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Response to Comments 

 

 

PREFACE 

The 2012 Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) response to comments is prepared as part 

of the 2012 AQMP proceedings to ensure all questions raised and comments received 

during the development process of the 2012 AQMP are adequately considered and 

addressed.  Based on the comments received and additional analysis, changes have been 

made to the Plan which is reflected in the Draft Final 2012 AQMP and the Draft 

Socioeconomic Report for the 2012 AQMP.  Numerous recurring comment letters were 

received, and for ease of identification requested by several commentors, each individual 

letter is responded to separately, although repetitive.  There is one exception.   Staff 

received about 38 letters, all addressing VOC reduction strategies, almost identical in 

content.  These letters are grouped together with one letter as the boiler plate, and the 

remaining letters referencing the answers in the boiler plate letter.  The Letter SS from the 

Consumer Specialty Products Association (CSPA) is the boiler plate for this group and the 

37 letters following after are the similar cases. 
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A. Association of CA Cities Orange County (ACCOC), July 25, 2012 
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Responses to Comment Letter A 

ACCOC 

 

Response to Comment A-1: 

AQMD staff will consider any concerns regarding the economic impact associated with 

implementing emission controls at restaurants, particularly existing small businesses.  

However, under-fired charbroiling is still one of a few, large unregulated sources of air 

pollution.  Prior rule development efforts have been put on hold due to affordability 

issues (capital, installation, and annual operating), which is why the AQMD is 

conducting testing at UCR-CCERT.  The goal of the testing is to identify 

technologically feasible, cost-effective, and affordable emission controls.    It is worth 

noting that the Bay Area AQMD already has a rule in place that establishes 

requirements for under-fired charbroilers and the AQMD is one of many air pollution 

control agencies currently looking at control programs for this source category.  If 

technologically feasible and affordable emission controls have been identified, and 

additional emissions reductions are needed for attainment of ambient standards, then 

rule development process will begin, which will include a full environmental and 

socioeconomic analyses. 

 

Response to Comment A-2: 

A socioeconomic analysis has been conducted as part of this AQMP.  Broad in scope, 

the analysis encompasses the economic impact of all proposed control measures.  As 

required by state law, AQMD staff will also prepare a socioeconomic assessment and a 

cost-effectiveness analysis as part of this measure‘s rulemaking process.  This proposed 

measure will not require local governments to replace their forced air-heating units.  

Instead, the proposed measure will require manufacturers to produce a lower emission 

product at some date in the future and will require sales outlets to sell only compliant 

units to customers after that date.  After that date, at the time of replacement, local 

governments can purchase low emission compliant furnaces.  In addition, this proposed 

measure is not an expansion of AQMD authority.  The AQMD currently has the 

authority to regulate these units just as it currently regulates smaller residential units 

and larger units with heat input of 2 million Btu/hour or greater. 

 

Response to Comment A-3: 

Although FUG-01 does not exempt local governments, including cities, special 

districts, county governments, and others from this measure, the District does not 

expect the control measure to have a significant financial impact on them.  This control 

measure is based on Bay Area AQMD Regulation 8, Rule 53:  Vacuum Trucks 

Operations, which is limited to emissions of organic compounds from the use of 

vacuum trucks to move materials that are typically handled at petroleum refineries, bulk 

plants, bulk terminals, marine terminals, and organic liquid pipeline facilities.  Because 
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local governments, cities, special districts, county governments primarily use vacuum 

trucks to remove trash from parking lots, clean out sewers and water mains for 

maintenance work, and remove waste from septic tanks and portable toilets, the AQMD 

will carefully consider whether to include them in the rule‘s scope.  The Bay Area 

AQMD regulation does provide an exemption for emergencies that would be applicable 

to both private and public agencies under defined circumstances (e.g., a petroleum 

product spill) where the delay in acquiring and using equipment to comply with the rule 

would result in a risk of significant harm to facility equipment, personnel, the public, or 

the environment.  District staff expects to include similar provisions in any rulemaking 

efforts.  Any other use of vacuum trucks that would otherwise be subject to the 

proposed control measure would be assessed during the rulemaking process with 

appropriate stakeholder input, along with an evaluation of cost impacts and 

effectiveness to determine the form of the control requirements.  Finally, the rule would 

be subject to socioeconomic impact analysis if it results in a significant impact on air 

quality or emissions limitations. 

 

Response to Comment A-4: 

The ICE-01, ICE-02 and EDU-01 measures do not propose to require cities to 

participate in incentive program funding.  Incentive programs are generally voluntary 

and implemented by the District.  However, AQMD hopes to partner with local 

governments where appropriate to enhance and outreach and education efforts. 

 

Response to Comment A-5: 

AQMD staff agrees that cities and local governments can be a leading source of 

transportation innovation that has reduced vehicle miles travelled through ridesharing 

and other fleet management services.  Local governments have implemented fleets with 

alternative technology vehicles and clean fuels that help with air pollution and fuel 

costs.  There are no proposed measures that would discourage such activities or add 

additional regulatory requirements on local governments.  The AQMD will continue to 

be a significant supporter of these transportation changes in local government fleets and 

operations through incentive programs, grant funding, and providing technical 

assistance. 
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B. U.S. EPA, August 30, 2012 
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Responses to Comment Letter B 

U.S. EPA 

 

Response to Comment B-1: 

Appendix III to the 2012 AQMP provides the base year and future years emission 

inventory that considers the effects of growth and of adopted regulations that have later 

implementation years.  Thus, the reductions from past rules with later compliance dates 

are included in the baseline emissions inventory.  However, in order to be more specific 

as per the comment, a new Table III 2-2B has been added to list the emissions 

reductions (for both 2014 and 2023) by District rules with Post-2008 compliance dates. 

 

Response to Comment B-2:  

As discussed in Chapter 3, the emission inventories are based on activity information, 

and emission factors from either EPA or facilities' annual emissions report, and rule 

requirements or source test.   As noted in Appendix IV-A, the District followed the 

EPA's guidance on rule effectiveness.  As such, the quantification of emission 

reductions in the baseline inventory reflects future reductions considering rule 

compliance rates and control effectiveness.  For example, reductions in VOC emissions 

from the required reformulation of architectural coatings are a direct determination, and 

thus the District used 100 percent effectiveness.  Other rules require control devices or 

compliance rates (e.g, Rules 461) that can achieve a certain percent reduction.  This 

percent reduction achieved was considered in generating the emission inventory.  

Documentation in establishing the emission inventory can be found in Appendix III.  

 

Response to Comment B-3: 

The Draft 2012 AQMP provides for the implementation of all RACMs as expeditiously 

as practicable.  The comprehensive six-step approach for RACM (including RACT for 

stationary sources) demonstration in this AQMP is essentially identical to that in the 

2007 AQMP, and the current list of control measures is built upon those stated in the 

2007 AQMP.  It should be noted that the RACM demonstrations and the PM2.5 control 

measures in the 2007 AQMP were approved by EPA on November 9, 2011 (76 FR 

69928).  The robust demonstrations conducted by the District, CARB and SCAG for 

RACMs (Appendix VI and its attachment and Appendix IV-C) show that the three 

agencies have diligently analyzed all possible control measures available at this time, 

specifically considered the most stringent rules and regulations nationwide for 

opportunities for further emissions control.  With many of the most stringent 

regulations in the nation already implemented in the District, opportunities for 

implementing further control are limited.  The modeling analysis in Chapter 5 suggests 

that the region can meet the 24-hour PM2.5 standard by 2014 (within 5 years of the 

designation date) by implementing the short-term episodic PM2.5 measures listed in 

Table 4-2.  As such, the District will not request an extension beyond 2014.  The 

District has not identified any additional measures that could individually or 
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collectively be implemented to achieve the PM2.5 standards earlier than 2014.  The 

District is always open to suggestions and recommends that the commenter as well as 

the public provide detailed information on any potential measures that may individually 

or collectively advance the attainment date.    

 

Response to Comment B-4: 

The Draft Final 2012 AQMP provides a detailed description of the methodology used 

to determine the proposed Basin trading ratios (Appendix V, Attachment 8).  The use of 

the trading ratios represents the impacts of regional precursor emissions reductions on 

the attainment of the NAAQS. Briefly, the ratios have been developed from the 24-hr 

PM2.5 attainment demonstration.   Projected reductions in the four basic components of 

particulates and their relative contributions to ambient 24-hour PM2.5 levels were 

determined from CMAQ regional modeling.  The procedure related SOx and NOx 

emissions reductions to corresponding reductions in ammonium sulfate and ammonium 

nitrate including the contribution of bonded water.  Reductions of VOC emissions and 

directly emitted PM2.5 were used to determine the ratios for organic carbon and the 

primary particulate component categories including EC.  This methodology has been 

presented in the 2007 AQMP where trading ratios were specifically developed for the 

annual PM2.5 attainment demonstration.  The methodology was incorporated in the 

2007 AQMP and was approved by U.S. EPA as part of that plan.   The District requests 

EPA to approve the interpollutant trading ratios for use in transportation conformity and 

SIP emission reduction commitments. Staff has previously worked with U.S. EPA to 

help refine potential policy on emissions trading and the establishment of regionally 

determined trading ratios. 

 

Response to Comment B-5: 

The contingency measure discussion in Chapter 6 was expanded to include specific 

emissions reductions for each control measure relied on for contingency purposes.  

Table 6-2 in the Revised Draft shows the emissions reductions from each measure and 

the corresponding NOx equivalent reductions.   

 

Response to Comment B-6: 

The District appreciates the support from US EPA for the inclusion of control measures 

and emission reduction commitments relied upon in the 2007 AQMP to demonstrate 

expeditious progress towards attainment of the 1997 8-hour ozone NAAQS. 

 

Response to Comment B-7: 

The design value is the 3-year average of the annual 98th percentile of the 24-hour 

average values of monitored data ambient PM2.5 data.  The suggested alternative 

language implies a curtailment would be called if a violation of the standard occurs ―at 

least once during the previous two years‖; however, that one violation may be excluded 
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under the 98th percentile.  Staff has clarified in the control measure that a curtailment 

would apply Basin-wide whenever a PM2.5 level of greater than 30 µg/m3 is forecast at 

any monitoring station at which the design value for either of the two previous 3-year 

periods exceed the current PM2.5 24-hour standard of 35 µg/m
3
.   

 

The referenced San Joaquin Valley APCD proposed control measure includes 

consideration of lowering the curtailment threshold to 20 µg/m3 in the event the area 

fails to attain the current PM2.5 24-hour standard of 35 µg/m3.  The AQMD‘s control 

measure already proposes lowering the curtailment to 30 µg/m
3
 to address forecast 

uncertainties.  Note that lowering the threshold does not lead to additional daily 

emissions reductions, other than potential carryover from previous days.  The San 

Joaquin Valley has significantly more carryover of PM2.5 from day to day than the 

South Coast Basin.  However, staff is considering longer term forecasts and curtailment 

periods that last multiple days to address any potential carryover influences.  The 

expansion of the wintertime curtailment period to include October and/or March is also 

being considered. 

 

As to the removal or replacement of a non-certified wood stove during property sale or 

transfer, this was considered during the development of Rule 445.  Staff will revisit the 

issue as part of current incentive programs, but as the 2014 attainment date is fast 

approaching and given the rate of property transfers, adding the requirement to the rule 

would not have an appreciable effect by 2014. 

 

Response to Comment B-8: 

AQMD staff concurs that additional emissions reductions can be achieved with the 

alignment of the Rule 444 – Open Burning and Rule 445 – Wood-Burning Devices 

control programs.  With respect to sub regional forecasts, Rule 444 currently includes a 

definition for source/receptor areas, which correspond to the same forecast areas under 

Rule 445.  Under the provisions of existing Rule 444, the Executive Officer is 

authorized to restrict all burning activities by source/receptor areas if the air quality is 

forecasted to be unhealthy for sensitive persons (AQI 100).  This corresponds with the 

existing Rule 445 curtailment threshold of 35 µg/m3.  AQMD staff concurs and 

proposes to match the Basin-wide and regional curtailment criteria in Rules 444 and 

445 to the extent possible while still being consistent with State law.  

 

Regarding the suggestion to prohibit the burning of specific agricultural crops where 

there are alternatives that are technically and economically feasible, staff intends to 

require economically and technologically feasible alternatives to burning where 

possible. 
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Response to Comment B-9: 

Staff appreciates the support and has been in contact with all the noted agencies as the 

District continues its efforts to seek affordable and technologically feasible controls for 

under-fired charbroilers.   Control device testing at University of California Riverside, 

College of Engineering-Center for Environmental Research and Technology (CE-

CERT) is ongoing with the participation of the agencies listed and U.S. EPA. 
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C. Southern California Business Coalition, May 15, 2012 
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Responses to Comment Letter C 

SCBC 

 

Response to Comment C-1: 

Staff has released cost and cost-effectiveness data for the AQMP control measures 

(http://www.aqmd.gov/gb_comit/aqmpadvgrp/2012AQMP/meetings/2012/july26/CostS

ummary.pdf) 

http://www.aqmd.gov/gb_comit/aqmpadvgrp/2012AQMP/meetings/2012/july26/Detail

Cost.xls).  The full socioeconomic analysis was released in late September which can 

be found at: http://www.aqmd.gov/aqmp/2012aqmp/DraftSocioeconomicReport.pdf. 

The analysis includes discussions on the distribution of costs and benefits to 21 sub-

regions within the AQMD and presents the resulting regional employment and 

competitiveness impacts. 

 

Response to Comment C-2: 

The standard set of tools called for in the Little Hoover Commission report (October 

2011) has not been developed to date.  The District's socioeconomic analysis of the 

Draft 2012 AQMP includes detailed costs of individual control measures and benefits 

of meeting the federal PM2.5 standard (health, visibility, material, and congestion 

relief). The benefits analysis is based on peer-reviewed research. Additionally, 

Regional Economic Models, Inc. (REMI), that has been used by consultants, public 

agencies and academicians, is used to assess the ripple effects of costs and benefits of 

clean air on the local economy. The District's analysis, in many instances, has exceeded 

the scope and depth of similar analyses performed by other entities. 

 

Response to Comment C-3: 

Experts hired and invited to assist in the AQMP socioeconomic analysis are well 

established professionally in their respective fields.  The list of experts include: Dr. 

Leland Deck, Ph.D. of Stratus Consulting Inc., Professor J. R. DeShazo of UCLA, 

Professor Gloria Gonzalez-Rivera of UC Riverside, Professor Lisa Grobar of California 

State University, Long Beach, Professor Emeritus Jane Hall of California State 

University, Fullerton, Stephen Levy of CCSCE, Professor Paul Ong of UCLA, 

Professor Karen Polenske of MIT, Dr. Gang Shao, Ph.D. of MarcoSys, LLC, and Dr. 

