f) There are no provisions in the proposed amended rule that would adversely affect land
use plans, local policies or ordinances, or regulations because the ultimate effect of PAR 1113 is
to reduce VOC emissions from architectural coatings. Land use and other planning considerations
are determined by local governments and no land use or planning requirements will be altered by
the proposed project. Proposed amended Rule 1113 would not affect in any way habitat
conservation or natural community conservation plans, agricultural resources or operations, and
would not create divisions in any existing communities.
Additionally, the proposed project would not conflict with any adopted Habitat Conservation Plan,
Natural Community Conservation Plan, or any other relevant habitat conservation plan, and would
not create divisions in any existing communities because all activities associated with complying
with PAR 1113 would occur at existing established industrial facilities.
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The SCAQMD, as the Lead Agency for the proposed project, has found that, when considering
the record as a whole, there is no evidence that the proposed project would have potential for any
new adverse effects on wildlife resources or the habitat upon which wildlife depends.
Accordingly, based upon the preceding information, the SCAQMD has, on the basis of substantial
evidence, rebutted the presumption of adverse effect contained in §753.5 (d), Title 14 of the
California Code of Regulations. Further, in accordance with this conclusion, the SCAQMD
believes that this proposed project qualifies for the no effect determination pursuant to Fish and
Game Code §711.4 (c).
PAR 314 would only affect definitions, fees, and reporting requirements and would not have
physical effects on existing affected facilities. Therefore, PAR 314 would have no impact on
biological resources.
Based upon these considerations, significant adverse biological resources impacts are not
anticipated. Therefore, no further analysis or mitigation measures are required or necessary.
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V.

CULTURAL RESOURCES.

Would the project:
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in
the significance of a historical resource
as defined in §15064.5?
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in
the significance of an archaeological
resource as defined in §15064.5?
c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource, site, or
feature?
d) Disturb any human remains, including
those
interred
outside
formal
cemeteries?
e) Cause a substantial adverse change in
the significance of a tribal cultural
resource as defined in Public Resources
Code §21074?
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Significance Criteria
Impacts to cultural resources will be considered significant if:
- The project results in the disturbance of a significant prehistoric or historic
archaeological site or a property of historic, cultural significance, or tribal cultural
significance to a community or ethnic or social group or a California Native American
tribe.
- Unique paleontological resources or objects with cultural value to a California Native
American tribe are present that could be disturbed by construction of the proposed
project.
- The project would disturb human remains.
Discussion
PAR 1113 would require lowering VOC limits for some categories, changing some coating
categories, and restricting the small container exemption for some categories. PAR 314 would
include revised definitions, a tiered fee structure, and requirements on acquisitions of architectural
coating manufacturers. No major changes to existing architectural operations or stockpiling of
additional materials or products outside of existing facilities are expected.
V. a), b), c), & d) There are existing laws in place that are designed to protect and mitigate potential
impacts to cultural resources. PAR 1113 is not expected to affect archeological or cultural sites
because reformulation of architectural coatings won’t require major construction activities such as
grading, trenching, etc. The application of architectural coatings typically occurs after site
preparation and construction of structures has been completed. As a result, it is expected that
archaeological resources would have already been assessed or if the new structure is at an existing
residential, commercial or industrial site, then they have already been disturbed or protected. The
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proposed revisions to Rule 1113 are, therefore, not anticipated to result in any activities, or promote
any programs that could have a significant adverse impact on cultural resources in the district. As
a result, the proposed project has no potential to cause a substantial adverse change to a historical
or archaeological resource, directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site
or unique geologic feature, or disturb any human remains, including those interred outside a formal
cemeteries.
Based on the above discussion, the proposed project is not expected to create any significant
adverse effect to a historical resource as defined in §15064.5; cause a new significance impact to
an archaeological resource as defined in §15064.5; directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource, site, or feature; or disturb any human including those interred outside
formal cemeteries.
V. e) PAR 1113 is not expected to require physical changes to a site, feature, place, cultural
landscape, sacred place or object with cultural value to a California Native American Tribe.
Furthermore, the proposed project is not expected to result in a physical change to a resource
determined to be eligible for inclusion or listed in the California Register of Historical Resources
or included in a local register of historical resources. For these reasons, the proposed project is
not expected to cause any substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource
as defined in Public Resources Code §21074.
It is important to note that as part of releasing this CEQA document for public review and
comment, the SCAQMD also provided a formal notice of the proposed project to all California
Native American Tribes (Tribes) that requested to be on the Native American Heritage
Commission’s (NAHC) notification list per Public Resources Code § 21080.3.1 (b)(1). The
NAHC notification list provides a 30-day period during which a Tribe may respond to the formal
notice, in writing, requesting consultation on the proposed project.
In the event that a Tribe submits a written request for consultation during this 30-day period, the
SCAQMD will initiate a consultation with the Tribe within 30 days of receiving the request in
accordance with Public Resources Code § 21080.3.1 (b). Consultation ends when either: 1) both
parties agree to measures to avoid or mitigate a significant effect on a Tribal Cultural Resource
and agreed upon mitigation measures shall be recommended for inclusion in the environmental
document [see Public Resources Code § 21082.3 (a)]; or, 2) either party, acting in good faith and
after reasonable effort, concludes that mutual agreement cannot be reached [see Public Resources
Code § 21080.3.2 (b)(1)-(2) and § 21080.3.1 (b)(1)].
Based upon these considerations, significant adverse cultural resources impacts are not anticipated.
Therefore, no further analysis or mitigation measures are required or necessary.
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VI.

ENERGY.

Would the project:
a) Conflict
with
adopted
energy
conservation plans?
b) Result in the need for new or
substantially altered power or natural
gas utility systems?
c) Create any significant effects on local
or regional energy supplies and on
requirements for additional energy?
d) Create any significant effects on peak
and base period demands for electricity
and other forms of energy?
e) Comply
with
existing
energy
standards?
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Significance Criteria
Impacts to energy and mineral resources will be considered significant if any of the following
criteria are met:
- The project conflicts with adopted energy conservation plans or standards.
- The project results in substantial depletion of existing energy resource supplies.
- An increase in demand for utilities impacts the current capacities of the electric and natural gas
utilities.
- The project uses non-renewable resources in a wasteful and/or inefficient manner.
Discussion
PAR 1113 would require lowering VOC limits for some categories, changing some coating
categories, and restricting the small container exemption for some categories. PAR 314 would
include revised definitions, a tiered fee structure, and requirements on acquisitions of architectural
coating manufacturers. No major changes to existing architectural operations or stockpiling of
additional materials or products outside of existing facilities are expected.
VI. a) & e) Lowering VOC content limits of affected architectural facilities will not conflict with
adopted energy conservation plans or cause affected facilities to be out of compliance with existing
energy standards because coating contractors are expected to continue current coating operations
using the same or similar coating equipment, but using new formulations of coatings affected by
PAR 1113. Because add-on control equipment is not expected to be used to comply with the
provisions of PAR 1113, no additional energy use is expected to be required. Additionally, PAR
1113 will not substantially increase the number of businesses or amount of equipment in the district
and, therefore, would not be expected to interfere with existing energy standards or future energy
conservation plans because these are typically targeted to residential consumers, etc.
VI. b), c) & d) The architectural coating operations are not expected to change as a result of
lowering the VOC content limit of affected coatings. Since there will be no additional demand for
electricity, there will be no need for new or substantially altered power or natural gas utility
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systems as a result of the proposed project. The proposed project will have a non-significant effect
on the electricity capacity or demand and, therefore, no significant impact on peak or base demands
for electricity.
PAR 314 would only affect definitions, fees, and reporting requirements and would not have
physical effects on existing affected facilities. Therefore, PAR 314 would have no impact on
energy.
Based on the above consideration, significant adverse impacts to energy are not expected from
PARs 1113 and 314. Since there are no significant adverse impacts, no mitigation measures are
required or necessary.
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VII.

GEOLOGY AND SOILS.