Fred Treyz, CEO of REMI.  Additionally, the AQMD's Scientific, Technical and 

Modeling Peer Review Advisory Group (STMPRAG) is composed of leading experts 

in the socioeconomic and air quality modeling fields, representatives from the regulated 

community, and participants from public interest groups.  The list of STMPRAG 

members can be found at: 

http://www.aqmd.gov/gb_comit/stmpradvgrp/2012stmprpadvgrpmembership.html.  

The District carefully considers the comments of the advisory groups and incorporates 

them when appropriate. 

 

http://www.aqmd.gov/gb_comit/aqmpadvgrp/2012AQMP/meetings/2012/july26/CostSummary.pdf
http://www.aqmd.gov/gb_comit/aqmpadvgrp/2012AQMP/meetings/2012/july26/CostSummary.pdf
http://www.aqmd.gov/gb_comit/aqmpadvgrp/2012AQMP/meetings/2012/july26/DetailCost.xls
http://www.aqmd.gov/gb_comit/aqmpadvgrp/2012AQMP/meetings/2012/july26/DetailCost.xls
http://www.aqmd.gov/aqmp/2012aqmp/DraftSocioeconomicReport.pdf
http://www.aqmd.gov/gb_comit/stmpradvgrp/2012stmprpadvgrpmembership.html
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Response to Comment C-4: 

Cost-effectiveness analysis, whether LCF and DCF, provides a relative ranking of 

regulatory alternatives.  The DCF method, because it relies on the present value of all 

costs associated with a given proposal, allows for the analysis of complex cash flow 

patterns that cannot be analyzed with the LCF method.  As such, under the same 

assumptions (e.g., interest rate and project life), LCF and DCF are mathematically 

equivalent. They merely show two different approaches to presenting a stream of costs 

occurring over a period of time. 

 

Response to Comment C-5: 

The clean air benefit analysis is based on the opportunity cost concept where the price 

of a non-market commodity is deduced from goods and services sold in a market 

system.  The socioeconomic analysis of the 2012 AQMP uses these deduced non-

market values (i.e., opportunity costs) to estimate the regional economic impacts of 

health, visibility, material, and congestion.  This is a standard approach in the 

economics profession.  Please see response to Comment C-1 regarding cost analysis 

performed under this concept. 

 

Response to Comment C-6: 

The socioeconomic analysis of the all measures proposed in the Draft AQMP was 

released in late September.  Costs associated with individual measures have been 

released (see response to Comment C-1). A more detailed and comprehensive analysis 

of the socioeconomic impacts of each measure occurs during the rule making process. 

 

Response to Comment C-7: 

Please refer to Comment C-1. 

 

Response to Comment C-8: 

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

 

D-1 



Draft Final 2012 AQMP 

RTC - 23 

 

D-1 

 

D-2 

D-3 

D-4 



Response to Comments 

RTC - 24 

 

 
 

 
  

D-6 

D-5 



Draft Final 2012 AQMP 

RTC - 25 

 

Responses to Comment Letter D 

ACA 

 

Response to Comment D-1: 

District staff recognizes the significant, cost-effective, and technologically-feasible 

VOC emission reductions that have been achieved from architectural coatings over the 

past 15 years, primarily with the success in reformulation and commercialization of 

low-VOC products by coating manufacturers.  For CTS-01, District staff has revised 

the total baseline 2008 VOC inventory from architectural coatings to 21.9 tons per day 

(tpd), which includes:   a) 16.1 tpd of VOC emissions as reported under Rule 314 

reporting requirements for CY 2008.  b) 2.8 tpd from thinning / cleaning / additives 

based on the California Air Resources Board (CARB) 2005 Architectural Coating 

Survey Final Report Appendix B - New Thinning and Cleanup Methodology and Rule 

1143 rule development. c) 3.0 tpd from Colorants as detailed in the July 2011 

amendments to Rule 1113.    Further, emission reductions of 2.66 tpd from thinning / 

cleaning / additives, 2.8 tpd from colorants, and 1.6 tpd from Rule 1113 are also 

reflected in future year emissions summarized in revised CTS-01.  The Draft 2012 

AQMP utilizes the baseline emissions from CY 2008, and subsequent growth 

projections are estimated from the 2008 baseline for all measures.  An analysis of data 

submitted pursuant to Rule 314 shows a decrease in sales volume and emissions, 15% 

and 30%, respectively, for CY 2009.  However, the data does show a positive trend in 

terms of volume and a flattening of emissions for CY 2010 and 2011.  This is consistent 

with the economic recovery and market-driven trends.   There are no emission 

reduction commitments associated with Rule 314, which is strictly designed for the 

District to recover its program costs, and therefore this rule is not part of the State 

Implementation Plan (SIP).  Hence, the District is unable to take credit for future 

emission reductions that may be associated with this fee rule.   Nonetheless, total 

emissions from architectural coatings continues to reflect daily VOC emissions of more 

than 12 tpd, which is one of the largest sources of VOC emissions under the District‘s 

regulatory program.  The District has not yet attained compliance with national air 

quality standards, and has a continued need to evaluate all technically-feasible and cost-

effective reductions for criteria pollutants, including VOCs.  Therefore, staff believes it 

would not be appropriate to implement CTS-01 only if emissions in 2012 are more than 

12 tpd. 

 

Response to Comment D-2: 

Staff originally estimated that draft CTS-01 may potentially achieve VOC reductions of 

4.4 tpd. The estimated emission reductions that were already achieved from past rule 

amendments are not part of the reduction estimates, but are reflected in the future year 

baseline emissions from architectural coatings.  Nonetheless, based on the concern and 

subsequent discussions with the industry, CTS-01 has been revised to reflect potential 

emission reductions ranging from 2-4 tpd, with 2 tpd to be included in the SIP.    As 
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clearly demonstrated in previous rule amendments to Rule 1113, District staff will 

evaluate technical feasibility during the rule development process, working closely with 

the manufacturers on any specific rule proposals.  

 

Response to Comment D-3: 

Staff agrees that an improved VOC test method is needed in order to fully document the 

achievement of further VOC reductions.  Draft CTS-01 includes a proposal to lower 

VOC limits in conjunction with the adoption of a gas chromatographic test method for 

more accurately measuring of VOC content, and a change of the metric from VOC of 

coating to VOC of material.  In addition, staff plans to perform a technology 

assessment, in conjunction with the industry, as part of the rule amendment process. 

 

Response to Comment D-4: 

Draft CTS-01 has been revised to reflect an evaluation of the potential for complete 

phase out of the Small Container Exemption.  Staff does not agree that the small 

container exemption is a necessary safety valve for the VOC limits in Rule 1113.  

However, as part of any rule development activities, staff will evaluate the need for any 

niche categories with higher VOC limits that may be necessary for certain small 

volume uses.  Based on a review of data submitted by manufacturers, there are ample 

products available in the market place that meet the VOC limits in Rule 1113.  The 

District has not yet attained compliance with national air quality standards, and has a 

continued need to evaluate all technically-feasible and cost-effective reductions for 

criteria pollutants, including VOCs.  With consideration of more stringent ozone 

standards in the near future including the required 2015 AQMP, it is vital to fully 

evaluate the need for any and all exemptions from VOC rules, including Rule 1113. 

 

Response to Comment D-5: 

Draft CTS-01 inclusion of transfer efficiency requirements does not focus solely on the 

laser paint targeting tool, but relies on any retrofit technology that increases the transfer 

efficiency or reduces the amount of overspray that occurs as a result of current spray 

application.  The laser paint targeting system is one such useful device that assists 

painters to utilize the proper distance relative to the pressure to maximize transfer 

efficiency, with data supporting an increase in transfer efficiency by more than 30%.  

The use of the laser provides immediate feedback to the applicator with two dots which 

merge to one when the applicator maintains the optimal distance to the object being 

sprayed.  The dot also provides a visual reference for conducting subsequent passes 

over previously painted areas so the applicator can maintain a 50% overlap.  The use of 

the laser paint technology has been demonstrated to increase transfer efficiency by 

more than 30% (please see the following link 

http://www.iwrc.org/index.cfm/products/laserpaint/product-info/).  Staff used a 

conservative estimate of an increase in transfer efficiency of 5% for this control 

measure.  To date, this technology has been mainly implemented in the automotive 

http://www.iwrc.org/index.cfm/products/laserpaint/product-info/
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refinishing and aerospace uses, but it can easily be used to enhance the transfer 

efficiency from other spray applications, including architectural coatings. 

 

The draft measure also includes the use of HVLP or other spray technology capable of 

achieving a minimum of 65% transfer efficiency, which is included in all other coatings 

rules.  HVLP and other spray technology that meet the 65% transfer efficiency are 

readily available for most architectural coatings.  While the retrofit and new spray gun 

technology does have an upfront cost, the transfer efficiency gains, ranging from a 

conservative estimate of 2% to 10%, can potentially result in significant reductions in 

volume of coating usage, estimated to be between 150,000 to 685,000 gallons 

annually.  The savings from the reduced paint usage will more than offset the cost of 

retrofit or new spray units.  Staff plans to conduct a thorough technical analysis, 

including evaluating cleaning and maintenance, during the rule development period. 

 

Response to Comment D-6: 

(1) The District has released socioeconomic and environmental analysis of the Draft 

2012 AQMP.  Further technology assessments and socioeconomic impact analysis will 

be conducted as part of the rule development process.  (2) A comprehensive 

environmental assessment will be conducted as part of the rule development process.  

(3) The District has not yet attained compliance with national air quality standards, and 

has a continued need to evaluate all technically-feasible and cost-effective reductions 

for criteria pollutants, including VOCs.   
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E. David Darling, February 4, 2011 
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Responses to Comment Letter E 

David Darling 

 

NOTE:  The following were prepared in 2011 in response to the original letter dated 

February 4, 2011. 

Response to Comment E-1: 

Staff concurs that the coatings industry has made great strides in lowering the VOC 

emissions from architectural coatings.  Staff agrees that this can in part be attributed to 

market demands as well as the financial incentives in Rule 314.  Table 1 of the Staff 

Report summarizes sales and emissions data for 2008 and 2009, and clearly shows that 

in addition to the reduction in the VOC content, the coatings industry has experienced 

several years of depressed sales due to the economic recession.  Even with these 

reduced emissions, the coatings industry is one of the largest sources of VOC emissions 

under the AQMD‘s purview.  The colorants alone, which are currently not included in 

the emission inventory for architectural coatings, account for 3 tons per day of VOC 

emissions.  Due to the extreme non-attainment status for the AQMD, staff is under a 

directive to achieve all feasible emission reductions, as included in the 2007 Air Quality 

Management Plan (AQMP), specifically Control Measure CM# 2007 MCS-07 – 

Application of All Feasible Measures.  This control measure explicitly lists coatings 

and solvents rules to achieve additional VOC reductions.  During the rule development 

process, staff has conducted considerable outreach and research to determine reductions 

that are feasible and achievable.  Through this process, staff received extensive and 

well supported comments that resulted in extended implementation dates and the 

elimination of several coating categories from the proposed VOC limit reductions.  The 

current proposal is reasonable, achievable, and cost-effective and it reflects full 

implementation of currently available technology. 

 

Response to Comment E-2: 

Staff spent considerable time and effort in studying and evaluating the small container 

exemption (SCE), and recognizes the benefits of the SCE for manufacturers and end 

users for niche products, as well as repair, touch-up and maintenance.  Based on 

comments received, staff has revised the rule language and is not proposing to further 

limit the categories that can use this exemption or to phase out the exemption at this 

time.  This change addresses the concerns pertaining to additional categories, as well as 

the touch-up and issues represented by original equipment manufacturers.  Staff does 

not agree that this exemption is a necessary safety valve for the VOC limits in Rule 

1113.  Aside from a few niche categories or new categories that may be developed, 

there are ample products available in the market place that meet the VOC limits in Rule 

1113.  Staff will continue monitoring the sales of products in small containers, and 

plans to revisit either limiting or phasing out the exemption in the future.  Over the 

years, enforcement staff has encountered considerable rule circumvention due to this 

exemption, resulting in removal of the clear wood finish category from the SCE in 
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2006.  Based on comments received, staff has revised the initial proposal which would 

have limited the eligible categories, and is proposing to clarify that while coatings in 

small containers do not need to comply with the VOC limit requirements, they do need 

to comply with other rule requirements, such as the labeling requirements.  Further the 

proposal prohibits bundling of containers practiced by some manufacturers to sell 

multiple small containers in one package.  The current proposal further incorporates 

additional clarifications to address comments from industry. 

 

Response to Comment E-3: 

Staff has included a definition for the term ‗market‘ that limits the term to third-party 

vendors who solely bring together buyers and sellers, including but not limited to 

catalogs, and e-commerce businesses (e.g., EBay, Amazon).  The definition also 

explicitly indicates that for the purpose of Rule 1113, ‗market‘ does not include 

promoting or advertising coatings. Staff has contacted potential affected parties 

(Grainger, EBay, Craigslist, McMaster-Carr, & Amazon) and forwarded PAR 1113 for 

their information. 

 

Response to Comment E-4: 

Staff feels that it is indeed reasonable to assume that a coating sold in retail outlets 

within the District will be used in the District.  However, that assumption is rebuttable 

for situations where a local manufacturer or distribution warehouse makes or stores a 

coating, staff has further clarified that when evidence shows coatings supplied, sold, 

offered for sale, marketed for sale, manufactured, blended, repackaged or stored in the 

District are for shipment outside of the District, they would be exempt.  This exemption 

fully covers the coatings industry‘s concern regarding coatings stored in the AQMD.  In 

regard to the comment on the implication of the rule change on homeowners, Rule 1113 

has always applied to any person who specifies or uses architectural coatings, including 

homeowners.  Based on limited enforcement resources, which are more efficiently 

utilized where a large amount of coatings are sold, stored or may be used, inspectors 

generally do not make compliance stops at private residences; however, enforcement 

staff would investigate if there were public nuisance complaints regarding odors from 

the use of architectural coatings at a private residence, and based on the findings from 

the investigation, may issue notices to homeowners.  As a result, staff does not 

anticipate any environmental impacts resulting from this rule change due to any fiscal 

impacts on homeowners.   

 

Response to Comment E-5: 

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

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

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

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

exempt work trucks but did include clarification in the staff report regarding who would 
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be responsible for non-compliant coatings stored in work trucks.  Further, the definition 

of worksite has been revised to indicate any location where architectural coatings are 

stored and applied, based on comments from the public.  Staff is not proposing to 

exempt manufacturing sites or job shops considering that coatings operations for 

maintenance purposes are performed at those facilities.  The building that houses a 

manufacturing operation where non-Rule 1113 coating operations occur would still 

need to be painted and maintained.  The provision would apply to the architectural 

coatings that are used to paint the building e.g. floors, wall, doors, etc.  Non-compliant 

products that are not for use at the facility but are stored for sale or shipment outside the 

AQMD, would be exempt under paragraph (f)(2)(A):   

 

Response to Comment E-6: 

Staff addressed industry‘s concern with the definition of manufacturer by exempting 

retail outlets where labels or stickers may be affixed to containers or where colorant is 

added at the point of sale.  Staff does not feel that a further exemption for repackaging 

or re-labeling is necessary.  It is a common practice for manufacturers to repackage or 

re-label (add their own label) coatings that were produced by another manufacturer 

(e.g., toll manufactured coatings).  In those instances, whomever‘s name is on the label 

is considered the manufacturer.  When a non-compliant coating is found in the field, it 

is the manufacturer whose name is on the label that is ultimately responsible for that 

coating.  For this reason, staff does not intend to exempt repackaging or relabeling in 

the definition of a manufacturer. 

 

Response to Comment E-7: 

Staff addressed the concern regarding Quick Dry Enamels and Quick Dry PSUs  by 

including an effective date of July 1, 2011.  While the change is proposed to take place 

shortly after rule adoption, it will not result in a change in the VOC limit or the labeling 

of the products.  Coatings can still be labeled as quick dry enamels, but for the purpose 

of Rule 1113, those coatings will be considered non-flat coatings effective July 1, 

2011.  Since there are no impacts of this change, a longer implementation period is not 

included. 

 

Response to Comment E-8: 

The comment includes a request for a phase-in period of July 1, 2011 for the 

elimination of the non-flat high gloss category.  Since there is no VOC or labeling 

implication for the removal of the non-flat high gloss category, staff is not proposing 

any phase out period.  Coatings can still be labeled as non-flat high gloss coatings, but 

for the purposes of Rule 1113, those coatings will be considered non-flat coatings.  The 

proposed change is for rule simplification since there are currently no differences in the 

VOC limits or labeling requirements between non-flat coatings and non-flat high gloss 

coatings. 
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Response to Comment E-9: 

Staff agrees with industry‘s proposal to lower the VOC limit for the default category to 

50 g/L and has revised the proposed rule language accordingly. 

 

Response to Comment E-10: 

For rule clean up purposes, the requirement which was included in paragraph (c)(2) has 

been moved to paragraph (c)(7).  This requirement states that industrial maintenance 

coatings, except non-sacrificial anti-graffiti coatings, shall not be applied or solicited 

for residential use unless they would be exposed to the extreme environmental 

conditions described in the definition of an industrial maintenance coating.  The 

comment is to remove the clause ―except non-sacrificial anti-graffiti coatings‖ since a 

separate category has been established for those coatings.  Since the Non-Sacrificial 

Anti-Graffiti Coating category is included as a subcategory for Industrial Maintenance 

Coatings, staff feels this language is still necessary to be included. 

 

Response to Comment E-11: 

Based on the comment regarding the Table of Standards 2, revised PAR 1113 includes 

proposed VOC limits for architectural coatings, excluding IM, Waterborne IM Coatings 

and Solvent-Based IM coatings.  In addition, staff has added language to clearly state 

that the VOC limits for colorants only apply to colorant added at the point of sale.  Staff 

contacted several manufacturers of heat reflective or complex inorganic color pigment 

(CICP) technology who stated that these colorants can be formulated and are available 

with a VOC content of less than 50 g/L.  Furthermore, based on a discussion and 

subsequent emails with the manufacturer that expressed concern about the VOC content 

of colorants with CICPs, they do not add these colorants at a point of sale, so PAR 1113 

would not apply to their specific use.  Lastly, staff agrees with the energy savings 

benefits of heat reflective coatings. 

 

Response to Comment E-12: 

Based on feedback from industry, staff has proposed to increase the proposed VOC 

limit for clear topcoats used in Faux Coatings System from 50 g/L to 100 g/L.  Staff has 

received feedback that this limit is feasible.  In addition, the omission in the definition 

has been addressed.  The missing language was for the labeling requirements for clear 

topcoats. 

 

Response to Comment E-13: 

PAR 1113 includes a definition for Stone Consolidants that limits the use of these 

products only when used for restoration and/or preservation projects on registered 

historical buildings that are under the purview of a restoration architect.  This category 

also includes a proposed VOC limit of 450 g/L, as requested.  Staff intends to monitor 

this category through the Rule 314 Annual Quantity and Emissions Reports to ensure 
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that sales do not exceed the estimated usage, and may consider sales caps for this 

category if actual sales are well above the estimated usage. 

 

Response to Comment E-14: 

PAR 1113 includes a definition for Reactive Penetrating Sealers that limit the use of 

these products only when used for restoration and/or preservation projects on registered 

historical buildings that are under the purview of a restoration architect or for use on 

reinforced concrete bridge structures for transportation projects located within 5 miles 

of the coast or above 4,000 feet elevation.  Staff shared the proposed definition with the 

interested parties and did not receive any negative feedback.  This category also 

includes a proposed VOC limit of 350 g/L.  Staff intends to monitor this category 

through the Rule 314 Annual Quantity and Emissions Reports to ensure that sales do 

not exceed the estimated usage, and may consider sales caps for this category if actual 

sales are well above the estimated usage. 

 

Response to Comment E-15: 

Staff has conducted research on the need for an additional coating category with a 

higher VOC limit for specific types of Clear Wood Finishes referred to as Conversion 

Varnishes.  There has been extensive research on this coating category, including a 

technology assessment conducted in 2004 and 2005.  The results of that assessment 

supported the 275g/L VOC limit, which was implemented on July 1, 2006.  Details of 

that study can be found on the AQMD website at: 

http://www.aqmd.gov/hb/2006/February/060236a.html.  In addition, staff has received 

feedback from manufacturers that there are compliant waterborne clear wood finishes 

that perform as well if not better than the high-VOC counterparts. One reason for this 

request is that Clear Wood Finishes are not allowed under the Small Container 

Exemption.  They were excluded from this exemption due to rule circumvention that 

resulted in significant excess emissions.  Since conversion varnishes were one of the 

major coating types utilized for coating hardwood floors in the past, allowing this type 

of clear wood finish to again be sold in the AQMD would, eliminate the emission 

reductions achieved by removing these coatings from the small container exemption.  

In addition, the application of conversion varnishes releases formaldehyde, and 

therefore has some health and safety issues that would be created compared to the 

waterborne products in use today.  For these reasons, staff is not proposing to add a 

high-VOC category for conversion varnishes. Staff also considered the need for an 

additional category for conjugated oil varnishes.  These are solvent-based, high-VOC 

Clear Wood Finishes that cannot be reformulated to a lower-VOC limit due to the 

nature of the oils of which they are composed.  Based on research conducted, including 

reviewing variance requests seeking relief, staff did not find sufficient evidence that a 

high-VOC Clear Wood Finish is needed at this time since there are sufficient compliant 

waterborne technologies available.  This is demonstrated by the fact that there have not 

http://www.aqmd.gov/hb/2006/February/060236a.html
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been any variance requests for Clear Wood Finishes with a VOC content higher than 

the Rule 1113 limit. 

 

Response to Comment E-16: 

Staff has researched the tub and tile category and has not found sufficient evidence of 

the need for a separate category.  These coatings currently fall under the IM category 

with a VOC limit of 100 g/L.  Previous staff analysis clearly shows a preponderance of 

acrylic, epoxy, and urethane-based coatings that can be used for tub and tile 

refinishing.  In addition, these coatings are typically sold in small containers, since most 

tub and tile coverage area is limited to no more than 100 square feet.  Coatings sold in 

small containers are exempt from the VOC limits in Rule 1113, thus providing 

additional flexibility for manufacturers of these coatings.  The rule language that 

prohibits the application of IM coatings for residential use only applies to coatings that 

do not meet the extreme environmental conditions described in the definition of IM 

coatings.  Since tub and tile coatings do meet the definition of IM coatings, especially 

under the abrasion resistance requirements, they are permitted for use in residential 

settings.  If the small container exemption is eliminated in future rule development, 

staff will consider whether there is a need for additional niche categories with higher 

VOC limits. 

 

Response to Comment E-17: 

Based on comments received pertaining to the originally-proposed VOC limit of 50 g/L 

for PSUs, staff has reconsidered the proposal and is not proposing any additional VOC 

reductions limit for PSUs at this time. 

 

Response to Comment E-18: 

See response to E-1 through E-17. 

 

Response to Comment E-19: 

Based on comments received pertaining to the originally-proposed VOC limit of 50 g/L 

for specialty primers (SP), staff has reconsidered the proposal and is not proposing any 

additional VOC reductions limit for SPs at this time. 

 

Response to Comment E-20: 

Based on feedback received during working group meetings, staff extended effective 

dates for rule changes sufficiently such that an additional sell through period is not 

necessary.  In regard to the labeling requirements, manufacturers requested a three year 

period to implement the change so they could use their current labels.  If the rule 

included an additional three years to sell through of old labels, the rule change would 

not be effective for six years.  Staff feels that the proposed three years to implement the 

change is sufficient without an additional sell through period.  A similar change is the 
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labeling change for sanding sealers.  This change will re-categorize coatings from the 

PSU category to the Clear Wood Finish category.  Since 2006, Clear Wood Finishes are 

no longer included in the small container exemption.  Staff proposed an effective date 

of July 1, 2013 for this change to allow a two year transition, which should be sufficient 

to sell through products that are currently on retail shelves. 

 

Response to Comment E-21: 

The list of coatings provided for review only encompass a selection of the coatings 

currently available at the proposed VOC limit and should not be considered all-

inclusive.  As presented in the numerous working group meetings, there are 18 

manufacturers that have reported the sales of 63 products that are categorized as 

metallic pigmented coatings.  Staff can provide the comprehensive list of these products 

upon request.  As for the 3 products mentioned, the coating that is referred to as a 

mastic in the product data sheet does not meet the Rule 1113 definition of a mastic.  

The coating is applied at a maximum of 7 – 10 mils in one or two coats. The Rule 1113 

definition specifies that the coating is applied at least 10 mils dry in a single coat.  That 

coating would fall under the metallic pigmented coating (MPC) category.  The primer is 

not a metallic pigmented coating, but an acid blocking primer specified for certain 

metallic pigmented coatings, that page was inadvertently included with the other 

coatings.  The last product mentioned is a high performance, zero VOC acrylic 

polyurethane which can include metallic pigments resulting in a coating that meets the 

definition of a metallic pigmented coating.  Those coatings have been in use at local 

theme park to create metallic effects.  Staff has reevaluated the last coating included in 

the list and interprets that coating to be an IM coating.  Even though this coating could 

meet the definition of a MPC based on the metallic content, the coating is a 

polyurethane which could be tinted to several colors, including a clear or a metallic, the 

specified usage is for IM applications.  The product data sheet states that the intended 

application is for theme parks, industrial maintenance and heavy equipment 

applications.  Many of the products used at theme parks are IM coatings due to the 

extreme conditions created by the number of daily visitors, typically requiring coatings 

that withstand ―repeated heavy abrasion, including mechanical wear and repeated 

scrubbing with industrial solvents, cleaners, or scouring agents‖ as well as ―exterior 

exposure of metal structures‖. 

 

Response to Comment E-22: 

PAR 1113 includes language to address the necessary transition time for the proposed 

change to the definition of sanding sealers.  This change will re-categorize some PSUs 

to sanding sealers; therefore, they will no longer fall under the small container 

exemption.  The extended transition time will allow ample time for those select 

coatings to be phased out. 
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Response to Comment E-23: 

Staff agrees with the comment and has removed the word ‗supplied.‘ 

 

Response to Comment E-24: 

The following list includes the cities and communities within the AQMD that may 

qualify for the exemption in paragraph (f)(2)(D):  

Lancaster, 93536 

Castaic, 91384 

Angelus Oaks, 92305 

Valyermo, 93563 

Mentone, 92359 

Idyllwild, 92549 

Cabazon, 92230 

Banning, 92220 

Lebec, 93243 

Big Bear City, 92314 

San Bernardino, 92407 

Lytle Creek, 92358 

Cedarpines Park, 92322 

Sylmar, 91342 

Yucaipa, 92399 

Crestline, 92325 

Palmdale, 93550 

Mt Baldy, 91759 

Lake Hughes, 93532 

Forest Falls, 92339 

Acton, 93510 

Running Springs, 92382 

Wrightwood, 92397 

San Bernardino, 92404 

Santa Clarita, 91390 

Newhall, 91321 

Tujunga, 91042 

La Canada Flintridge, 91011 

Morongo Valley, 92256 

White Water, 92282 

Mountain Center, 92561 

Palm Springs, 92264 

Palm Springs, 92262 

 

Note:  Most of the zip codes listed are not completely above 4,000 feet, therefore, a 

more precise indication of the areas above 4,000 feet can be found by referencing the 
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map included as Appendix B.  An interactive map will also be included on the website 

www.aqmd.gov 

 

Response to Comment E-25: 

Staff concurs with the comments and has revised the definition for waterproofing 

concrete/masonry sealer. 

 

Response to Comment E-26: 

Staff has provided clarification in the staff report (Definitions section, page 9) 

regarding the implications of the change in the VOC definition pertaining to reporting 

of TBAC. 

 

Response to Comment E-27: 

Based on comments pertaining to possible costs of lower-VOC limits, as well as the 

associated environmental benefits, staff has revised PAR 1113 to include only those 

categories that are cost-effective.  The 2007 AQMP, Control Measure MCS-07, 

indicates that cost-effectiveness cannot be determined because ―all feasible‖ measure 

are not known.  Nonetheless, MCS-07 commits that the District will continue to 

analyze the potential cost impact associated with implementing the control measure, 

conduct research on the newest control technologies, and provide cost effectiveness 

information.  A thorough cost-effectiveness of the proposed amendments was 

conducted and a summary of overall cost-effectiveness is included in the Staff Report.  

More detailed data is included in the Socioeconomic Impact Analysis Report. 

 

Response to Comment E-28: 

Staff included the phrase ‗including but not limited to‘ in regard to the inclusion of 

fields and lawns.  This addition is for rule clarification, as this is a frequently asked 

question of staff, and is not expected to have any implications on other architectural 

coatings rules. 

 

Response to Comment E-29: 

The change in Appendix A subdivision (J) is to clarify that the penalties for violating 

the provisions of the averaging compliance option (ACO) apply to every gallon of each 

product line sold above the VOC limit and not just for each product line sold above the 

limit.  This proposed revision is for clarification, since based on discussions during the 

development of the ACO Guidance document, staff always intended the violation to 

apply to each and every gallon of coating sold above the VOC limit if a manufacturer 

violates any provisions of the ACO. 