Would the project:
a) Expose people or structures to potential
substantial adverse effects, including
the risk of loss, injury, or death
involving:
 Rupture of a known earthquake
fault, as delineated on the most
recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake
Fault Zoning Map issued by the
State Geologist for the area or
based on other substantial
evidence of a known fault?
 Strong seismic ground shaking?
 Seismic–related ground failure,
including liquefaction?
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the
loss of topsoil?
c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil
that is unstable or that would become
unstable as a result of the project, and
potentially result in on- or off-site
landslide,
lateral
spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?
d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined
in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform
Building Code (1994), creating
substantial risks to life or property?
e) Have soils incapable of adequately
supporting the use of septic tanks or
alternative
wastewater
disposal
systems where sewers are not available
for the disposal of wastewater?
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Significance Criteria
Impacts on the geological environment will be considered significant if any of the following
criteria apply:
- Topographic alterations would result in significant changes, disruptions, displacement,
excavation, compaction or over covering of large amounts of soil.
- Unique geological resources (paleontological resources or unique outcrops) are present that
could be disturbed by the construction of the proposed project.
- Exposure of people or structures to major geologic hazards such as earthquake surface rupture,
ground shaking, liquefaction or landslides.
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-

Secondary seismic effects could occur which could damage facility structures, e.g.,
liquefaction.
Other geological hazards exist which could adversely affect the facility, e.g., landslides,
mudslides.

Discussion
PAR 1113 would require lowering VOC limits for some categories, changing some coating
categories, and restricting the small container exemption for some categories. PAR 314 would
include revised definitions, a tiered fee structure, and requirements on acquisitions of architectural
coating manufacturers. No major changes to existing architectural operations or stockpiling of
additional materials or products outside of existing facilities are expected.
VII. a) Architectural coatings are applied to new and existing buildings, stationary structures,
roads, etc. The proposed amendments affect coating formulators, sellers, and users and have
no effects on geophysical formations in the district because the proposed project does not require
or induce the construction of any structures. Coating activities and operations are not expected
to change from current practice so the proposed amendments to Rule 1113 will not expose
people to potential substantial adverse geological effects greater than what they are exposed to
already. Lowering the VOC content limit of affected coating categories will not result in exposing
people or structures to risks of loss, injury, or death involving: rupture of an earthquake fault,
seismic ground shaking, ground failure or landslides.
VII. b) The proposed project will not require major construction activities (e.g., grading, trenching,
refilling and repaving), so there are no potential impacts to existing geophysical conditions. No
soil is expected to be disrupted because no new development will be required as a result of
the proposed project. Therefore, no substantial soil erosion or loss of topsoil is expected from
lowering the VOC content limit of affected coating categories.
VII. c) & d) The proposed project does not involve construction of new structures and, therefore,
will not involve locating any structures on soil that is unstable or expansive. For this reason, no
destabilization of unstable soils would be expected that could cause on- or off-site landslides, lateral
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse.
VII. e) The proposed project does not involve the installation of septic tanks or alternative waste
water disposal systems. Therefore, this type of soil impact will not occur.
PAR 314 would only affect definitions, fees, and reporting requirements and would not have
physical effects on existing affected facilities. Therefore, PAR 314 would have no impact on
geology and soils.
Based upon these considerations, significant adverse geology and soil impacts are not anticipated.
Therefore, no further analysis or mitigation measures are required or necessary.
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VIII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS.

Would the project:
a) Create a significant hazard to the public
or the environment through the routine
transport, use, and disposal of
hazardous materials?
b)
Create a significant hazard to the public
or the environment through reasonably
foreseeable upset conditions involving
the release of hazardous materials into
the environment?
c) Emit hazardous emissions, or handle
hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances, or waste within
one-quarter mile of an existing or
proposed school?
d) Be located on a site which is included
on a list of hazardous materials sites
compiled pursuant to Government
Code §65962.5 and, as a result, would
create a significant hazard to the public
or the environment?
e) For a project located within an airport
land use plan or, where such a plan has
not been adopted, within two miles of a
public use airport or a private airstrip,
would the project result in a safety
hazard for people residing or working
in the project area?
f)
Impair implementation of or physically
interfere with an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation
plan?
g) Expose people or structures to a
significant risk of loss, injury or death
involving wildland fires, including
where wildlands are adjacent to
urbanized areas or where residences are
intermixed with wildlands?
h) Significantly increased fire hazard in
areas with flammable materials?
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Significance Criteria
Impacts associated with hazards will be considered significant if any of the following occur:
- Non-compliance with any applicable design code or regulation.
- Non-conformance to National Fire Protection Association standards.
- Non-conformance to regulations or generally accepted industry practices related to operating
policy and procedures concerning the design, construction, security, leak detection, spill
containment or fire protection.
- Exposure to hazardous chemicals in concentrations equal to or greater than the Emergency
Response Planning Guideline (ERPG) 2 levels.
Discussion
PAR 1113 would require lowering VOC limits for some categories, changing some coating
categories, and restricting the small container exemption for some categories. PAR 314 would
include revised definitions, a tiered fee structure, and requirements on acquisitions of architectural
coating manufacturers. No major changes to existing architectural operations or stockpiling of
additional materials or products outside of existing facilities are expected.
VIII.a), b), c) g) & h) PAR 1113 does not include provisions that would directly or indirectly
dictate the use of any specific coating formulations. Persons who currently use architectural
coatings would continue to have the flexibility of choosing the product formulation best suited
for their needs. It is likely that persons who utilize these materials would choose architectural
coatings that do not pose a substantial safety hazard. In addition, in response to increased
customer awareness of toxic or hazardous materials and customer demand, colorant and
architectural coating manufacturers have on their own attempted to reduce the amount of
hazardous materials included in coatings.
Toxics and Flammability
Section III.d) evaluates toxics from affected architectural coatings. Based on a comparison of
toxics identified in MSDSs from PAR 1113 non-compliant coatings and PAR 1113 compliant
coatings, toxic concentrations in affected architectural coatings remain either the same or are
reduced.
Assuming that coatings reformulated to comply with PAR 1113 would be similar to existing
coatings that already comply with PAR 1113, architectural coatings in the Rule 314 data that had
VOC contents that are equal or less than those proposed for PAR 1113 were used as surrogates
to evaluate health impacts from reformulated coatings.
A number of physical or chemical properties may cause a substance to be a fire hazard. With
respect to determining whether any conventional or replacement solvent is a fire hazard, Material
Safety Data Sheets (MSDSs) list the National Fire Protection Association 704 flammability hazard
ratings (i.e. NFPA 704). NFPA 704 is a “standard (that) provides a readily recognized, easily
understood system for identifying flammability hazards and their severity using spatial, visual, and
numerical methods to describe in simple terms the relative flammability hazards of a material3.
Although substances can have the same NFPA 704 Flammability Ratings Code, other factors can
make each substance’s fire hazard very different from each other. For this reason, additional
3

National Fire Protection Association, FAQ for Standard 704.
http://www.nfpa.org/faq.asp?categoryID=928&cookie%5Ftest=1#23057
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chemical characteristics, such as auto-ignition temperature, boiling point, evaporation rate, flash
point, lower explosive limit (LEL), upper explosive limit (UEL), and vapor pressure, are also
considered when determining whether a substance is fire hazard. The following is a brief
description of each these chemical characteristics.
Auto-ignition Temperature: The auto-ignition temperature of a substance is the lowest
temperature at which it will spontaneously ignite in a normal atmosphere without an
external source of ignition, such as a flame or spark.
Boiling Point: The boiling point of a substance is the temperature at which the vapor pressure
of the liquid equals the environmental pressure surrounding the liquid. Boiling is a
process in which molecules anywhere in the liquid escape, resulting in the formation of
vapor bubbles within the liquid.
Evaporation Rate: Evaporation rate is the rate at which a material will vaporize
(evaporate, change from liquid to a vapor) compared to the rate of vaporization of a specific
known material. This quantity is a represented as a unit-less ratio. For example, a substance
with a high evaporation rate will readily form a vapor which can be inhaled or explode,
and thus have a higher hazard risk. Evaporation rates generally have an inverse
relationship to boiling points (i.e., the higher the boiling point, the lower the rate of
evaporation).
Flashpoint: Flash point is the lowest temperature at which a volatile liquid can vaporize to
form an ignitable mixture in air. Measuring a liquid's flash point requires an ignition source.
At the flash point, the vapor may cease to burn when the source of ignition is removed.
There are different methods that can be used to determine the flashpoint of a solvent but the
most frequently used method is the Tagliabue Closed Cup standard (ASTM D56), also
known as the TCC. The flashpoint is determined by a TCC laboratory device which is used
to determine the flash point of mobile petroleum liquids with flash point temperatures below
175 degrees Fahrenheit (79.4 degrees Centigrade).
Flash point is a particularly important measure of the fire hazard of a substance. For
example, the Consumer Products Safety Commission (CPSC) promulgated Labeling and
Banning Requirements for Chemicals and Other Hazardous Substances in 15 U.S.C.§1261
and 16 CFR Part 1500. Per the CPSC, the flammability of a product is defined in 16 CFR
Part 1500.3 (c)(6) and is based on flash point. For example, a liquid needs to be labeled
as: 1) “Extremely Flammable” if the flash point is below 20 degrees Fahrenheit; 2)
“Flammable” if the flash point is above 20 degrees Fahrenheit but less than 100 degrees
Fahrenheit; or, 3) “Combustible” if the flash point is above 100 degrees Fahrenheit up to and
including 150 degrees Fahrenheit.
Lower Explosive Limit (LEL): The lower explosive limit of a gas or a vapor is the
limiting concentration (in air) that is needed for the gas to ignite and explode or the lowest
concentration (percentage) of a gas or a vapor in air capable of producing a flash of fire
in presence of an ignition source (e.g., arc, flame, or heat). If the concentration of a
substance in air is below the LEL, there is not enough fuel to continue an explosion. In
other words, concentrations lower than the LEL are "too lean" to burn. For example,
methane gas has a LEL of 4.4 percent (at 138 degrees Centigrade) by volume, meaning 4.4
percent of the total volume of the air consists of methane. At 20 degrees Centigrade, the
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LEL for methane is 5.1 percent by volume. If the atmosphere has less than 5.1 percent
methane, an explosion cannot occur even if a source of ignition is present. When the
concentration of methane reaches 5.1 percent, an explosion can occur if there is an ignition
source.
Upper Explosive Limit (UEL): The upper explosive limit of a gas or a vapor is the
highest concentration (percentage) of a gas or a vapor in air capable of producing a
flash of fire in presence of an ignition source (e.g., arc, flame, or heat). Concentrations
of a substance in air above the UEL are "too rich" to burn.
Vapor Pressure: Vapor pressure is an indicator of a chemical’s tendency to evaporate
into gaseous form.
The types and amounts of flammable solvents in the coatings remained the same or were
reduced or were eliminated in the PAR 1113 compliant coatings when compared to the
PAR 1113 non-compliant coatings. Table 2-5 presents all flammable solvents identified in
MSDS for coatings evaluated in this analysis and their flammable characteristics.
Table 2-5 Chemical Characteristics for Typical Coating Solvents