 

 

http://www.aqmd.gov/
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Response to Comment E-30: 

Based on the comment, staff has removed the phrase ‗concrete lacquer‘ from the 

proposed amended definition of waterproofing concrete/masonry sealers. 

 

Response to Comment E-31: 

Staff has addressed the omission in the proposed amended rule language. 

 

Response to Comment E-32: 

Staff has addressed the inconsistency in the proposed phase out dates in the ACO.  Staff 

is not proposing to include zinc rich primers to the list of categories that can be 

averaged since no manufacturer has, or is currently listing zinc rich primers in their 

averaging plan.  Manufacturers must submit the coatings they are proposing to average 

at the beginning of an ACO period.  New coatings must be submitted for review and 

approval prior to averaging them, and would be considered a modification to the 

previously approved plan.  The ACO provision does not work well when a 

manufacturer adds coatings on a job-by-job basis and the ACO needs to be well 

planned to ensure that the actual emissions at the end of the compliance period are 

below the allowable emissions. 

 

Response to Comment E-33: 

Staff is still proposing to keep the method which defines the term gonioapparent;  the 

ASTM method provides a technical definition of gonioapparent which can be measured 

in a laboratory.  The definition states that gonioapparent material change in appearance 

with change in illumination angle or viewing angle.  This can be demonstrated in a 

laboratory by using multi-angle color measurements. 

 

Response to Comment E-34: 

Current Rule 1113 – Architectural Coatings considers tertiary butyl acetate (tBAc) as 

an exempt VOC when used to formulate industrial maintenance coatings only, 

considering that these coatings are typically applied by professional painting 

contractors that use personal protective equipment (PPE), including appropriate 

respirators.  At this time, staff does not believe that it is necessary to expand the 

categories that can use tBAc as an exempt VOC. Staff is not confident that contractors 

applying the suggested broad range of coatings are trained in the use of PPE, and would 

use the appropriate respirators.  Further, in regards to Dimethyl Carbonate (DMC), staff 

is not proposing any exemptions since, in September 2009, the AQMD‘s Governing 

Board rejected delisting DMC due to potential health concerns expressed by the public.  

Additionally, AQMD staff is working with the California Air Resources Board staff on 

a consumer/worker exposure health assessment for DMC, which is still in the draft 

stage.  If and when this final health assessment recommends the exemption of DMC as 

a VOC, the AQMD will consider a proposal to exempt DMC.  In regard to the comment 
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that permits could be required prior to allowing the use of DMC for architectural 

coatings operations, currently, the use and application of architectural coatings does not 

require any AQMD permits, thus this approach would not be feasible. 

 

Response to Comment E-35: 

Over the past 15 years, AQMD staff has been, and continues to participate in 

discussions at the federal and state level, to discuss alternative ozone control strategies, 

including the use of a reactivity-based approach.  However, as discussed over the past 

two years, uncertainty in some Maximum Incremental Reactivity (MIR) values, 

enforcement, toxics, and formation of fine particulate less than 2.5 micrometers in 

diameter (PM2.5) continue to be areas that need additional assessment.    Staff is 

studying the viability of a reactivity-based ozone control strategy by actively 

participating in research projects pertaining to establishing maximum incremental 

reactivity (MIR) values for different VOCs. For example, staff is actively participating 

in the North American Research Strategy for Tropospheric Ozone (NARSTO) work 

related to reactivity. Staff also continues to participate in the following committees: 

Applications Benefits, Near Term Science, Toxics, Atmospheric Chemistry and PM. 

Further, staff recognizes the low MIR values associated with the compounds that are 

considered exempt under the traditional VOC mass-based regulatory scheme as well as 

the potential flexibility of an alternate ozone control strategy. In concept, staff is not 

opposed to a reactivity-based approach to control ozone, but based on the state of the 

science and other comments received, there are several concerns. For example, one of 

the main concerns is that there may be toxicity associated with some VOC-containing 

compounds that have a relatively low MIR value. Other issues that need to be 

considered include the potential for secondary organic aerosol formation, specific 

consensus methodology, and enforceability. Further, CARB staff has indicated that, 

effective and efficient enforcement of the aerosol coatings rule, which is a reactivity-

based control approach, has been an issue over the past few years, especially with 

regard to formulation data and analytical limitations. The EPA is also in the process of 

developing a ―toolkit‖ that will address SIP equivalency and will include additional 

enforceability guidelines for a reactivity-based approach. Thus, staff plans to continue 

working closely with CARB, U.S. EPA, the American Chemistry Council, other 

industry members and the public to address and resolve these issues prior to proposing 

a reactivity-based ozone control strategy. 

 

Response to Comment E-36: 

The AQMD appreciates the opportunity to continue working with industry on the Paint 

and Coatings Exposure Study (PACES), and closely monitors the progress.  As these 

studies fully evaluate the fate and availability of solvents used in architectural coatings, 

and are finalized, the AQMD staff is open to discussions as to how the results may be 

incorporated into future planning activities and/or regulations. 
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F. Mitchell M. Tsai, March 28, 2012 
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Responses to Comment Letter F 

Mitchell M. Tsai 

 

Response to Comment F-1: 

AQMD staff and counsel met with the commenter and the Concerned Residents 

representative to discuss potential Indirect Source rules regulating activities at Santa 

Monica Airport. AQMD has not observed elevated levels of PM2.5 in neighborhoods 

near the airport so this plan does not include a measure specific to the airport. AQMD 

will continue to explore possible ways of reducing emissions at the airport. 

 

Response to Comment F-2: 

Thank you for the references.  The health effects of air pollutants are addressed in 

Appendix I.  Regarding cancer risk, the AQMD's MATES III study estimates lifetime 

risk for air toxics near the Santa Monica Airport at about 930 per million which is less 

than the regional average of 1194 in a million. 

 

Response to Comment F-3: 

The commenter asserts that AQMD must implement an indirect source rule regulating 

Santa Monica Airport based on H&S §40440(b)(3) calling for indirect source controls 

―in those areas of the south coast district in which there are high-level, localized 

concentrations of pollutants. The comment cites levels of lead, black carbon, and 

ultrafine particulate matter. AQMD monitoring  studies have not detected exceedances 

of lead standards either on the runway area or in neighboring residential areas. US EPA 

modeling studies did not project exceedances in neighboring residential areas but did 

project exceedances at the blast fence. This was not confirmed by AQMD studies. The 

statement that both studies found levels often exceeding the NAAQS but averaging at 

the NAAQS is misleading because the NAAQS itself is in the form of a three month 

average. The NAAQS itself was not exceeded.  AQMD has not observed elevated 

levels of PM2.5 near the airport.  There is currently no NAAQS or SAAQS for 

ultrafines.  So, it is not feasible to determine a level to which emissions should be 

reduced.  Therefore, the cited statute does not require regulation. 

 

Response to Comment F-4: 

Thank you for the references.  We note that one of the citations is a AQMD report.  

Additional discussion of health effects of particulate matter are in Appendix I. 

 

Response to Comment F-5: 

Thank you for the references.  We note that two of the citations are AQMD reports.  

Additional discussion of health effects of particulate matter are in Appendix I, and 

additional discussion of ultrafine particulate matter health effects and sources is 

contained in Chapter 9. 
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Response to Comment F-6: 

Thank you for the references.  Additional discussion of the health effects of ozone and 

nitrogen dioxide are in Appendix I.   

 

Response to Comment F-7: 

The commenter states that AQMD must adopt an indirect source rule for the airport 

because state law calls for indirect source rules in areas where there are ―high-level, 

localized concentrations of pollutants‖ and a study by Hu concluded that there were 

―high concentrations of air pollutants in the residential neighborhoods ― downwind of 

the airport.  However, this study referred to levels of black carbon and ultrafine 

particles, which are not criteria pollutants for which a NAAQS has been established. 

Neither EPA nor CARB has yet developed any ambient standards for these particular 

pollutants. Therefore, it is uncertain what levels of such pollutants would be considered 

unacceptably ―high.‖ The 2012 AQMP contains a chapter discussing the emerging 

science relating to ultrafine particles and AQMD staff will continue to monitor the 

situation. 

 

Response to Comment F-8: 

The AQMD staff agrees that it has the authority under state and federal law to adopt 

indirect source controls. Such authority is not preempted by the Clean Air Act, as held 

in National Association of Home Builders vs. San Joaquin Valley APCD,  627 F. 3d 

730 (9th Cir. 2010).   Whether any other federal statute would have preemptive effect 

would likely depend on the particulars of any proposed indirect source rule. 

 

Response to Comment F-9: 

For the reasons stated earlier, AQMD staff does not believe that this request for an 

indirect source rule for SMO should be addressed as part of the 2012 AQMP, but will 

continue to consider whether such an approach would be necessary or viable to reduce 

emissions in the future. 
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G. Mar Vista Community Council, May 20, 2012 

 
  

G-1 
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Responses to Comment Letter G 

Mar Vista Community Council 

 

 

Response to Comment G-1: 

AQMD staff does not believe that this request should be addressed as part of the 2012 

AQMP, but will continue to consider whether such an approach would be viable to 

reduce emissions in the future. 
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 H. Harvey Eder, July 17, 2012 
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Responses to Comment Letter H 

Harvey Eder 

 

Response to Comment H-1: 

We appreciate the references and information sent over on the environmental impacts 

from hydraulic fracturing.  These concerns are something we have been monitoring and 

tracking carefully and are informing the public along with addressing these issues with 

industry.  Recently at AQMD we held a forum focused on the environmental impacts of 

hydraulic fracturing and provided policy level discussions.  In addition, we are working 

with both the state and federal government in developing regulations and enforcement 

policies.  Finally, staff will be working on development of fracking regulations, if 

feasible and appropriate. 

 

Response to Comment H-2: 

The AQMD recognizes the clean air benefits renewable energy provides to both the 

electric power grid and other services such as hot water heating.  Chapter 10 of the 

AQMP addresses the implementation of the states 33% renewable portfolio standard 

along with the benefits increased efficiency provides on reducing fuel and energy 

demands.  This chapter shows the total energy consumption in Sothern California was 

near 2.1 quads in 2008 and is expected to show a slight 0.1 quad increase by 2023.  

However, the slight increase in projected energy use in Southern California will be met 

with an increase in energy prices; in 2008 close to $54 billion was spent on energy and 

the projected cost of energy consumption in 2023 is $74 billion.  Overall the projected 

5% increase in energy consumption is going to be met with a 27% increase in energy 

prices.  As mentioned within this chapter, significant implementation of renewable 

energy coupled with the transportation system will help lower emissions, reduce 

impacts from volatile energy prices, help localize dollars spent on energy, and provide 

some isolation from increasing energy costs. 
 

The AQMD endorses solar power as a clean air solution to help provide emission free 

electricity to residences and businesses whenever feasible.  We have been an early 

supporter of implementing new solar technologies.  At the AQMD headquarters, we 

currently have over 180kW of solar panels installed that are demonstrating three 

different solar technologies.  Additionally, we are funding and undertaking several 

technology demonstration projects that help address the limitations of solar, such as, 

coupling solar power production with energy storage to help with intermittency.  We 

also promote the benefits electrification technologies provide to clean the air such as 

electric vehicles, and as mentioned earlier, advocate for the electrical supply to be from 

clean air sources such as renewables.   

 

The prices of solar panels have come down nearly a third in the past couple of years 

due to less expensive ways to manufacture polysilicon, an increase in solar 
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manufacturers, and expiring solar incentives in other countries.  Resulting price 

declines have made PV solar very competitive with conventional generating 

technologies.  This decline in prices has helped implement this technology in Southern 

California as there are now many solar installation companies that employ thousands in 

this sector.  The recent increase of roof-top solar PV installations does not show any 

indication of slowing down in the near future since financing mechanisms have become 

available along with local incentives and federal tax credits.  Additional incentives for 

solar installations are also likely in the near future as a portion of the revenues utilities 

start to receive from the CARB GHG Cap and Trade program under AB 32. 

 

Unfortunately, solar power does not currently provide a standalone solution to 

providing all the electrical generation needs for Southern California.  Until the 

intermittency problem is addressed, large storage technologies, and increased panel 

efficiencies become more cost effective, existing natural-gas fired power generating 

technologies are required to provide base loads, ramp rates, and other ancillary services 

such as frequency regulation.  Additionally, the clean air benefits renewable energy 

sources such as solar power provides in Southern California will be best realized as 

transportation technologies such as electrification are implemented at a faster rate.  

 

In a Vision for Clean Air: A Framework for Air Quality and Climate Planning biofuels 

was presented as a one component among several to meet the GHG goals of the State.  

The use of biofuels does not typically provide an advantage in reducing criteria 

pollutants if they are combusted in standard IC engines such as diesels.  Therefore in 

the document it was stated ―In the longer-term, to meet the greenhouse gas targets, any 

combustion-based heavy-duty trucks would rely predominantly on efficiency and 

renewable and biofuel solutions. However, to achieve the air quality standards in the 

South Coast, a technology transition to zero- and near-zero emission trucks (e.g., 

electric, fuel cell, or hybrid with all electric range) to reduce NOx emissions is also 

needed.‖   In summary, staff supports the development and implementation of solar 

energy technologies to the maximum extent feasible and cost-effective.  These 

technologies are not needed to attain the PM2.5 standards, but staff will continue to 

support solar technologies for attaining the ozone standards in the future. 
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I. Neighbors of Santa Monica Airport, July 28, 2012 
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Responses to Comment Letter I 

Neighbors of Santa Monica Airport 

 

Response to Comment I-1: 

AQMD has not observed elevated levels of PM2.5 in neighborhoods near the airport so 

this plan will not include a measure specific to the airport. AQMD will continue to 

explore possible ways of reducing emissions at the airport.  The health effects of air 

pollutants are addressed in Appendix I.  Regarding cancer risk, The AQMD's MATES 

III study estimates life time risk for air toxics near the Santa Monica Airport at about 

930 per million which is less than the regional average of 1194 in a million. 

  

Response to Comment I-2: 

See Response F-3. Also, although some airports are significant sources of VOC and/or 

NOx, which are precursors to ozone, ozone is not a ―localized‖ pollutant and is not the 

target of H&S Code §40440(b)(3). 

  

Response to Comment I-3: 

The AQMD staff agrees that it has the authority under state and federal law to adopt 

indirect source controls. Such authority is not preempted by the Clean Air Act, as held 

in National Association of Home Builders v San Joaquin Valley APCD,  627 F. 3d 730 

(9th Cir. 2010).  Whether any other federal statute would have preemptive effect 

would likely depend on the particulars of any proposed indirect source rule. 

  

Response to Comment I-4: 

In the absence of high-level localized emissions of criteria air pollutants, an indirect 

source control measure for Santa Monica Airport is not required. While airports in 

general produce VOC and NOx emissions, which contribute to ozone, there is no 

technical basis to single out Santa Monica Airport in an effort to reduce ozone 

pollution.  As efforts to implement ozone measures and reduce the size of the ―black 

box‖ for ozone, staff will continue to explore methods of reducing emissions of  NOx 

at a variety of sources including airports. 

  

Response to Comment I-5: 

AQMD staff does not believe that this request should be addressed as part of the 2012 

AQMP, but will continue to consider whether such an approach would be viable to 

reduce emissions in the future. 
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J. CA Trucking Association, August 30, 2012 
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Responses to Comment Letter J 

California Trucking Association 

 

Response to Comment J-1: 

Many of the control measures proposed in the AQMP recognize the potential for the 

development of advanced vehicle technologies to be commercially available in the 

near-term.  As such, ONRD-05 recognizes that the current state of development of 

trucks operating in a "zero-emission" mode may be realized in the next few years and 

the ―commercial‖ cost is not available at this time.  As part of the implementation of the 

measure, whether through a regulatory process or other enforceable mechanism), a 

technology assessment will be made to determine commercial availability and a cost-

effective analysis will be conducted. 

  

Response to Comment J-2: 

See Response to Comment J-1.  In addition, ADV-01 is provided to complement 

ONRD-05, in that the measure calls for actions that will lead to development of zero- 

and near-zero emission trucks. 

 

Response to Comment J-3: 

The control measure/regulatory development process is not unprecedented.  Prior 

AQMPs and SIPs included control measures which led to regulatory development by 

CARB.  ONRD-05 recognizes CARB‘s authority to develop regulations for on-road 

mobile sources.  As part of CARB‘s assessment on the need for a regulation, other 

actions that lead to deployment of zero-emission vehicles will be assessed.  Such 

actions could be similar to the San Pedro Bay Ports Clean Truck Program or funding 

incentives to deploy such trucks.  As such, the Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach as 

well as the AQMD are listed as implementing agencies. 

 

Response to Comment J-4: 

Since the 182(e)(5) measures are part of the 2007 Ozone SIP for the South Coast Air 

Basin, the AQMD staff believes that it is appropriate to identify actions that practically 

fulfill the emission reduction commitments of the 182(e)(5) measures.  Waiting until 

the next plan revision will severely limit the time frame to attain the ozone air quality 

standard by 2023 and would place a greater burden on all sources to reduce emissions 

within a shorter timeframe. 

 

Response to Comment J-5: 

Staff appreciates CTA's effort to outreach on the development of zero- and near-zero 

emission trucks.  Staff believes as the region moves forward with implementation of the 

2012 AQMP that there will be opportunities to continue such dialogue with all affected 

stakeholders.   
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K. City of Santa Clarita, August 31, 2012 
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Responses to Comment Letter K 

City of Santa Clarita 

 

Response to Comment K-1: 

The AQMD currently has several rules on the books that are applicable to the Soledad 

Canyon sand and gravel mining project.  In fact, since the December 2000 comments 

provided by this agency on the draft Environmental Impact Report for the project, the 

AQMD Governing Board adopted a rule directly aimed at such operations.  

Specifically, Rule 1157 – PM10 Emission Reductions from Aggregate and Related 

Operations was adopted in January 2005 and establishes requirements regarding control 

of fugitive dust emissions from sources that include, but are not limited to:  internal 

paved and unpaved roads; material storage piles; loading/unloading/transfer of material; 

conveyors; screening and crushing equipment; and track-out onto public roadways.  

The rule also established opacity limits from any activity, equipment, storage pile, or 

disturbed surface area, and limits any visible fugitive dust plume from traveling 100 

feet in any direction from these sources.   

 

Other applicable rules include Rule 403 – Fugitive Dust, which among other applicable 

requirements, includes a requirement that no fugitive dust shall cross the facility 

property line and the rule requires facility operators to take an AQMD taught Fugitive 

Dust Class to ensure applicable requirements are adhered to.  In addition, Rule 1155 – 

PM Control Devices, adopted in December 2009, establishes a no-visible emissions 

threshold from any particulate matter control device or dust collector, such as a 

baghouse, cyclone, wet scrubber, and electrostatic precipitator (ESP), and requires 

demonstration of proper operation and maintenance and that the largest filtration 

devices be equipped with detection systems to ensure repair/replacement of filters 

before visible emissions are seen from the device.   

 

Therefore, staff feels that the necessary requirements are in place to minimize fugitive 

dust from the mine and is willing to work with the city to ensure the mine is held in 

compliance with all applicable rules and regulations, including those that go beyond 

fugitive dust (e.g., off-road equipment). 
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L. ISSA, August 31, 2012 

 

L-1 



Response to Comments 

RTC - 90 

 

 
 

 

L-1 

 



Draft Final 2012 AQMP 

RTC - 91 

 

 
  



Response to Comments 

RTC - 92 

 

Responses to Comment Letter L 

ISSA 

 

Response to Comment L-1: 

The commenter supports, and provides similar comments, to comments submitted by 

the Consumer Specialty Products Association.  Please refer to the responses to 

comments for the Consumer Specialty Products Association (Comment Letter SS).  

Staff appreciates the efforts made by ISSA formulator members to comply with CARB 

and AQMD VOC limitations.  While there will be some need for reformulation of 

products, the District, through the implementation of the Certified Clean Air Cleaners 

Program and Rule 1143 – Consumer Paint Thinners and Multi-Purpose Solvents, has 

identified alternative low-VOC, cost-effective technologies that are currently 

commercially available and used that do not rely upon the LVP-VOC exemption.  

Contrary to the assertion that these products may degrade the environmental profile, 

many of the products that do not rely on the LVP-VOC exemption are specifically 

designed to meet stringent environmental profiles.  Many are certified as 

environmentally preferred products through programs like Certified Clean Air Choices 

Cleaners and U.S. EPA‘s Design for the Environment or third party certification 

organizations like Green Seal and EcoLogo.  When already environmentally preferable 

certified products were tested, less than ten percent relied on the LVP-VOC exemption 

to meet the VOC limits.  See table below. 
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Environmentally Preferable Products VOC Content (No LVP-VOC Exemption) 

Product Type 
Dilution Rate 

VOC (g/l) 

Air Freshener RTU 24 

Bathroom Cleaner RTU 19 

Bathroom Cleaner 1:18 5 

Bathroom Cleaner 1:20 2 

Carpet Cleaner 1:20 1 

Carpet Cleaner 1:64 1 

Dishwashing Soap 1:1536 1 

Disinfectant 1:64 1 

Floor Polish 1:24 2 

General Purpose Cleaner 1:10 1 

General Purpose Cleaner 1:08 1 

General Purpose Cleaner 1:64 1 

General Purpose Cleaner 1:12 1 

General Purpose Cleaner 1:15 1 

General Purpose Cleaner 1:512 1 

Glass and General Purpose 

Cleaner RTU 1 

Glass and General Purpose 

Cleaner 1:128 1 

Glass and General Purpose 

Cleaner 1:128 1 

Glass Cleaner 1:20 1 

Glass Cleaner 1:64 1 

Glass Cleaner 1:15 5 

RTU = Ready to Use 
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M. LA County Sanitation District, August 30, 2012 
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Responses to Comment Letter M 

LA County Sanitation District 

 

 

Response to Comment M-1: 

The Socioeconomic Report on the 2012 AQMP was released on September 28, 2012, 

and includes the costs, benefits, and employment impact from implementing the Plan.  

Most of the proposed control measures (see Appendix IV-A and Appendix IV-B) 

include cost effectiveness values in dollars per ton of emission reduction, and the 

proposed control measures are ranked (see Chapter 6 of the Plan) based on these cost 

effectiveness values.  As noted in Chapter 4 of the Plan, the District proposes to 

establish a cost effectiveness threshold of $16,500 per ton of VOC reduction and 

$22,500 per ton of NOx reduction.  This threshold will trigger further evaluation and a 

pre-hearing at the District Board prior to the final rule being proposed. Only one control 

measure, CTS-01, has the potential to exceed the VOC threshold on the upper end of 

the cost effectiveness range.   All the other proposed control measures have a cost 

effective value less than the threshold.  Regardless, it should be noted that during rule 

development a public review and decision process is instituted to seek lower viable cost 

alternatives. 

 

Response to Comment M-2: 

Table 4-1 was not intended to imply any ranking or priority of the evaluation criteria.  

The text and table title have been modified to clarify that no ranking is intended. 

 

Response to Comment M-3: 

The control measure MCS-01 (Application of All Feasible Measures Assessment) is 

intended to focus on new technology developed in the future subsequent to the Plan 

approval, so the specific description of the future actions under the control measure is 

not possible at this time.  However, the triggering of the control measure is likely to 

occur when new feasible cost-effective best available retrofit control technology is 

developed and made available.  The implementation of MCS-01 could take place in two 

phases if a technology study is warranted.  However, if an assessment of the feasibility, 

cost effectiveness, and availability of new technology has already been prepared and 

properly peer-reviewed, a two phase approach might not be necessary. 

 

Response to Comment M-4: 

Suggestion noted in EDU-01 measure. 

 

Response to Comment M-5: 

U.S. EPA recently proposed to require a new 1-hour ozone attainment demonstration 

for the South Coast Air Basin.  In order to demonstrate attainment with this revoked 
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standard by 2022, all feasible measures must be included in the SIP revision.  Making 

enforceable emissions reductions commitments based on specific measures as they are 

identified is the best way to demonstrate that the District is dedicated to realizing the 

emission reductions necessary to achieve the 8-hour and 1-hour ozone standards.  The 

attainment demonstration for the 1-hour ozone standard will be analyzed and the results 

provided in a separate attachment to the 2012 AQMP for consideration of the 

Governing Board at the same time.  Future AQMPs will need to further identify 

specific measures and associated emissions reductions that will allow the ―black box‖ 

commitments to shrink to zero by 2019 for the 1-hour ozone or 2020 for the 8-hour 

ozone. 

 

Response to Comment M-6: 

The "enhanced environmental analysis" noted by the commenter is not required under 

any AQMD rules or CEQA statute (with the exception of new school sites).  However, 

lead agencies retain the authority to conduct an analysis of potential health effects on 

project occupants either within a CEQA document, or outside of it prior to making a 

decision on the project.  The AQMD staff has previously reviewed residential 

development projects where the lead agency has analyzed and presented the potential 

health effects to their project, so decision makers were aware of potential impacts on 

future residences.  Text has been added to Chapter 9 to clarify that AQMD staff 

recommendations for enhanced environmental analysis will continue to be consistent 

with existing guidance from both the CARB Air Quality and Land Use Handbook and 

the AQMD Clean Communities Plan. 

 

Response to Comment M-7: 

The AQMD will continue to support efforts to encourage the productive use of biogas 

without its air quality objective. 

 

Response to Comment M-8: 

AQMD staff agrees that it could be a issue and intends to assess the potential impact of 

salt loading on groundwater from the land spreading of manure treated with SBS.  

Although the incremental increase is expected to be low, the overall impact relative to 

Regional Water Quality Control Board threshold requirements will need to be 

examined.  Staff intends to work with stakeholders at the water board relative to the 

potential ground water impacts. 

 

Response to Comment M-9: 

The title of the control measure MCS-01 (Application of the All Feasible Measures 

Assessment) has been made consistent throughout the 2012 AQMP to avoid any 

confusion. 
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Response to Comment M-10: 

The cost-effectiveness of this control measure will be subject to further refinements 

during the rulemaking process.  In addition, recent staff analysis of the Rule 1110.2 

amendment indicated that the control options for biogas internal combustion engines 

were very cost-effective.  Such cost-effective control equipment should help in 

maintaining the sustainability of onsite distributed generation.  The funding for the 

deployment of the potentially cost-effective alternative of selective non-catalytic 

reduction emission control technologies as well as subsequent technology assessments 

should provide further means of maintaining the sustainability of onsite distributed 

generation. 

 

Response to Comment M-11: 

Implementation of the measure is intended to be in harmony with not only the AB 939 

diversion goals in the future, but also the amendments to Title 14 currently under 

development.  This measure is meant to focus on the disposition of green material by 

determining its volume and intended in use.  This measure is intended to focus on 

emission reductions from chipping and grinding operations and should not impact 

composting and associated operations governed under Rule 1133.3 – Emission 

Reductions from Greenwaste Composting operations adopted in July 2011.  The control 

measure has been expanded to include a greater discussion of AB 939 requirements. 

 

Response to Comment M-12: 

Control measure MCS-03 is carried over from the 2007 AQMP.  Although the initial 

scope of review for startup, shutdown and turnaround activities is likely focus on the 

minimization of potential flaring emissions at refineries, staff believes that it is possible 

to develop procedures that can lead to optimization, operational efficiency and emission 

minimization opportunities applicable to other industries. 

 

The District approach under MCS-03 would be to initially focus on better quantifying 

emission impacts from startup, shutdown and turnaround activities at refineries, as well 

as analyzing emission reduction potential.  Should the results of these analyses and 

emission assessments warrant further investigation, a review of potential emission 

reduction efforts would follow, including a determination of the applicability to other 

industries.  Any subsequent rulemaking efforts would include technical feasibility, 

socioeconomic impact, and environmental impact assessments, including safety 

considerations, and certainly involve outreach to affected stakeholders. 

 

Response to Comment M-13: 

Funding sources will be from multiple sources such as grants, state program funding, 

and sources of AQMD funds. 
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Response to Comment M-14: 

The reference to the "Baltic Sea region" is to indicate that such technologies are 

currently in use.  Staff will clarify that such technologies could be transferred to vessels 

operating at California ports. 

 

Response to Comment M-15: 

As provided in ADV-06, a working group will help provide input on technology 

development and demonstration.  The details will be developed after the AQMP is 

adopted.  Staff appreciates the Sanitation Districts efforts in demonstrating advanced 

control technologies and look forward to working with the Sanitation Districts and 

other off-road vehicle stakeholders to bring about cleaner off-road vehicles. 

 

Response to Comment M-16: 

AQMD staff consistently seeks ways to improve the emission estimation methodology.  

As it relates to this particular category, we have provided the LA County Sanitation 

District staff with our inventory methodology, calculation worksheet, and emission 

factors which were used to estimate the landfill‘s fugitive emissions. As we have 

previously discussed, these emissions are the emissions that are not collected by the 

landfill‘s collection system and are considered non-permitted emissions. These 

emissions should have been reported in the Annual Emission Report (AER) as non-

permitted emissions, but they were not.  We did incorporate the Sanitation District 

staff's review and recommendations on using the 2008 CARBs GHG emission 

inventory data for the landfills, however, we were unable to accommodate the request 

on updating the emission factors, as sufficient information is not available at this time.   