Chemical
Compounds

M.W.

Traditional/Conventional Solvents
Boiling
Flashpoint
Vapor
Pressure
Point
o

o

Stoddard Solvent

144

( F)
302 - 324

( F)
140

Petroleum Distillates
(Naptha)

100

314 - 387

EGBE

118

EGME
EGEE

Chemical
Compounds

(mmHg @ 68
o
F)

Lower
Explosive
Limit

Flammability
Classification
(NFPA)*

2

(% by Vol.)
0.8

2

105

40

1.0

4

340

141

0.6

1.1

2

76

256

107

6

2.5

2

90

275

120

4

1.8

2

Lower
Explosive
Limit

Flammability
Classification

M.W.

Replacement Solvents
Boiling
Flashpoint
Vapor
Pressure
Point

Acetone

58

(oF)
133

PCBTF (Oxsol 100)

181

282

(oF)
1.4
109

(mmHg @ 68
o
F)

(NFPA)*

180

(% by Vol.)
2.6

3

5

0.90

1

*National Fire Protection Association
0 = minimal; 1 = slight; 2 = moderate; 3 = serious; 4 = severe

For the Rust Preventative Coatings (RPC) Category, the primary replacement solvents are
expected to be either acetone or parachlorobenzotrifluride (PCBTF). Acetone is more flammable
and has a lower flash point than some solvents used currently. PCBTF generally poses an equal or
lower fire hazard to existing solvents. Based on current formulations sold in SCAQMD, only one
manufacturer may be affected in the RPC category by PAR 1113. While this manufacturer already
has a product line that is compliant with Rule 1113, their product line that utilizes the existing
Small Container Exemption in the current Rule 1113 will require reformulation. The manufacturer
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will likely use the same formulation being used for their compliant line in their larger containers
for their small container product line. Although these smaller containers necessarily contain less
acetone than the larger containers already being sold with acetone, the manufacturer is already
producing the compliant line and the product is being used by consumers, therefore, the
reformulation will not result in a significant increase in fire hazards to the environment beyond
existing conditions.
Some manufacturers will reformulate with water-based compounds and/or most likely use less of
it to comply with PAR 1113 (instead of using hazardous solvents). Table 2-6 shows their
flammable characteristics.
Table 2-6 Chemical Characteristics for Typical Water-Based Coating
Chemical
Compounds

M.W.

Traditional/Conventional Water Based
Flashpoint
Vapor
Boiling
Pressure
Point
(mmHg @ 68
o
F)

Flammability
Classification
(NFPA)*

Propylene glycol

76

(oF)
370

EGBE

118

340

141

0.6

1.1

2

EGME

76

256

107

6

2.5

2

EGEE

90

275

120

4

1.8

2

Lower
Explosive
Limit

Flammability
Classification

Chemical
Compounds

M.W.

(oF)
210

Lower
Explosive
Limit

0.1

(% by Vol.)
2.6

1

Replacement Water Based
Flashpoint
Vapor
Boiling
Pressure
Point
(oF)
279

(mmHg @ 68
o
F)

(NFPA)*

Di-Propylene Glycol

134

(oF)
451

Propylene Glycol

76

370

210

0.1

2.6

1

Ethylene Glycol

227

388

232

0.06

3.2

1

Texanol

216

471

248

0.1

0.62

1

30

(% by Vol.)
1

1

VIII. d) Government Code §65962.5 typically refers to a list of facilities that may be subject
to Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) permits. Since PAR 1113 relates to
coatings, it is not expected to have direct impacts on facilities affected by Government Code
§65962.5 Facilities affected by Government Code §65962.5 would still need to comply with
any regulations relating to that code section. The use of PAR 1113 compliant coatings is
not expected to interfere with existing hazardous waste management programs and based on
analyses presented earlier in this section (VIII.a), b), c), & h)) and in Section III. Air
Quality and Greenhouse Gases of this document, PAR 1113 may reduce the amount of
hazardous materials in architectural coatings. Accordingly, PAR 1113 is not expected to result
in a new significant impact to the public or environment from sites on lists compiled pursuant
to Government Code §65962.5.
Lastly, affected facilities would be expected to continue to manage any and all hazardous
materials and hazardous waste, in accordance with federal, state and local regulations.
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VIII. e) Since the use of PAR 1113 compliant coatings is not expected to generate significant
adverse new hazardous emissions in general or increase the manufacture or use of hazardous
materials, the implementation of PAR 1113 is not expected to increase or create any new safety
hazards to people working or residing in the vicinity of public/private airports. As stated above,
PAR 1113 compliant coatings are expected to be reformulated with less toxic and
hazardous material content than PAR 1113 non-compliant coatings.
VIII. f) As already noted PAR 1113 compliant coatings would likely be formulated with less
toxic materials than PAR 1113 non-compliant coatings. Further, PAR 1113 compliant coatings
are expected to be manufactured, transported, stored and applied in the same quantities as PAR
1113 non-compliant coatings. As a result, PAR 1113 is not expected to conflict with business
emergency response plans. With respect to suppliers and sellers of affected architectural coatings,
Health and Safety Code §25506 specifically requires all businesses handling hazardous materials
to submit a business emergency response plan to assist local administering agencies in the
emergency release or threatened release of a hazardous material. Business emergency response
plans generally require the following:
•

Identification of individuals who are responsible for various actions, including reporting,
assisting emergency response personnel and establishing an emergency response team;

•

Procedures to notify the administering agency, the appropriate local emergency rescue
personnel, and the California Office of Emergency Services;

•

Procedures to mitigate a release or threatened release to minimize any potential harm or
damage to persons, property or the environment;

•

Procedures to notify the necessary persons who can respond to an emergency within the
facility;

•

Details of evacuation plans and procedures;

•

Descriptions of the emergency equipment available in the facility;

•

Identification of local emergency medical assistance; and

•

Training (initial and refresher) programs for employees in:
o The safe handling of hazardous materials used by the business;
o Methods of working with the local public emergency response agencies;
o The use of emergency response resources under control of the handler; and
o Other procedures and resources that will increase public safety and prevent or
mitigate a release of hazardous materials.