Additionally, as noted in the comment, we have a mutual agreement to initiate a 

Landfill Gas Emission Task Force to study all the available documents and develop 

emission factors that could give a better estimate of the ROG/TOG fugitive emissions.  

We look forward to a successful partnership. 

 

Response to Comment M-17: 

As to the last sentence in page 4-5:  It is assumed that the ammonia sources referenced 

in the Chino area are dairies, which would be the single largest source of ammonia in 

that area.  The primary permits for dairies in the region are only on those that meet the 

definition of Large Confined Animal facility.  Fewer than 30 of the more than one 

hundred dairies in the Basin are permitted in that way, which excludes a large number 

of dairies in the region as not subject to the same requirements as in AQMD Rule 223 – 

Emission Reduction Permits for Large Confined Animal Facilities.  Each farm subject 

to permit is required to meet a menu of requirements outlined in the Rule.  Dairies 

under permit are required to submit rule 223 compliance plans when obtaining a permit 

and are subject to annual permit renewals.  Compliance plans only need to be 

resubmitted if changes to the plans occur (i.e., change is menu options under the rule).  
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In that respect, this is the reason for proposed control measure BCM-04 – Further 

Ammonia Reductions from Livestock Waste which outlines how staff intends to 

conduct an assessment of using Sodium Bisulfate to treat manure and reduce ammonia 

emissions, which will include an evaluation of the potential for episodic-only 

application requirement to focus on poor air quality days. 

 

It should be noted that all dairies are required to report under the Annual Emissions 

Reporting (AER) Program for PM, VOC, and ammonia.  Reports summarize manure 

production and give emissions credit depending on the manure disposal practice.  Use 

of sodium bisulfate can be reported in the AER Program.  At this time, no significant 

issues with existing requirements exist.  
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N. Concerned Residents Against Air Pollution, et al, August 28, 2012 

 

N-1 
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N-2 
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Responses to Comment Letter N 

Concerned Residents Against Air Pollution, et al 

 

Response to Comment N-1: 

The AQMD has not observed elevated levels of PM2.5 in neighborhoods near the 

airport so this plan will not include a measure specific to the airport. AQMD will 

continue to explore possible ways of reducing emissions at the airport. 

 

Response to Comment N-2: 

The health effects of air pollutants are addressed in Appendix I.  Regarding cancer risk, 

the AQMD's MATES III study estimates lifetime risk for air toxics near the Santa 

Monica Airport at about 930 per million, which is lower than the regional average of 

1194 per million. 

 

Response to Comment N-3: 

The comment cites levels of lead, black carbon, and ultrafine particulate matter. AQMD 

monitoring studies have not detected exceedances of lead standards either on the 

runway area or in neighboring residential areas. US EPA modeling studies did not 

project exceedances in neighboring residential areas but did project exceedances at the 

blast fence. This was not confirmed by AQMD studies. The statement that both studies 

found levels often exceeding the NAAQS but averaging at the NAAQS is misleading 

because the NAAQS itself is in the form of a three month average. The NAAQS itself 

was not exceeded. Additional discussion of health effects of particulate matter, ozone 

and nitrogen dioxide are in Appendix I, and additional discussion of ultrafine 

particulate matter health effects and sources is contained in Chapter 9.  AQMD has not 

observed elevated levels of PM2.5 near the airport.  There is currently no NAAQS or 

SAAQS for ultrafines.  So, it is not feasible to determine a level to which emissions 

should be reduced.  Therefore, the cited statute does not require regulation. 

 

Response to Comment N-4: 

The commenter states that AQMD must adopt an indirect source rule for the airport 

because state law calls for indirect source rules in areas where there are ―high-level, 

localized concentrations of pollutants‖ and a study by Hu concluded that there were 

―high concentrations of air pollutants in the residential neighborhoods ― downwind of 

the airport.  However, this study referred to levels of black carbon and ultrafine 

particles, not criteria pollutants. Neither EPA nor CARB has yet developed any ambient 

standards for these particular pollutants. Therefore, it is uncertain what levels of such 

pollutants would be considered unacceptably ―high.‖  Accordingly, the cited statute 

does not require regulation.  The 2012 AQMP contains a chapter discussing the 

emerging science relating to ultrafine particles and AQMD staff will continue to 

monitor the situation. 
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Response to Comment N-5: 

The AQMD staff agrees that it has the authority under state and federal law to adopt 

indirect source controls. Such authority is not preempted by the Clean Air Act, as held 

in National Association of Home Builders vs. San Joaquin Valley APCD,  627 F. 3d 

730 (9th Cir. 2010).  Whether any other federal statute would have preemptive effect 

would likely depend on the particulars of any proposed indirect source rule. 

 

Response to Comment N-6: 

See Response to Comment N-5. 

 

Response to Comment N-7: 

AQMD staff does not believe that this request should be addressed as part of the 2012 

AQMP, but will continue to consider whether such an approach would be viable to 

reduce emissions in the future. 
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O. LA Department of Public Works, Cynthia Holguin, August 14, 2012 

 
  

O-1 

O-2 

O-3 

O-4 
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Responses to Comment Letter O 

LA County DPW, Cynthia Holguin 

 

Response to Comment O-1: 

Control measure MCS-03 is carried over from the 2007 AQMP.  Although the initial 

scope of review for startup, shutdown and turnaround activities will likely focus on the 

minimization of potential flaring emissions at refineries, staff believes that it is possible 

to develop procedures that can lead to optimization, operational efficiency and emission 

minimization opportunities applicable to other industries. 

 

The District approach under MCS-03 would be to initially focus on better quantifying 

emission impacts from startup, shutdown and turnaround activities at refineries, as well 

as analyzing emission reduction potential.  Should the results of these analyses and 

emission assessments warrant further investigation, a review of potential emission 

reduction efforts would follow, including a determination of the applicability to other 

industries.  Any subsequent rulemaking efforts would include technical feasibility, 

socioeconomic impact, and environmental impact assessments, including safety 

considerations, and certainly involve outreach to affected stakeholders. 

 

Response to Comment O-2: 

These incentives can apply to waste to energy processes or other landfill processes as 

long as they are not needed to comply with current regulation or other legally-

enforceable requirement. 

 

Response to Comment O-3: 

The incentive program, INC-02, has yet to be developed so specific qualifications for 

the incentives have not yet been determined.  However, the intent of the control 

measure is to encourage the manufacturing of zero and near-zero emission 

technologies, such as fuel cells and electric batteries, to be used by a variety of 

stationary and mobile source applications resulting in zero end-use emissions.  This can 

be accomplished with the manufacturing of either advanced technology or control 

equipment. Conversion technology could be considered advanced technology 

converting post-recycled solid waste into useful products.  The process has beneficial 

effects as compared to incineration or sending materials to the landfill.  However, the 

inclusion into the program would depend on whether this process is generating products 

producing zero or near-zero end-use emissions.  For example, the renewable energy 

produced would reduce greenhouse gases, and air emissions would be comparatively 

lower, but it would need to be determined if the resulting emissions are zero or 

approaching zero.  A stakeholder working group will be established to discuss and 

propose program designs so the commentator is encouraged to participate. 
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P. American Coatings Association (ACA), David Darling, August 31, 2012 

 
 

P-1 



Response to Comments 

RTC - 116 

 

 
 

P-1 

 

P-2 



Draft Final 2012 AQMP 

RTC - 117 

 

 

P-2 

 



Response to Comments 

RTC - 118 

 

 

P-2 

 

P-3 



Draft Final 2012 AQMP 

RTC - 119 

 

 

P-3 

 



Response to Comments 

RTC - 120 

 

 

P-4 

P-5 



Draft Final 2012 AQMP 

RTC - 121 

 

 

P-5 

P-6 

P-7 



Response to Comments 

RTC - 122 

 

 

P-7 

 

P-8 

P-9 



Draft Final 2012 AQMP 

RTC - 123 

 

 

P-9 

 



Response to Comments 

RTC - 124 

 

 

P-10 

P-11 



Draft Final 2012 AQMP 

RTC - 125 

 

 

P-11 

 



Response to Comments 

RTC - 126 

 

 

P-11 

 

P-12 

P-13 



Draft Final 2012 AQMP 

RTC - 127 

 

 

P-14 

P-15 

P-16 



Response to Comments 

RTC - 128 

 

 

P-17 

P-18 



Draft Final 2012 AQMP 

RTC - 129 

 

 

P-19 

The following is a copy of comment letter D: 
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The following is a copy of comment letter received for the 2007 AQMP, responses can be 

found at:  http://www.aqmd.gov/aqmp/07aqmp/07AQMP_modified.html. 

http://www.aqmd.gov/aqmp/07aqmp/07AQMP_modified.html
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Responses to Comment Letter P 

ACA 

 

Response to Comment P-1: 

Staff acknowledges that the architectural coatings industry has made great strides in 

lowering the VOC emissions from architectural coatings.  Even with these reduced 

emissions, this category is one of the largest sources of VOC emissions under the 

AQMD‘s regulatory purview.  Staff continues to look at all sources of emission for 

further reductions and is not seeking to focus solely on the architectural coatings 

manufacturers.  

 

The reporting pursuant to Rule 314 – Fees for Architectural Coatings indicates that 

many coatings manufacturers are formulating coatings well below the current VOC 

limits.  While the AQMD is unable to seek SIP credit for the lower emissions as a result 

of Rule 314 expected in the future due to the fact that the rule does not include 

enforceable caps that limit emission on a permanent basis, the 2008 baseline in the 

AQMP is based on the Rule 314 data so it does reflect the lower emissions in the 

inventory.   

 

The Clean Coatings Certification Program (CTS-02 from the 2007 AQMP), was not 

implemented and did not include any SIP reductions.  The control measure did discuss 

the concept for seeking SIP credit for reductions due to promoting the use of certified 

ultra-low VOC coatings.  Manufacturers have reported ultra-low VOC coatings under 

Rule 314, but any emission reductions from those ultra-low VOC coatings are not 

enforceable and permanent because manufacturers have the ability to increase the VOC 

content of coatings up to the applicable VOC limits in Rule 1113, depending on a shift 

in market demand.  Therefore, these emissions reductions cannot be considered 

permanent or enforceable, two of the four key parameters necessary for SIP emission 

reductions to be credited on a forward looking basis. 

 

The long term strategy achieves attainment of the ozone standards at all the air quality 

monitoring stations throughout the Basin by 2023.  Modeling analysis shows that 

significant NOx emissions reductions are the only viable path to attain the 8-hour ozone 

standards in the Basin.  Therefore, the ozone strategy focuses primarily on NOx 

reductions.  However, VOC emissions reductions can also be cost-effective in 

progressing towards attainment of the ozone standards, especially in the western 

portions of the Basin.  Furthermore, there is a significant health benefit to meeting the 

ozone standards as soon as possible in as many areas of the Basin as possible.  While 

the current 8-hour ozone design value site is at Crestline in the San Bernardino 

Mountains, projections in 2023 show that the design value site will be at Glendora in 

the San Gabriel Valley to the west.  As shown in the 2023 baseline 8-hour ozone 

NOx/VOC isopleths for Glendora and other western sites presented in the attachment to 
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Appendix V, VOC reductions will help to lower ozone concentrations in the San 

Gabriel Valley and Western portions of the Basin.  This is true near the level if the 8-

hour ozone standards, but is even more significant along the path to attainment.  This is 

due to the higher VOC/NOx ratios projected to occur in future years, especially in the 

western Basin. 

 

To this end, short-term VOC controls (through 2020) will help offset the impact of the 

increased VOC/NOx ratio in the impacted areas of the Basin, such as the San Gabriel 

Valley, that are immediately downwind of the primary emissions source areas.  As 

such, a nominal amount of VOC reductions are proposed in the Draft 2012 AQMP.  

The proposed VOC control measures in the Plan are based on implementing all feasible 

control measures through the application of available technologies and best 

management practices, while seeking a fair share reduction from both mobile and 

stationary sources.   As zero and near-zero technologies are implemented for mobile 

sources to reduce NOx emissions, concurrent VOC reductions from mobile sources are 

expected.  Thus, stationary sources must continue to achieve their fair share of VOC 

reductions in the future.  This plan proposes a modest 6 tpd of VOC emissions 

reductions out of a total 21 tpd of VOC reductions needed for basin-wide attainment in 

2023. 
 

 Response to Comment P-2: 

Again, staff concurs that the coatings industry has made great strides in lowering the 

VOC emissions from architectural coatings.  Staff agrees that this may in part be 

attributed to market demands, as well as the financial incentives in Rule 314.  However, 

staff notes that majority of the emissions reductions achieved are the result of three 

main phases of amendments to Rule 1113 – Architectural Coatings (previously 

included in the AQMP) that took place over a 12 year period, often with litigation from 

the architectural coatings industry. 
 

While staff is not taking forward looking SIP credit for the coatings that are sold below 

the current VOC limits, the baseline VOC emission inventory will reflect those lower 

VOC coatings.  With the adoption of Rule 314, the inventory is more accurate as the 

estimates are based on the coating sold into and within the AQMD as reported by the 

manufacturers on an annual basis.  Prior to 2008, the AQMP relied on data collected by 

CARB for coatings sold throughout California which were reported every 4 – 5 years.  

The inclusion of Rule 314 data ensures that the emission inventory included for 

planning purposes is current. 
 

Many factors contribute to the significant emissions reductions that have been achieved 

in architectural coatings, including implementation of Rule 314.  However, staff is 

unable to attribute quantifiable emission reductions or the 10 tons of reductions 

mentioned in the comment to Rule 314.  In addition to the strides the manufacturers 

have shown in lowering the VOCs, and the change to incorporate Rule 314 data to 
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calculate the emissions inventory, the industry experienced a large compression due to 

the economic recession.  However, the VOC reductions achieved from the recessionary 

sales of architectural coatings are not permanent.  Moreover, manufacturers have the 

ability to increase the VOC content of coatings up to the applicable VOC limits in Rule 

1113, depending on a shift in market demand.  Therefore, these emissions reductions 

cannot be considered permanent or enforceable, two of the four key parameters 

necessary for SIP emission reductions to be calculated on a forward looking basis. 
 

Staff concurs with the costs associated with Rule 1113 amendments and Proposed 

Amended Rule 1107.  However, staff is unable to determine how the ACA estimated 

the cost of $41.4 million for the implementation of Rule 1143.  The March 6, 2009 staff 

report estimated the annualized cost at approximately $12 million.  Staff is also unclear 

how the ACA estimated the cost of $13.65 million for implementing Rule 314.  Since 

Rule 314 implementation starting in CY-2009, the AQMD has received a total of less 

than $8 million over four years, well below the projected revenue of $14.5 million.  

 

While the district agrees that passenger cars, off-road equipment, light duty trucks, etc. 

need to be considered in the overall control strategy for meeting the federal and state 

requirements, architectural coatings and low vapor pressure solvents found in consumer 

products also need consideration for additional control.  Even with the lower emission 

baseline for 2008, architectural coatings remain the highest source of VOC emissions 

under the AQMD‘s current regulatory authority.  

 

Staff agrees that the fee program may provide some incentive for formulation of lower 

VOC coatings, which was one of the goals of implementing Rule 314 and including the 

fee exemption for coatings that are less than 5 g/L of material.  The benefits of those 

lower-VOC coatings cannot be quantified and credited on a forward looking basis 

because they cannot be considered permanent or enforceable.  To the extent, however, 

the emission reductions currently experienced as a result of Rule 314 and other factors, 

reflect a permanent trend in future emission inventories, such reductions can play a role 

in shaping the scope of future amendments to the architectural coatings program. 
 

Response to Comment P-3: 

For comments regarding the need for further VOC reductions, please see response to 

comment P-1. 

 

As staff works to implement CTS-01, they will work with stakeholders to ensure future 

limits are technically feasible and cost effective.  Instead of including a hard target for 

the projected VOC emission reductions, staff included a range of reductions in CTS-01 

(2 -4 tpd) and has yet to quantify the potential reductions in CTS-04. 
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Response to Comment P-4: 

Staff has investigated the source of the discrepancy in the emission numbers between 

the table in CTS-01 and chapter 3 Appendix III and the necessary corrections have been 

made in the Final 2012 AQMP.  

 

Staff is encouraged to see that while the volume of architectural coatings has increased, 

the emissions have remained relatively flat.  Staff would like to see this trend continue.  

It is not likely that emissions will increase to the levels they were in 2008 in the near 

future, largely because the VOC limits in Rule 1113 have decreased since 2008.  But as 

the housing market recovers and coating sales continue to rise, the VOC emissions from 

the application of architectural coatings will inevitably increase, albeit not potentially at 

same rate as previously seen.  Due to the adoption of Rule 314, staff will be able to 

monitor the emissions on an annual basis. 
 

Response to Comment P-5: 

CTS-01 lists the potential emission reductions for lowering the VOC limit for flat, non-

flat and primer, sealer, undercoater categories as ―up to‖ 1.7 tpd, it is not a hard target 

of 1.7 tpd.  Further, the table lists the total VOC reductions for architectural coatings as 

a range between 2 – 4 tpd.  Staff notes that the lower end of the range will be submitted 

into the SIP and individual strategy targets will not be placed in the SIP. 

 

Staff agrees that improvements in VOC test method, and/or a change in the metric to 

VOC of material will likely be necessary to implement a 25 g/L VOC limit, as 

proposed.  Staff will work with industry, the U.S. EPA, CARB and academia in an 

effort to incorporate an improved test method. 
 

Response to Comment P-6: 

Staff does not agree that this exemption is a necessary safety valve for the VOC limits 

in Rule 1113.  Aside from a few niche categories or new categories that may be 

necessary, there are ample products available in the marketplace that meets the VOC 

limits in Rule 1113.  Staff is mindful, however, of the usefulness of the small container 

exemption to manufacturers and end users, especially for niche products, as well as 

repair, touch-up and maintenance.  As part of the rule development process, staff will 

consider all options in regard to the small container exemption, including creating small 

volume categories with higher VOC limits if necessary. 

 

The control measure states that the elimination of the small container exemption may 

potentially reduce VOC emissions by ―up to‖ 1.9 tpd; it is not a hard target of 1.9 tpd.  

The estimates for individual strategies relative to the architectural coatings will not be 

included in the SIP. 
 

 



Draft Final 2012 AQMP 

RTC - 139 

 

Response to Comment P-7: 

Please note that even though multiple rules are listed in the control measure, its scope 

and emission reduction commitment is fairly modest.  The objective of the control 

measure is to be achieved by focusing on a few select coating/product categories of a 

few rules and not through a wholesale or across the board lowering of VOC limits.  

Staff has revised the language of CTS-02 to specifically to identify the four main rules 

that have been targeted for emission reduction potential.  Rules 1124, 1144, 1168, 1171 

include certain product categories, as indicated in the control measure source category 

description, that are being considered, including coatings used in aerospace 

applications, adhesives used in a variety of sealing applications, solvents usage, 

cleaning or graffiti abatement activities, and lubricants used as metalworking fluids to 

reduce heat and friction to prolong life of the tool, improve product quality and carry 

away debris.  Staff agrees that the marine and pleasure craft coatings activities in the 

District do not currently represent a significant portion of emissions or emission 

reduction potential.  As such, specific reference to Rule 1106, 1106.1, as well as to the 

other two rules identified in the draft control measure have been removed to indicate 

that the estimated emission reductions do not rely upon rule amendments in those areas.  

 

The District remains committed to considering all miscellaneous coatings, adhesives, 

solvents and lubricant categories for incorporation as feasible measures as required by 

the Clean Air Act Section 172(c)(1); however, the extent such measures are available 

and technologically and economically feasible to implement in the aforementioned non-

specified rules is expected to be limited as reflected in the revised language. 
 

Response to Comment P-8: 

Please see response to comment P-1. 

 

CTS-04 represents potentially one of the largest VOC emission source categories.  

VOC emissions from consumer products are projected in 2020 to be the largest source 

of emissions in the district exceeding light duty passenger vehicles and dwarfing 

emissions from stationary sources such as coatings and petroleum marketing.  As such, 

it is incumbent on the AQMD to investigate all areas for potential emission reductions, 

including evaluation of any existing regulatory exemptions or exclusions.   

 

Current USEPA, CARB and AQMD emissions inventory and photochemical air quality 

models include speciation profiles that account for total organic gases (TOGs), 

including reactive compounds, unreactive and exempt compounds, as well as LVP-

VOC compounds.  Model results for ozone non-attainment areas have demonstrated 

that even compounds with low photochemical reactivity or LVP-VOCs contribute to 

photochemical ozone formation and not including these would compromise the ozone 

attainment demonstrations.  Staff recognizes that some multi-media models that 

incorporate partitioning concepts such as ―Atmospheric Availability‖ or 
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―Environmental Fate‖ may have been recently developed; however, current peer-

reviewed ambient ozone models used by CARB and AQMD do not include such 

partitioning concepts.  District staff will continue to work with USEPA and CARB staff 

on ozone model improvements, especially if additional peer-reviewed environmental 

fate and atmospheric availability studies justify incorporation into these predictive 

models. 

 

Because substitution of traditional VOC containing materials indicates an increased use 

of LVP-VOCs, a review of the specific and extent of LVP-VOCs utilized and the 

associated applications is required to ensure that VOC emission reductions and ozone 

reduction benefits are maintained as originally intended.  Following a study, ―Non-

Volatile, Semi-Volatile, or Volatile: Redefining Volatile for Volatile Organic 

Compounds‖, U. Võ and M. Morris, August 2012 

 (http://www.aqmd.gov/prdas/Coatings/VOCs/RedefiningVOCs.pdf), that indicates that 

some LVP-VOCs can evaporate nearly as rapidly as other VOC materials, AQMD staff 

believes that additional review of specific materials and applications and the associated 

LVP-VOC qualification criteria may help identify air quality improvement 

opportunities. 

 

The proposed control measure is intended to further study the air quality improvement 

potential for replacing LVP-VOC containing compositions with alternative low VOC 

formulations.  The AQMD, through the implementation of the Clean Air Cleaners 

Program and Rule 1143 – Consumer Paint Thinners and Multi-Purpose Solvents, has 

identified alternative low-VOC, cost-effective technologies that are currently 

commercially available and used that do not rely upon the LVP-VOC exemption.  The 

proposed control measure may involve eliminating or amending the CARB LVP-VOC 

criteria based on scientific data, which may include MIR and similar photochemical 

reactivity parameters.  Consultation with external stakeholders including technical 

experts as well as manufacturers, end users and other concerned interests is expected 

during the rule development process to ensure overall efforts are feasible, productive 

and cost-effective.  Further, the control measure includes requirements for CARB to 

collect speciated LVP-VOC data by category as a part of future surveys.  This 

information will assist CARB and AQMD, as well as industry, in identifying additional 

categories that have the types and greatest LVP-VOC penetration, and result in more 

focused changes to the LVP-VOC exemption. 

 

Response to Comment P-9: 

AQMD staff agrees that the 2012 AQMP development schedule was initially 

compressed.  The attainment demonstration modeling could not begin until input data 

from SCAG‘s 2012 RTP and CARB‘s emissions inventories were available.   AQMD 

staff has made every effort to provide all data and information to the public as soon as it 

became available in an open and transparent process.   The review period for many of 

http://www.aqmd.gov/prdas/Coatings/VOCs/RedefiningVOCs.pdf


Draft Final 2012 AQMP 

RTC - 141 

 

the documents has also been extended, additional workshops and regional public 

hearings have been added scheduled for November 13 - 15, and the Governing Board 

adoption hearing date has been delayed to December.   The AQMD staff is committed 

to providing sufficient time for public comment, and continues the enhanced outreach 

efforts to all stakeholders, while keeping the U.S. EPA submittal deadline in December 

of 2012 in mind. 

 

Response to Comment P-10: 

The recent VOC reductions achieved in Rules 1113 and 1143 have been accounted for 

in the VOC inventories included in the 2012 AQMP.  The following table summarizes 

the reductions and full implementation dates: 

 

 

2008 

Emissions 

(tpd) 

2014 

Reduction 

(tpd) 

2015 

Reduction 

(tpd) 

Architectural Coatings 16.1 1.3 0.3 

Solvents 

(Thinning/Cleaning/Additives) 2.8 2.66 

 Colorants 3.0 2.8 

 Total 21.9 6.76 0.3 

 

Draft control measure CTS-01 also summarizes VOC inventories for 2019 and 2023, 

which includes the earlier VOC reductions but include a growth factor to account for 

increased coatings usage due to population growth. 

 

As staff works to implement CTS-01, staff will work with stakeholders to ensure future 

limits are technically feasible and cost effective.  Instead of including a hard target for 

the projected VOC emission reductions, staff included a range of reductions in CTS-01 

(2 -4 tpd) and has yet to quantify the potential reductions in CTS-04. 

 

Staff acknowledges that the VOC reductions achieved surpass the commitments in the 

2007 AQMP.  However, modeling shows the need for modest VOC reductions, and the 

ozone levels are affected by an atmospheric ratio of VOC to NOx.  The long term 

strategy achieves attainment of the ozone standards at all the air quality monitoring 

stations throughout the Basin by 2023.  Modeling analysis shows that significant NOx 

emissions reductions are the only viable path to attain the 8-hour ozone standards in the 

Basin.  Therefore, the ozone strategy focuses primarily on NOx reductions.  However, 

aggressive NOx reductions can increase ozone levels in the western portions of the 

Basin.  VOC emissions reductions can also be cost-effective in progressing towards 

attainment of the ozone standards, especially in the western portions of the Basin.  

Furthermore, there is a significant health benefit to meeting the ozone standards as soon 

as possible in as many areas of the Basin as possible.  While the current 8-hour ozone 
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design value site is at Crestline in the San Bernardino Mountains, projections in 2023 

show that the design value site will be at Glendora in the San Gabriel Valley to the 

west.  As shown in the 2023 baseline 8-hour ozone NOx/VOC isopleths for Glendora 

and other western sites presented in the attachment to Appendix V, VOC reductions 

will help to lower ozone concentrations in the San Gabriel Valley and Western portions 

of the Basin.  This is true near the level of the 8-hour ozone standards, but is even more 

significant along the path to attainment.  This is due to the higher VOC/NOx ratios 

projected to occur in future years, especially in the western Basin. 

 

To this end, short-term VOC controls (through 2020) will help offset the impact of the 

increased VOC/NOx ratio in the impacted areas of the Basin, such as the San Gabriel 

Valley, that are immediately downwind of the primary emissions source areas.  As 

such, a nominal amount of VOC reductions are proposed in the Draft 2012 AQMP.  

The proposed VOC control measures in the Plan are based on implementing all feasible 

control measures through the application of available technologies and best 

management practices, while seeking a fair share reduction from both mobile and 

stationary sources.   As zero and near-zero technologies are implemented for mobile 

sources to reduce NOx emissions, concurrent VOC reductions from mobile sources are 

expected.  Thus, stationary sources must continue to achieve their fair share of VOC 

reductions in the future.  This plan proposes a modest 6 tpd of VOC emissions 

reductions from stationary sources out of a total 18 tpd of VOC reductions needed for 

basin-wide attainment in 2023.  

 

Since the submittal of this comment letter, the inventory and anticipated emission 

reductions have been modified.  In 2023, the VOC inventory is estimated to be 19.3 tpd 

and the projected reductions from CTS-01 are 4.4 tpd.  Thus, the VOC reductions will 

be much less than 40% of the inventory.  The initial draft control measure CTS-01 has 

been revised, listing the VOC reductions as a range between 2 – 4 tpd.  Staff further 

notes that the lower end of the range will be submitted into the SIP.  Staff believes that 

the proposed control measure is technically feasible, and staff will conduct a thorough 

technology assessment a part of a public rule amendment process. 

 

Response to Comment P-11: 

Staff acknowledges that using the most accurate and currently available VOC inventory 

is vital when considering VOC reductions.  With the adoption of Rule 314 in 2008, the 

2008 and subsequent inventory is more accurate as the estimates are based on the 

coating sold into and within the AQMD as reported by the manufacturers on an annual 

basis.  Prior to 2008, the AQMP relied on data collected by CARB for coatings sold 

throughout California which were reported every 4 – 5 years.  The inclusion of Rule 

314 data ensures that the emission inventory included for planning purposes is current.  

The differences in the inventory data that was released in the preliminary draft and prior 

meeting on the AQMP included references to the earlier estimates based on the older 
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CARB survey data.  Those discrepancies have been addressed and the current inventory 

estimates and projections are based on the Rule 314 data and include the recent VOC 

reductions achieved through Rules 1113 and 1143.  The following table summarizes the 

projected emission trends: 

 

 
2008 

Rule 

reductions 

by 2014 

2014 

Rule 

reductions 

by 2015 

2019 2023 

Inventory 21.9 
 

15.8 
 

17.5 19.3 

Reductions   
   

2.0 – 4.0 2.2 – 4.4 

Remaining   
   

13.5 – 15.5 14.9 – 17.1 

Rule 

Reductions 
  6.76 

 
0.3 

  

 

Staff is encouraged to see that while the volume of architectural coatings has increased, 

the emissions have remained relatively flat.  Staff would like to see this trend continue.  

It is not likely that emissions will increase to the levels they were in 2008 in the near 

future, largely because the VOC limits in Rule 1113 have decreased since 2008.  But as 

the housing market recovers and coating sales continue to rise, the VOC emissions from 

the application of architectural coatings will inevitably increase, albeit not potentially at 

same rate as previously seen.  Due to the adoption of Rule 314, staff will be able to 

monitor the emissions on an annual basis. 