In general, every county or city and all facilities using a minimum amount of hazardous materials
are required to formulate detailed contingency plans to eliminate, or at least minimize, the
possibility and effect of fires, explosion, or spills. In conjunction with the California Office of
Emergency Services, local jurisdictions have enacted ordinances that set standards for area and
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business emergency response plans. These requirements include immediate notification,
mitigation of an actual or threatened release of a hazardous material, and evacuation of the
emergency area. Based on the analysis in VIII.a), b), & c) and VIII.h), PAR 1113 coatings are
expected to have similar or less hazardous properties than existing architectural coatings.
Therefore PAR 1113 is not expected to impair the implementation of or physically interfere with
an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan.
VIII. h) PAR 1113 is expected to reduce the VOC content limits for specified coating categories
primarily through reformulation of the solvent or water-based technologies. It is anticipated that
the reformulation will primarily entail the use of water-based components or low-VOC materials
which are less hazardous or flammable than the materials currently being used. Refer to the
discussion in VIII b) and c) for the comparison of solvents currently used in the affected coatings
versus the solvents used to reformulate the same coatings to a lower VOC content limit.
The Uniform Fire Code and Uniform Building Code set standards intended to minimize risks
from flammable or otherwise hazardous materials. Local jurisdictions are required to adopt
the uniform codes or comparable regulations. Local fire agencies require permits for the use
or storage of hazardous materials and permit modifications for proposed increases in their use.
Permit conditions depend on the type and quantity of the hazardous materials at the facility.
Permit conditions may include, but are not limited to, specifications for sprinkler systems,
electrical systems, ventilation, and containment. The fire departments make annual business
inspections to ensure compliance with permit conditions and other appropriate regulations.
Consequently, local fire departments ensure that adequate permit conditions are in place to
protect against potential risk of upset from the use of hazardous materials. However, any use of
hazardous materials at affected facilities is not expected to change and may even decrease as a
result of implementing the proposed project.
PAR 314 would only affect definitions, fees, and reporting requirements and would not have
physical effects on existing affected facilities. Therefore, PAR 314 would have no impact on
hazards and hazardous materials.
Based upon these considerations, significant adverse hazards and hazardous materials impacts are
not anticipated. Therefore, no further analysis or mitigation measures are required or necessary.
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IX.

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY.

Would the project:
a) Violate any water quality standards,
waste discharge requirements, exceed
wastewater treatment requirements of
the applicable Regional Water Quality
Control
Board,
or
otherwise
substantially degrade water quality?
b) Substantially deplete groundwater
supplies or interfere substantially with
groundwater recharge such that there
would be a net deficit in aquifer volume
or a lowering of the local groundwater
table level (e.g. the production rate of
pre-existing nearby wells would drop to
a level which would not support
existing land uses or planned uses for
which permits have been granted)?
c) Substantially alter the existing drainage
pattern of the site or area, including
through alteration of the course of a
stream or river, or substantially
increase the rate or amount of surface
runoff in a manner that would result in
substantial erosion or siltation on- or
off-site or flooding on- or off-site?
d) Create or contribute runoff water which
would exceed the capacity of existing
or planned storm water drainage
systems or provide substantial
additional sources of polluted runoff?
e) Place housing or other structures within
a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped
on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or
Flood Insurance Rate Map or other
flood hazard delineation map, which
would impede or redirect flood flows?
f)
Expose people or structures to a
significant risk of loss, injury or death
involving flooding, including flooding
as a result of the failure of a levee or
dam, or inundation by seiche, tsunami,
or mudflow?
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Would the project:
g) Require or result in the construction of
new water or wastewater treatment
facilities or new storm water drainage
facilities, or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which
could cause significant environmental
effects?
h) Have sufficient water supplies available
to serve the project from existing
entitlements and resources, or are new
or expanded entitlements needed?
i)
Result in a determination by the
wastewater treatment provider which
serves or may serve the project that it
has adequate capacity to serve the
project’s projected demand in addition
to
the
provider’s
existing
commitments?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact



Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation






















Significance Criteria
Potential impacts on water resources will be considered significant if any of the following criteria
apply:
Water Demand:
- The existing water supply does not have the capacity to meet the increased demands of the
project, or the project would use more than 262,820 gallons per day of potable water.
- The project increases demand for total water by more than five million gallons per day.
Water Quality:
- The project will cause degradation or depletion of ground water resources substantially
affecting current or future uses.
- The project will cause the degradation of surface water substantially affecting current or future
uses.
- The project will result in a violation of National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) permit requirements.
- The capacities of existing or proposed wastewater treatment facilities and the sanitary sewer
system are not sufficient to meet the needs of the project.
- The project results in substantial increases in the area of impervious surfaces, such that
interference with groundwater recharge efforts occurs.
- The project results in alterations to the course or flow of floodwaters.
Discussion
PAR 1113 would require lowering VOC limits for some categories, changing some coating
categories, and restricting the small container exemption for some categories. PAR 314 would
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include revised definitions, a tiered fee structure, and requirements on acquisitions of architectural
coating manufacturers. No major changes to existing architectural operations or stockpiling of
additional materials or products outside of existing facilities are expected.
IX. a) & i) Lowering the VOC content limit of coatings at affected facilities will have no direct or
indirect impact on hydrology and water quality because the reformulation of the coatings is not
expected to change the current architectural coating operation practices or alter the coating
formulations to be more detrimental to water quality. It is likely that coating formulators will
replace conventional coating formulations and, as noted in Tables 2-5 and 2-6, may contain similar
compounds, just less of it.
In the past the SCAQMD has received comments that with the increased use of waterborne
technologies to meet the lower VOC content limits, there will be a greater trend of coating
applicators to improperly dispose of the waste generated from these coatings into the ground, storm
drains, or sewer systems. However, there are no data to support this contention. In any event, there
are several reasons why there should be no significant increase over current practices for improper
disposal due to greater use of water-borne coatings.
Results from a survey of contractors determined that a majority either dispose of the waste material
properly as required by the coating manufacturer’s MSDS or recycle the waste material regardless
of type of coating. Based upon these results, there is no reason to expect that paint contractors will
change their disposal practices, especially those that dispose of wastes properly, with the
implementation of PAR 1113. There is also no reason to expect that illegal disposal practices will
increase as a result of implementing PAR 1113.
State and federal regulations promote the development and use of coatings formulated with nonhazardous solvents. Based on discussions with coating formulators, the trend in coating
technologies is to replace toxic/hazardous solvents with equal or less toxic/hazardous solvents.
Therefore, wastewater which may be generated from reformulated coatings is expected to contain
less hazardous materials than the wastewater generated for solvent-based coating operations,
thereby reducing toxic influent to the Publicly Owned Treatment Works (POTWs).
Consumer and user outreach and education programs such as the PaintCare stewardship program
created by the ACA to recycle or dispose of unwanted paint, the ACA’s “Protocol for Management
of Post Consumer Paint,” and the SCAQMD’s “Painter’s Guide to Clean Air” provide the public
and painting contractors with information on environmentally sound coating disposal practices.
These public outreach programs are expected to reduce the amount of coating waste material
entering the sewer systems, storm drainage systems, and that would be dumped on the ground,
therefore, further reducing any water quality impacts associated with the improper disposal of
compliant coatings.
The EPA in its Report to Congress entitled “Study of Volatile Organic Compound Emissions
from Consumer and Commercial Products” evaluated consumer products to determine which
categories were likely to be disposed of to POTWs. The study found that the likelihood of paints,
primers, and varnishes being disposed of to POTWs was low. Therefore, this category was not
even evaluated for its VOC emission impacts on POTWs. This suggests that the presence of
solvents from this category of consumer products in wastewater streams is very low compared
to the total volume of solvents being disposed of from other consumer product categories.
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To evaluate potential water quality impacts from PAR 1113, it is assumed that future compliant
AIM coatings will be formulated primarily with water-borne technologies, though a percentage
of reformulations will involve exempt solvents. As a result, more water will be used for clean-up
and the resultant wastewater material could be disposed of into the public sewer system. It is
anticipated that current coating equipment (i.e., spray guns, rollers, and brushes) clean-up
practices of using water will continue into the future. Table 2-7 illustrates the “worst-case”
potential increase of waste material likely to be received by POTWs in the district as a result
of implementing PAR 1113. POTW’s average daily flow is based on historical wastewater
flow in the district. See Appendix C for details on estimated usage.
Table 2-7 Projected POTW Impact from Implementing PAR 1113
Year

POTW Average
Daily Flowa

POTW
Capacityb

Estimated
Usage

(mgd)

(mgd)

(mgd)

(mgd)

POTW capacity)

1,535.6

2,369.5

3.3 x 10-4

3.3 x 10-4

1.4 x 10-5

2014

Coatings Disposal Total Impacts
(% Increase to
Daily Flowc

a

2012 data of total average daily wastewater flows handled by all POTWs greater than 10 mgd in
the district (2012 AQMP, Table 3.5-5).
b
Based on design daily flows by all POTWs greater than 10 mgd in the district (2012 AQMP).
c
Assumes that one gallon of water will be used to clean-up equipment for every gallon of coating
applied. The figures for Coatings Disposal Flow are based on the annual emissions inventory of
the affected coating categories in 2014;
mgd = millions of gallons per day

The potential increase estimated as a result of implementing PAR 1113 is considered to be well
within the projected capacity of POTWs in the district based on historical wastewater data.
Hence, wastewater impacts associated with the disposal of water- borne clean-up waste material
generated from PAR 1113 affected coating categories are not considered significant. With the
increasing trend toward less toxic water-borne coatings, it is likely that there will be less severe
impacts to water quality because of improvements in affluent water quality. Therefore, PAR
1113 will not significantly adversely affect water resources, water quality standards, groundwater
supplies, existing water supplies or wastewater treatment facilities.
IX. b) & h) Historically, potential water demand to reformulate conventional coatings into water
based coatings and to clean up water based coatings has not resulted in a significant adverse impact
on water demand or depleted groundwater supplies. Using “worst-case” assumptions, increased
water demand from implementing PAR 1113 can be calculated for both manufacturer of waterbased coatings and water used to clean coating equipment. As shown in Table 2-7, water demand
associated with the manufacture and clean-up of water-borne formulations is estimated to be 337
gallons per day (122,897 gallons per year). This increased water demand does not exceed the
SCAQMD’s significant threshold of 5,000,000 gallons per day and, therefore, is not considered
to be a significant water demand impact.
While it is not possible to predict water shortages in the future, existing entitlements and resources
in the district provide sufficient water supplies that currently exceed demand. Further, according
to the Metropolitan Water District (MWD), the largest supplier of water to California,
“Metropolitan has supply capabilities that would be sufficient to meet expected demands from
2015 through 2035 under the single dry-year and multiple dry-year conditions. Metropolitan has
comprehensive plans for stages of actions it would undertake to address up to 50 percent reduction
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in its water supplies and a catastrophic interruption in water supplies through its Water Surplus
and Drought Management and Water Supply Allocation Plans.”4 MWD is expected to continue
providing a reliable water supply through developing a portfolio of diversified water sources that
includes: cooperative conservation; water recycling; and groundwater storage, recovery, and
replenishment programs. Other additional water supplies will be supplied in the future as a result
of water transfer from other water agencies, desalination projects and state and federal water
initiatives, such as CALFED, California’s Colorado River Water Use Plan.
As shown in Table 2-8, it is within the capacity of the local water suppliers to supply the small
incremental increase in water demand associated with the implementation of PAR 1113. Sufficient
water supplies are available to serve the project from existing entitlements and no new or expanded
entitlements are needed to implement the proposed project. Therefore, no significant water
demand impacts are expected as the result of implementing PAR 1113.
Table 2-8 Projected Water Demand from Implementing PAR 1113

Year

2014

Projected
Water
Projected Projected PAR 1113
Projected
Demand
Projected
Cleanup
Mfgr
Total
Water
with 20
Coating
Water
Water
Water
Supplied,a
Percent
Sales,c
Demand,d Demand e, Demand, f
b
billion gal Reduction, million gal
million gal million gal million gal
per year billion gal per year
per year
per year
per year
per year
1,498

1,198

0.1205

0.1205

0.1205

0.2409

PAR 1113
Total
Demand,f
gal per day

Total
Impacts,g
percent of
demand

660

0.00002

a) Water demand and supply projections obtained from hydrology setting in 2012 AQMP.
b) On November 10, 2009, the state Legislature passed Senate Bill 7 as part of the Seventh Extraordinary Session,
referred to as SBX7-7. This new law is the water conservation component to the historic Delta legislative
package, and seeks to achieve a 20 percent statewide reduction in urban per capita water use in California by
December 31, 2020. The projected water demand from the 2012 AQMP was reduced by 20 percent pursuant to
this legislation.
c) SCAQMD Staff Report for PAR 1113
d) Assumes that one gallon of water would be used to manufacture one gallon of coating applied. This estimate
includes the water used in humidifiers for and for purging lines in colorant systems. This volume also assumes
as "worst-case" scenario, that all affected coatings used in the SCAQMD's jurisdiction were manufactured here
and does not take into consideration the fact that some affected coatings are already waterborne coatings.
e) Assumes that one gallon of water would be used to clean-up equipment for every gallon of coating applied.
Also assumes as a "worst-case" scenario, that full conversion of affected coating categories to waterborne
formulations occurs in 2019.
f) Total amount of manufactured and clean-up water demand.
g) The percentage of increase in water demand as a result of the incremental increase due to water clean-up of
waterborne coating material.

IX. c) & d) The proposed project would not change current architectural coating application
or practices. Consequently, no major construction activities will be necessary to comply with
PAR 1113, so the proposed project will not require site preparation, so the proposed project
is not expected to alter any existing drainage patterns, increase the rate or amount of surface
runoff water that would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems.
4

From Metropolitan Water District, The Regional Urban Water Management Plan, November 2010.
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IX. e) Since PAR 1113 does not require construction of new structures, it will not result in placing
housing in a 100-year flood hazard areas. Architectural coating contractors are not expected to
change their existing coating practices, so any flood hazards would be part of the existing setting
or would be present for reasons unrelated to PAR 1113.
IX. f) Since PAR 1113 does not require construction of new facilities; thus it will not expose
people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death by altering existing flood risks or
risks from seiches, tsunami’s or mudflow conditions.
IX. g) As indicated in the discussion under items IX a) & i), the proposed project is not expected
to result in a significant increase in the volume of wastewater generated in the district. Similarly,
as discussed under items IX b) & h), the proposed project is not expected to significantly increase
demand for water in the district. As a result, it is not anticipated that PAR 1113 would generate
additional volumes of wastewater that could exceed the capacity of existing stormwater drainage
systems or require the construction of new wastewater or stormwater drainage facilities.
Based on the above considerations, significant adverse impacts to hydrology and water quality are
not expected to occur from implementing PAR 1113. Since there are no significant adverse
impacts and no mitigation measures are required.
Therefore, based on the above analysis, there would be adequate capacity to serve the proposed
project’s projected demand addition to the provider’s existing commitments.
PAR 314 would only affect definitions, fees, and reporting requirements and would not have
physical effects on existing affected facilities. Therefore, PAR 314 would have no impact on
hydrology and water quality.
Based upon these considerations, significant adverse hydrology and water quality impacts are not
anticipated and, therefore, no further analysis is required or necessary.
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X.

LAND USE AND PLANNING.
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Would the project:
a) Physically divide an established
community?
b) Conflict with any applicable land use
plan, policy, or regulation of an agency
with jurisdiction over the project
(including, but not limited to the
general plan, specific plan, local
coastal program or zoning ordinance)
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect?

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact



Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation














Significance Criteria
Land use and planning impacts will be considered significant if the project conflicts with the land
use and zoning designations established by local jurisdictions.
Discussion
PAR 1113 would require lowering VOC limits for some categories, changing some coating
categories, and restricting the small container exemption for some categories. PAR 314 would
include revised definitions, a tiered fee structure, and requirements on acquisitions of architectural
coating manufacturers. No major changes to existing architectural operations or stockpiling of
additional materials or products outside of existing facilities are expected.
X. a) Lowering the VOC content limit of certain coatings at affected facilities will not create
divisions in any existing communities because there is no anticipated change to current
architectural coating practices. Further, the proposed project does not require construction of any
features, such as freeways, that would physically divide an established community.
X. b) Architectural coating operations would still be expected to comply, and not interfere, with
any applicable land use plans, zoning ordinances, habitat conservation or natural community
conservation plans. There are no provisions of the proposed project that would directly affect
these plans, policies, or regulations. Land use and other planning considerations are determined
by local governments and no present or planned land uses in the region or planning requirements
will be altered by the proposed project. No new development or alterations to existing land use
designations will occur as a result of the implementation of the proposed amendments. It is not
anticipated that existing land uses located in the district would require additional land to continue
current operations or require rezoning as a result of implementing PAR 1113. Therefore, no
significant adverse impacts affecting existing or future land uses are expected.
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PAR 314 would only affect definitions, fees, and reporting requirements and would not have
physical effects on existing affected facilities. Therefore, PAR 314 would have no impact on land
use and planning.
Based on the above consideration, significant adverse impacts to land use and planning are not
expected from PAR 1113 and PAR 314. Since there are no significant adverse impacts, no
mitigation measures are required.
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XI.

MINERAL RESOURCES.

Would the project:
a) Result in the loss of availability of a
known mineral resource that would be
of value to the region and the residents
of the state?
b) Result in the loss of availability of a
locally-important mineral resource
recovery site delineated on a local
general plan, specific plan or other land
use plan?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact



Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation














Significance Criteria
Project-related impacts on mineral resources will be considered significant if any of the following
conditions are met:
- The project would result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be
of value to the region and the residents of the state.
- The proposed project results in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource
recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan.
Discussion
PAR 1113 would require lowering VOC limits for some categories, changing some coating
categories, and restricting the small container exemption for some categories. PAR 314 would
include revised definitions, a tiered fee structure, and requirements on acquisitions of architectural
coating manufacturers. No major changes to existing architectural operations or stockpiling of
additional materials or products outside of existing facilities are expected.
XI. a) & b) There are no provisions of the proposed amended rule that would directly result in the
loss of availability of a known mineral resource, such as aggregate, coal, shale, etc. of value to the
region and the residents of the state, or of a locally-important mineral resource recovery site
delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan. The proposed project would
lower the VOC content of certain coatings which needs no mineral resource to reformulate.
PAR 314 would only affect definitions, fees, and reporting requirements and would not have
physical effects on existing affected facilities. Therefore, PAR 314 would have no impact on
mineral resources.
Based on the above consideration, significant adverse impacts to mineral resources are not expected
from PAR 1113 and PAR 314. Since there are no significant adverse impacts, no mitigation measures
are required.
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XII.

NOISE.

Would the project result in:
a) Exposure of persons to or generation of
permanent noise levels in excess of
standards established in the local
general plan or noise ordinance, or
applicable standards of other agencies?
b) Exposure of persons to or generation of
excessive groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levels?
c) A substantial temporary or periodic
increase in ambient noise levels in the
project vicinity above levels existing
without the project?
d) For a project located within an airport
land use plan or, where such a plan has
not been adopted, within two miles of a
public use airport or private airstrip,
would the project expose people
residing or working in the project area
to excessive noise levels?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact



Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation






























Significance Criteria
Impacts on noise will be considered significant if:
- Construction noise levels exceed the local noise ordinances or, if the noise threshold is
currently exceeded, project noise sources increase ambient noise levels by more than three
decibels (dBA) at the site boundary. Construction noise levels will be considered significant
if they exceed federal Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) noise standards
for workers.
- The proposed project operational noise levels exceed any of the local noise ordinances at the
site boundary or, if the noise threshold is currently exceeded, project noise sources increase
ambient noise levels by more than three dBA at the site boundary.
Discussion
PAR 1113 would require lowering VOC limits for some categories, changing some coating
categories, and restricting the small container exemption for some categories. PAR 314 would
include revised definitions, a tiered fee structure, and requirements on acquisitions of architectural
coating manufacturers. No major changes to existing architectural operations or stockpiling of
additional materials or products outside of existing facilities are expected.
XII. a), b), c) & d) Excessive generation of noise, excessive groundborne vibration, or substantial
increase in ambient noise levels is generally not associated with architectural coating operations.
The proposed project is not expected to increase noise levels relative to existing noise levels that
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are currently generated from the application and use of architectural coatings. Since architectural
coating operations are not noise intensive, it is expected that painting contractors would comply
with existing relevant local community noise standards and ordinances. In addition to noise
generated by coating contractors operations, noise sources from adjacent sources may include
nearby freeways, truck traffic to adjacent businesses, and operational noise from adjacent
businesses. In general, the primary noise source at existing facilities that use architectural coatings
is generated by vehicular traffic, such as trucks transporting raw materials to the facility, trucks
hauling wastes away from the facility, trucks to recycle waste or other materials, and miscellaneous
noise such as spray equipment (i.e. compressors, spray nozzles) and heavy equipment use
(forklifts, trucks, etc.). Noise is generated during operating hours, which generally range from 6
a.m. to 5 p.m. Monday through Friday. PAR 1113 is not expected to alter noise from existing
noise generating sources. It is likely that contractor or affected facilities using architectural
coatings are operating in compliance with any local noise regulations that may exist in their
respective communities. There will be no adverse noise impacts even if a facility is located near
an airport or private airstrip. Additionally, the implementation of PAR 1113 is not expected to
result in significant noise impacts in residential areas because changing the VOC content will not
affect noise levels from coating applications. As with industrial or commercial areas, it is assumed
that these areas are subject to local community noise standards. Contractors or do-it-yourselfers
applying compliant PAR 1113 coatings in residential areas are expected to comply with local
community noise standards. Thus, the lowering of the VOC content limit requirement of affected
coating categories would have no additional noise impacts.
PAR 314 would only affect definitions, fees, and reporting requirements and would not have
physical effects on existing affected facilities. Therefore, PAR 314 would have no impact on noise.
Based on the above considerations, significant adverse impacts to noise are not expected from
PARs 1113 and 314. Since there are no significant adverse impacts, no mitigation measures are
required.
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XIII. POPULATION AND HOUSING.
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Would the project:

a)

b)

Induce substantial growth in an area
either directly (for example, by
proposing new homes and businesses)
or indirectly (e.g. through extension of
roads or other infrastructure)?
Displace substantial numbers of people
or existing housing, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing
elsewhere?

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact



Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation














Significance Criteria
Impacts of the proposed project on population and housing will be considered significant if the
following criteria are exceeded:
- The demand for temporary or permanent housing exceeds the existing supply.
- The proposed project produces additional population, housing or employment inconsistent
with adopted plans either in terms of overall amount or location.
Discussion
PAR 1113 would require lowering VOC limits for some categories, changing some coating
categories, and restricting the small container exemption for some categories. PAR 314 would
include revised definitions, a tiered fee structure, and requirements on acquisitions of architectural
coating manufacturers. No major changes to existing architectural operations or stockpiling of
additional materials or products outside of existing facilities are expected.
XIII. a) & b) Human population in the SCAQMD’s jurisdiction is anticipated to grow regardless
of implementing the proposed project. The proposed amendments will primarily affect the
formulation of architectural coatings and are not anticipated to generate any significant effects,
either direct or indirect on the district's population as no additional workers are anticipated to be
required to comply with the proposed amendments. Further, PAR 1113 is not expected to cause a
relocation of population within the SCAQMD. As a result, housing within the SCAQMD is
expected to be unaffected by the proposed amendments. The population will not grow directly as
a result of the proposed amended rule and the coating activity will not indirectly induce growth in
the area of the coating facilities. The construction of single- or multiple-family housing units
would not be required as a result of implementing the proposed project. Therefore, existing
housing or populations in the district are not anticipated to be displaced necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere.
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PAR 314 would only affect definitions, fees, and reporting requirements and would not have
physical effects on existing affected facilities. Therefore, PAR 314 would have no impact on
population and housing.
Based on the above considerations, significant adverse impacts to population and housing are not
expected from PARs 1113 and 314. Since there are no significant adverse impacts, no mitigation
measures are required.
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XIV. PUBLIC SERVICES.
Would the proposal result in substantial Potentially
adverse physical impacts associated Significant
Impact
with the provision of new or physically
altered governmental facilities, need
for new or physically altered
government facilities, the construction
of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to
maintain acceptable service ratios,
response times or other performance
objectives for any of the following
public services:

a) Fire protection?

b) Police protection?

c) Schools?

d) Other public facilities?

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact
















Significance Criteria
Impacts on public services will be considered significant if the project results in substantial adverse
physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities,
or the need for new or physically altered government facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response
time or other performance objectives.
Discussion
PAR 1113 would require lowering VOC limits for some categories, changing some coating
categories, and restricting the small container exemption for some categories. PAR 314 would
include revised definitions, a tiered fee structure, and requirements on acquisitions of architectural
coating manufacturers. No major changes to existing architectural operations or stockpiling of
additional materials or products outside of existing facilities are expected.
XIV. a) & b) The proposed amendments will not substantially increase the amount of businesses
or equipment in the district. Reformulation of coatings is not expected to require new or additional
fire fighting resources or police protection. In fact, PAR 1113 may actually result in fewer impacts
to public service agencies because compliant coatings are expected to be formulated with less
hazardous materials compared to current coatings. Any increase in accidental releases of compliant
coating materials would be expected to result in a concurrent reduction in the number of accidental
releases of existing coating materials. As a result, the net number of accidental releases would be
expected to remain constant, allowing for population growth in the district. Additionally, future
compliant coating materials are not expected to cause significant adverse human health impacts,
so accidental release scenarios would be expected to pose a lower risk to the public and responding
fire and police departments. The fire hazards were already discussed in Section VIII and the
impacts were considered less than significant. Furthermore, if manufacturers continue to use
solvents such as texanol, propylene glycol, ethylene glycol, etc., in their compliant water-borne

PAR 1113

2-53

February 2016

Final Environmental Assessment: Chapter 2

coatings, fire departments would not be expected to experience adverse impacts because in general
these solvents are less flammable solvents and, therefore, create fewer emergency incidents.
Demands on public service systems are not expected to increase and impacts to these systems are,
therefore, not considered to be significant because any potential increase in the use of flammable
substances, such as acetone, are expected to be minor and, as a result, are not expected to be
adversely affect performance objectives, service ratios, response times, etc.
XIV. c) Because coating operations are not expected to change, contractor operations or affected
facilities are not expected to require new employees. As noted in item “XIII. Population and
Housing,” the proposed project will not increase population growth in the district. Consequently,
no new impacts to schools, parks or other recreational facilities are foreseen as a result of
implementing the proposed amendments to Rule 1113.
XIV. d) The proposal would not result in the need for new or physically altered public facilities
in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives.
PAR 314 would only affect definitions, fees, and reporting requirements and would not have
physical effects on existing affected facilities. Therefore, PAR 314 would have no impact on
public services.
Based on the above considerations, significant adverse impacts to public services are not expected
from PARs 1113 and 314. Since there are no significant adverse impacts, no mitigation measures
are required.
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XV.

RECREATION.
Potentially
Significant
Impact

a)

b)

Would the project increase the use of
existing neighborhood and regional
parks or other recreational facilities
such
that
substantial
physical
deterioration of the facility would
occur or be accelerated?
Does the project include recreational
facilities or require the construction or
expansion of recreational facilities that
might have an adverse physical effect
on the environment or recreational
services?

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact



Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation














Significance Criteria
Impacts to recreation will be considered significant if:
- The project results in an increased demand for neighborhood or regional parks or other
recreational facilities.
- The project adversely affects existing recreational opportunities.
Discussion
PAR 1113 would require lowering VOC limits for some categories, changing some coating
categories, and restricting the small container exemption for some categories. PAR 314 would
include revised definitions, a tiered fee structure, and requirements on acquisitions of architectural
coating manufacturers. No major changes to existing architectural operations or stockpiling of
additional materials or products outside of existing facilities are expected.
XV. a) & b) The proposed amendments will not generate additional demand for, or otherwise
affect land used for recreational purposes. The proposed amendments are not expected to have
adverse effects on land uses in general. As discussed under “Land Use and Planning” above, there
are no provisions in the proposed project that would affect land use plans, policies or ordinances,
or regulations. Land use and other planning considerations are determined by local governments;
no land use or planning requirements will be altered by the proposal. As already noted in item
“XIII, Population and Housing”, the proposed project is not expected to increase population
growth in the district because no additional employees would be required to apply lower VOC
coatings so no additional demand for parks is anticipated. Further, the proposed amendments
would not increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational
facilities or include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational
facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the environment.
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PAR 314 would only affect definitions, fees, and reporting requirements and would not have
physical effects on existing affected facilities. Therefore, PAR 314 would have no impact on
recreation.
Based on the above considerations, significant adverse impacts to recreation are not expected from
PARs 1113 and 314. Since there are no significant adverse impacts, no mitigation measures are
required.
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XVI. SOLID/HAZARDOUS WASTE.
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Would the project:

a)

b)

Be served by a landfill with sufficient
permitted capacity to accommodate the
project’s solid waste disposal needs?
Comply with federal, state, and local
statutes and regulations related to solid
and hazardous waste?

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact



Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation














Significance Criteria
The proposed project impacts on solid/hazardous waste will be considered significant if the
following occurs:
- The generation and disposal of hazardous and non-hazardous waste exceeds the capacity of
designated landfills.
Discussion
PAR 1113 would require lowering VOC limits for some categories, changing some coating
categories, and restricting the small container exemption for some categories. PAR 314 would
include revised definitions, a tiered fee structure, and requirements on acquisitions of architectural
coating manufacturers. No major changes to existing architectural operations or stockpiling of
additional materials or products outside of existing facilities are expected.
XVI. a) & b) Coating operations are not expected to change as a result of the proposed
amendments. Similarly, the volume of coatings and coating wastes is not expected to increase as
a result of implementing PAR 1113. Therefore, no new solid or hazardous waste will be generated
as a result of lowering the VOC content limit of certain coatings in Rule 1113. Affected facilities
would continue to comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid and
hazardous waste handling and disposal. Therefore, potential solid waste impacts are considered
not significant.
PAR 314 would only affect definitions, fees, and reporting requirements and would not have
physical effects on existing affected facilities. Therefore, PAR 314 would have no impact on
solid/hazardous waste.
Based on the above consideration, significant adverse impacts to solid/hazardous waste are not
expected from PARs 1113 and 314. Since there are no significant adverse impacts, no mitigation
measures are required.
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XVII. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC.

Would the project:
a) Conflict with an applicable plan,
ordinance or policy establishing
measures of effectiveness for the
performance of the circulation system,
taking into account all modes of
transportation including mass transit
and non-motorized travel and relevant
components of the circulation system,
including but not limited to
intersections, streets, highways and
freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths,
and mass transit?
b) Conflict with an applicable congestion
management program, including but
not limited to level of service standards
and travel demand measures, or other
standards established by the county
congestion management agency for
designated roads or highways?
c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns,
including either an increase in traffic
levels or a change in location that
results in substantial safety risks?
d) Substantially increase hazards due to a
design feature (e.g. sharp curves or
dangerous
intersections)
or
incompatible
uses
(e.g.
farm
equipment)?
e) Result in inadequate emergency
access?
f)
Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or
programs regarding public transit,
bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or
otherwise decrease the performance or
safety of such facilities?
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Significance Criteria
Impacts on transportation/traffic will be considered significant if any of the following criteria
apply:
- Peak period levels on major arterials are disrupted to a point where level of service (LOS) is
reduced to D, E or F for more than one month.
- An intersection’s volume to capacity ratio increase by 0.02 (two percent) or more when the
LOS is already D, E or F.
- A major roadway is closed to all through traffic, and no alternate route is available.
- The project conflicts with applicable policies, plans or programs establishing measures of
effectiveness, thereby decreasing the performance or safety of any mode of transportation.
- There is an increase in traffic that is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and
capacity of the street system.
- The demand for parking facilities is substantially increased.
- Water borne, rail car or air traffic is substantially altered.
- Traffic hazards to motor vehicles, bicyclists or pedestrians are substantially increased.
- The need for more than 350 employees
- An increase in heavy-duty transport truck traffic to and/or from the facility by more than 350
truck round trips per day
- Increase customer traffic by more than 700 visits per day.
Discussion
PAR 1113 would require lowering VOC limits for some categories, changing some coating
categories, and restricting the small container exemption for some categories. PAR 314 would
include revised definitions, a tiered fee structure, and requirements on acquisitions of architectural
coating manufacturers. No major changes to existing architectural operations or stockpiling of
additional materials or products outside of existing facilities are expected.
XVII. a) & b) PAR 1113 is not expected to alter affected coating operations so no additional
transportation/circulation impacts are expected to occur directly or indirectly as a result of
lowering the VOC content limit of certain coatings in Rule 1113. As noted in item XIII, Population
and Housing, no new employees are expected to be needed at affected facilities and therefore no
new worker trips that could increase traffic or affect in any way the level of service designation
for any roadways will result from the proposed amendments. Similarly, additional parking would
not be required from implementing PAR 1113. Because affected coating operations are not
expected to change, no additional raw materials will be needed and, therefore, no transport trips
that could affect the level of service for roadways will be generated from the continued operation
of the coating activity.
XVII. c) Air traffic patterns are not expected to be directly or indirectly affected by the proposed
amended rule because the coating activity will not require any air transportation of any materials.
Since PAR 1113 will not require transport of materials by air, no increase in any safety risks are
expected.
XVII. d) & e) The proposed amendments to Rule 1113 does not have direct or indirect impact on
specific construction design because the proposed project does not require or induce the

PAR 1113

2-59

February 2016

Final Environmental Assessment: Chapter 2

construction of roadway design features. PAR 1113 simply lowers the VOC content limit of
certain coatings, so it is expected that the architectural coating operation would not change.
XVII. f) Affected facilities would still be expected to comply with, and not interfere with adopted
policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation. The lowering of the VOC
content limit of certain coatings in Rule 1113 will not hinder compliance with any applicable
alternative transportation plans or policies.
PAR 314 would only affect definitions, fees, and reporting requirements and would not have
physical effects on existing affected facilities. Therefore, PAR 314 would have no impact on
transportation/traffic.
Based on the above considerations, significant adverse impacts to transportation/circulation are
not expected from PARs 1113 and 314. Since there are no significant adverse impacts, no
mitigation measures are required.
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XVIII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE.
Potentially
Significant
Impact
a)

b)

c)

Does the project have the potential to
degrade the quality of the environment,
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish
or wildlife species, cause a fish or
wildlife population to drop below selfsustaining levels, threaten to eliminate
a plant or animal community, reduce
the number or restrict the range of a rare
or endangered plant or animal or
eliminate important examples of the
major periods of California history or
prehistory?
Does the project have impacts that are
individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable?
("Cumulatively
considerable"
means
that
the
incremental effects of a project are
considerable
when
viewed
in
connection with the effects of past
projects, the effects of other current
projects, and the effects of probable
future projects)
Does the project have environmental
effects that will cause substantial
adverse effects on human beings, either
directly or indirectly?

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact



Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation






















Discussion
PAR 1113 would require lowering VOC limits for some categories, changing some coating
categories, and restricting the small container exemption for some categories. PAR 314 would
include revised definitions, a tiered fee structure, and requirements on acquisitions of architectural
coating manufacturers. No major changes to existing architectural operations or stockpiling of
additional materials or products outside of existing facilities are expected.
PAR 314 would only affect definitions, fees, and reporting requirements and would not have
physical effects on existing affected facilities. Therefore, PAR 314 would have no impact on the
environment.
XVIII. a) As discussed in items I through XVII above, the proposed amended rules have has no
potential to cause significant adverse environmental effects because it would a result in lowering
the VOC content limit of certain coatings in PAR 1113and there is no physical effects from PAR
314. Therefore, the proposed project is not expected to degrade the quality of the environment,

PAR 1113

2-61

February 2016

Final Environmental Assessment: Chapter 2

substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to
drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the
number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal. Similarly, PARs 1113 and
314 would not eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or
prehistory or otherwise degrade cultural resources.
XVIII. b) Based on the foregoing analyses, since PARs 1113 and 314 will not result in projectspecific significant environmental impacts and indeed will reduce emissions; PARs 1113 and 314
are is not expected to cause cumulative impacts in conjunction with other projects that may occur
concurrently with or subsequent to the proposed project. Cumulative air quality impacts from the
proposed amendments, previous amendments and all other AQMP control measures considered
together are not expected to be significant because implementation of all AQMP control measures
is expected to result in net emission reductions and overall air quality improvement. Furthermore,
PARs 1113 and 314 impacts will not be "cumulatively considerable" because the incremental
impacts are not considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past, current, or
probable future projects.
XVIII. c) Based on the foregoing analyses, PARs 1113 and 314 are is not expected to cause
significant adverse effects on human beings, either directly, or indirectly.
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APPENDIX A

P R O P O S E D A M E N D E D R U L E 1113
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In order to save space and avoid repetition, please refer to the latest version of Proposed Amended
Rule 1113 located in the February 5, 2016 Governing Board Package. The version of Proposed
Amended Rule 1113 that was circulated with the Draft EA released on September 15, 2015 for a
30-day public review and comment period ending October 15, 2015 was “Rule 1113, Draft
August 19, 2015”.
Original hard copies of the Draft EA, which include the draft version of the proposed rule listed
above, can be obtained through the SCAQMD Public Information Center at the Diamond Bar
headquarters or by calling (909) 396-2039.
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APPENDIX B

ASSUMPTIONS AND CALCULATIONS
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Table 1 SCE Sales and Emissions
SCE Sales
Coating Group
RPC
RPC
RPC
RPC
RPC
RPC
RPC
emissions at 100 g/L
Em reductions RPC

Year
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014

Quarts
123,411.50
145,367.37
171,675.39
190,585.69
149,381.46
158,026.51
151,236.87
0.09
0.63

Emissions
0.58
0.68
0.79
0.87
0.70
0.74
0.71

Conversions:
g/L*volume (gallons)/119.83/2000/365

Coating Group
IM
IM
IM
IM
IM
IM
IM
emissions at 100 g/L
Em reductions IM
Zinc Rich Primer
Zinc Rich Primer
Zinc Rich Primer
Zinc Rich Primer
Zinc Rich Primer
Zinc Rich Primer
Zinc Rich Primer
emissions at 100 g/L
Em reductions Zn PSU

Year
Quarts
Emissions
2008 11,284.94
0.05
2009 11,632.35
0.05
2010 2,330.60
0.01
2011 3,397.85
0.01
2012 3,243.87
0.01
2013 9,611.52
0.01
2014 2,687.04
0.01
0.002
0.01
2008
51.00
0.00
2009
52.75
0.00
2010
111.50
0.00
2011
169.50
0.00
2012
72.00
0.00
2013
179.65
0.00
2014
75.75
0.00
0.000
0.0003

g/L /119.83 (convert g/L to lbs./gal)
lbs/gal x # of gallons used = lbs
lbs/2,000 (convert lbs to tons)
tons/365 to go from annual to daily
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Table 1 SCE Sales and Emissions (Continued)
Coating Group
Year
Quarts
Emissions
Flat
2008
47,944.36
0.023
Flat
2009
7,865.50
0.006
Flat
2010
8,751.02
0.007
Flat
2011
11,882.35
0.009
Flat
2012
14,593.49
0.011
Flat
2013
18,841.33
0.014
Flat
2014
5,982.60
0.005
emissions at 100 g/L
Em reductions Flat
Non-Flat
Non-Flat
Non-Flat
Non-Flat
Non-Flat
Non-Flat
Non-Flat
emissions at 100 g/L
Em reductions NF

PAR 1113

2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014

0.003
0.002
171,824.65
115,620.35
102,501.52
74,774.27
104,243.47
106,476.28
83,771.85
0.048
0.15

0.33
0.30
0.27
0.16
0.25
0.25
0.20

B-2

February 2016

Final Environmental Assessment: Appendix B

Table 2 Building Envelopes Coatings Emissions
Volume
(gallons)

SWA
VOC

Adjusted
SWA VOC

20,295

86 g/L

22 g/L

Emissions
(tpd)

#
products

# product
over 100
g/L

# products
over 50
g/L

0.012
12
2
3
* All coatings formulated to 100g/L VOC limit
** All coatings formulated to 50gL

Potential
Emissions *

Projected
Reductions**

0.01

0.005

The sales weighted average (SWA) VOC is high because of a high selling non‐compliant product, the adjusted SWA VOC is without the non‐compliant products
included.

Table 3 Additional Water Usage
Category
RPC
Non-Flat
IM
Flat

PAR 1113

Total SCE
Sales (2014
Waterborne
Potential increase in
gallons)
Rustoleum RPC SCE
waterborne gallons
151,236.87
69,584.61
39.00
81,613.26
83,771.85
45,465
38,306.85
2,762.79
107
2,655.79
5,982.60
5,661
321.60
Total
122,897.51
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
One comment letter was received from the American Coatings Association that contained a
comment relative to CEQA. The entire comment letter is presented in Appendix C. Comments
15-1 through 15-4 are pertinent to PAR 1113 rule language and the responses to those comments
can be found in the Staff Report contained in the February 5, 2016 Governing Board Package. The
comment relative to CEQA is labeled 15-5 and the response is included here.
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Comments 15-1 through 15-4 are pertinent to PAR 1113 rule language and those responses are
contained in the Staff Report. Please refer to the Staff Report in the February 5, 2016 Governing
Board Package.
Response to comment 15-5
In the 2011 amendment to Rule 1113, staff received a comment from the State Office of Historic
Preservation detailing their concerns with the restrictions placed on stone consolidants and reactive
penetrating sealers. At that time, staff worked with the manufacturers and agreed to allow a higher
VOC category for materials used to address the needs of historic preservation (including stone
consolidants and reactive penetrating sealers).
For stone consolidants, the sales weighted VOC for 2014 is 100 g/L and there has never been a
product reported over the 450 g/L VOC limit. Therefore, PAR 1113 will not affect the sale and
usage of stone consolidants within SCAQMD’s jurisdiction.
For reactive penetrating sealers, the Rule 314 data indicates that there is only one product sold
slightly over the 350 g/L VOC limit. The same company also sells several compliant versions of
this product, one at a significantly higher sales volume. The sales weighted VOC for reactive
penetrating sealers is 329 g/L for 2014 sales. Therefore, SCAQMD staff does not believe that any
historical structures or resources will be adversely impacted due to a lack of the availability of
specialty coatings from the proposed provisions set forth in PAR 1113.
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