 

Response to Comment P-12: 

Please see response to comment P-10. 

 

Response to Comment P-13: 

Staff originally estimated that draft CTS-01 may potentially achieve VOC reductions of 

4.4 tpd. Based on the concern and subsequent discussions with the industry, CTS-01 

has been revised to reflect potential emission reductions ranging from 2-4 tpd, with 2 

tpd to be included in the SIP, which is technically feasible based on currently available 

technology.  Developing a VOC cap for architectural coatings is an interesting 

suggestion, but even with the suggested 12 tpd target, architectural coatings remain the 

highest source of VOC emissions under the AQMD‘s current regulatory authority, and 

the AQMD is obligated to evaluate each and every feasible approach toward attaining 

the ozone standards. 

 

Response to Comment P-14: 

Based on the concern and subsequent discussions with the industry, CTS-01 has been 

revised to reflect potential emission reductions ranging from 2-4 tpd, with 2 tpd to be 

included in the SIP. 



Response to Comments 

RTC - 144 

 

Response to Comment P-15: 

CTS-01 has been revised to include a range of potential emission reductions from 2-4 

tpd.  As clearly demonstrated in previous rule amendments to Rule 1113, District staff 

will evaluate technical feasibility during the rule development process, working closely 

with the manufacturers on any specific rule proposals.  

 

Response to Comment P-16: 

Based on the concern and subsequent discussions with the industry, CTS-01 has been 

revised to reflect potential emission reductions ranging from 2-4 tpd, with 2 tpd to be 

included in the SIP.  The range of potential emission reductions reflects the alternative 

options for each of the three strategies, including potentially creating subcategories 

from the large volume coating categories for certain niche uses, as necessary. 

 

Staff agrees that an improved VOC test method is needed in order to achieve further 

VOC reductions.  Draft CTS-01 includes a proposal to lower VOC limits in conjunction 

with the adoption of a gas chromatographic test method for more accurately measuring 

of VOC content, and a change of the metric from VOC of coating to VOC of material.  

In addition, staff plans to perform a technology assessment, in conjunction with the 

industry, as part of the rule amendment process. 

 

Response to Comment P-17: 

Based on the concern and subsequent discussions with the industry, CTS-01 has been 

revised to reflect potential emission reductions ranging from 2-4 tpd, with 2 tpd to be 

included in the SIP.  The range of potential emission reductions reflects the possibility 

of carving out new, higher-VOC categories for niche uses. 

 

Staff does not agree that the small container exemption is a necessary safety valve for 

the VOC limits in Rule 1113.  As part of any rule development activities, staff will 

evaluate the need for any niche categories with higher VOC limits that may be 

necessary for certain small volume uses.  However, based on a review of data submitted 

by manufacturers, there are ample products available in the market place that meet the 

VOC limits in Rule 1113. 

 

The District has not yet attained compliance with national air quality standards, and has 

a continued need to evaluate all technically-feasible and cost-effective reductions for 

criteria pollutants, including VOCs.  With consideration for potential more stringent 

ozone standards in the near future, it is vital to fully evaluate the need for any and all 

exemptions from VOC rules, including Rule 1113. 
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Response to Comment P-18: 

Draft CTS-01 inclusion of transfer efficiency requirements focuses on application 

equipment, including the laser paint targeting tool, with data supporting an increase in 

transfer efficiency by 30%, and HVLP or equivalent technology, with data supporting 

65% transfer efficiency.  Staff took a conservative estimate ranging from 2% to 10% 

reduced coatings usage, which can potentially result in significant reductions in volume 

of coating used, estimated to be between 150,000 to 685,000 gallons annually. 

Staff plans to conduct a thorough technical analysis, including evaluating cleaning and 

maintenance, during the rule development period. 

 

Response to Comment P-19: 

Please see response to comment P-10. 
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Q. SC Johnson, Nancy Levenson, August 31, 2012 

 

 

Q-1 
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Q-2 
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Responses to Comment Letter Q 

SC Johnson 

 

Response to Comment Q-1: 

Staff appreciates the efforts made by S.C. Johnson to reduce VOC emissions and 

advance packaging technology for consumer products. The AQMD is very supportive 

of the use of compressed air as a propellant in lieu of a VOC (e.g., LPG) and commends 

S.C. Johnson‘s role in successfully developing and commercializing such aerosol 

products.  AQMD staff expects that CARB will leverage your technology into future 

regulatory requirements to further lower VOC emissions from Consumer Products 

offered in aerosol form. 

 

The inclusion of LVP-VOCs as an exemption may be accomplishing the substitution of 

one solvent considered to be a VOC with another that is not considered a VOC by 

CARB.  However, the AQMD has concerns regarding the associated equivalent ozone 

benefits of such an approach, since many of the LVP-VOCs readily evaporate, have 

Maximum Incremental Reactivity (MIRs) values greater than ethane‘s, and therefore 

readily contribute to ozone formation.  (―Non-Volatile, Semi-Volatile, or Volatile: 

Redefining Volatile for Volatile Organic Compounds‖, U. Võ and M. Morris, August 2012.) 

While there will be potential need for reformulation of products that contain LVP-

VOCs, the AQMD, through the implementation of the Certified Clean Air Cleaners 

Program and Rule 1143 – Consumer Paint Thinners and Multi-Purpose Solvents, has 

identified alternative low-VOC, cost-effective technologies that are currently 

commercially available and used, and do not rely upon the LVP-VOC exemption. 

 

The Certified Clean Air Choices Cleaner program has nearly 50 institutional and 

industrial (I&I) cleaners that do not rely upon the LVP-VOC exemption.  These products 

consist of full I&I product lines to cover nearly all cleaning and maintenance needs.  

Other certification programs have several hundred I&I cleaners, most of which do not 

rely upon the LVP-VOC exemption.  If, in fact, there are specialty cleaning operations 

for which no product is available, then the regulations would likely be drafted to reflect 

the special situation by carving out those narrow uses.  It is not reasonable to minimize 

ozone benefits by allowing blanket exemptions, such as the LVP-VOC exemption, when 

the vast majority of uses do not need such an exemption.   

Except for very few niche applications where efficacy of certain products may be 

impacted from a complete exclusion of a LVP-VOC, for the great majority of operations, 

environmentally preferable cleaners have equal or superior performance at equal or lower 

costs.  Many cities and school districts have completely switched to environmentally 

preferable janitorial products and have found no degradation in performance at no extra 

cost.  In some cases, lower overall costs have been seen and included in the cost-

effectiveness section of the control measure.  The City of Santa Monica reported 

spending 5% less on its cleaning products costs when it switched from conventional 
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cleaners to less-toxic brands a decade ago. An article entitled, ―The Benefits of Green 

Cleaning‖ by Dr. Robert W. Powitz on the ISSA website (November 2008), states, 

―We‘ve heard the excuses, most of which can be grouped into one sentence: Eco-friendly 

products do not work and are more expensive. But this is simply not so.‖ The Green Seal 

and EcoLogo certification programs include efficacy performance standards to address 

claims in deterioration of performance.  Again, Green Seal and EcoLogo have certified 

hundreds of I&I products most of which do not rely upon the LVP-VOC exemption.   

Further, under AQMD Contract #11519, the AQMD conducted a study ―Evaluate 

Protocols for Measuring Emissions from Cleaning of Application Equipment and 

Surfaces using Solvents‖ with an objective to develop an approach to measure mass 

emissions from cleaning paint brushes and surface cleaning using five different low 

vapor pressure (LVP) solvents, as well as acetone and a commercially-available lacquer 

thinner formulated with 95% acetone and 5% methyl soyate. The other objective was to 

determine the relative amount of solvent used, and then calculate the total ozone 

formation potential of each solvent based on its established Maximum Incremental 

Reactivity (MIR) value.  The study indicated that ozone formation potential of acetone 

and acetone-containing products was much lower than comparative LVP-VOC 

solvents, especially for panel cleaning.  The summary of this report can be accessed 

from: 

http://www.aqmd.gov/tao/Demonstration/Reports/2011AnnualReport_2012PlanUpdate.

pdf, pages C-25 to C-26.  Contrary to the assertion that these products may degrade the 

environmental profile, many of the products that do not rely on the LVP-VOC 

exemption are specifically designed to meet stringent environmental profiles.  Many are 

certified as environmentally preferred products through programs like Clean Air 

Choices Cleaners and U.S. EPA‘s Design for the Environment or third party 

certification organizations like Green Seal and EcoLogo.  When already 

environmentally preferable certified products were tested, less than ten percent relied 

on the LVP-VOC exemption to meet the VOC limits.  See table below. 

  

http://www.aqmd.gov/tao/Demonstration/Reports/2011AnnualReport_2012PlanUpdate.pdf
http://www.aqmd.gov/tao/Demonstration/Reports/2011AnnualReport_2012PlanUpdate.pdf
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Environmentally Preferable Products VOC Content (No LVP-VOC Exemption) 

Product Type Dilution Rate VOC (g/l) 

Air Freshener RTU 24 

Bathroom Cleaner RTU 19 

Bathroom Cleaner 1:18 5 

Bathroom Cleaner 1:20 2 

Carpet Cleaner 1:20 1 

Carpet Cleaner 1:64 1 

Dishwashing Soap 1:1536 1 

Disinfectant 1:64 1 

Floor Polish 1:24 2 

General Purpose Cleaner 1:10 1 

General Purpose Cleaner 1:08 1 

General Purpose Cleaner 1:64 1 

General Purpose Cleaner 1:12 1 

General Purpose Cleaner 1:15 1 

General Purpose Cleaner 1:512 1 

Glass and General Purpose 

Cleaner 
RTU 1 

Glass and General Purpose 

Cleaner 
1:128 1 

Glass and General Purpose 

Cleaner 
1:128 1 

Glass Cleaner 1:20 1 

Glass Cleaner 1:64 1 

Glass Cleaner 1:15 5 

RTU = Ready to Use 

 

Please note that CTS-04 does not include an emission reduction commitment nor does 

it necessarily require a complete elimination of the LVP-VOC exemption.  Rather, it 

seeks the re-evaluation of the necessity, scope of the existing exemption LVP-VOCs 

are currently enjoying and the efficacy of such an exemption, starting first with 

consumer product categories where LVP-VOCs are widely used in formulations and 

proceeding in later phases with other categories. 

 

Lastly, as a part of phased implementation, CARB staff is expected to assess the 

efficacy of different categories that may be impacted by modification of the LVP-VOC 

exemption proposed under Control Measure CTS-02.  
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Response to Comment Q-2: 

A study, ―Non-Volatile, Semi-Volatile, or Volatile: Redefining Volatile for Volatile Organic 

Compounds‖, U. Võ and M. Morris, August 2012, tested commonly used LVP-VOC 

compounds and a few product blends, mainly lubricants of varying viscosity.  There 

may be some difference in evaporation rates in fully formulated products, which needs 

additional review and may be part of future studies.   However, many fully formulated 

products use significant quantities of LVP-VOC in their products, some as high as 

100% as is the case with certain multi-purpose solvents.  Currently, these LVP-VOCs 

are not included in emission calculations despite, in some cases, having similar 

evaporation rates as the VOC solvents they were meant to replace.  As a part of 

implementation activities, CARB is expected to conduct detailed surveys of LVP-VOC 

content currently found in different categories of Consumer Products in an effort to 

develop a revised inventory and to understand potential additional impacts from the use 

of LVP-VOCs. 

 

The presentation referred to by the commenter does include charts of solvents that fall 

under non-volatile, semi-volatile, and volatile.  The full details are included in the 

technical paper available on the AQMD website which can be accessed from: 

http://www.aqmd.gov/prdas/Coatings/VOCs/RedefiningVOCs.pdf.  The paper specifies 

the criteria used for determining volatility: 
 

 Volatile – 5% or less non-volatile after 180 days at ambient temperature 

 Semi-Volatile – Between 5% and 95% non-volatile after 180 days at ambient 

temperature 

 Non-Volatile – 95% or greater non-volatile after 180 days at ambient temperature 

 

The current LVP-VOC exemption does not distinguish between solvents that remain 

exposed to the atmosphere and those that are not (i.e. wiped and disposed or ―down the 

drain‖).  In fact only a few (i.e. toilet/urinal cleaners, laundry products, hand soap, 

motor vehicle wash, shaving products) of the numerous product categories contained in 

the consumer product regulation are intended to be wiped and disposed or immediately 

washed down the drain.  The majority (i.e. adhesives, air fresheners, automotive 

products, most cleaners, disinfectants, insect repellants and insecticides, lubricants, 

multi-purpose solvents and paint thinners) are intended to remain for long periods of 

time exposed to the atmosphere.     Even if the products are wiped and disposed quickly 

or flushed down the drain, atmospheric availability or environmental fate criteria are 

not included in the LVP-VOC exemption nor current peer-reviewed ozone models.    

The LVP-VOCs may readily evaporate from the wiping cloth/paper, depending on 

storage of the solvent-laden materials, or may be released during the wastewater 

treatment process. 

 

http://www.aqmd.gov/prdas/Coatings/VOCs/RedefiningVOCs.pdf
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Hydrotreated light distillates qualify as an LVP-VOC as currently defined.  

Hydrotreated light distillates are used as an example, since these have been used as a 

100% substitute in certain multi-purpose solvents, replacing petroleum distillates used 

in previous formulations.  It was one of more than 20 samples tested to review 

evaporation profiles at ambient temperatures.  (―Non-Volatile, Semi-Volatile, or Volatile: 

Redefining Volatile for Volatile Organic Compounds‖, Uyên-Uyên T. Võ, August 2012).  

Many of the LVP-VOCs commonly used in consumer products were found to be 

completely volatile at ambient temperature in less than 180 days.  However, the study 

also found that there were organic compounds that were non-volatile and likely do not 

contribute to ozone formation.  Many of the environmentally preferable cleaning 

products use non-volatile organic compounds and are representative of a process that 

would properly classify them as LVP-VOCs. 

 

Staff concurs that the study indicates that a check of potential marginal LVP materials 

may be prudent.  The study recommends a reevaluation of the criteria which currently 

defines LVP-VOC status to exclude materials that clearly contribute to ozone 

formation.  The study also recognizes that there are non-volatile organic compounds 

which do not evaporate under ambient conditions and are already appropriately 

classified.  Taking the overall study into consideration, Control Measure CTS-04 calls 

for a phased in approach and would start with the most volatile and reactive compounds 

that may have the greatest emission impacts. 
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R. Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA), Kurt Brotke, August 31, 2012 

 

R-1 

R-2 
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R-2 

 

R-3 
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Responses to Comment Letter R 

OCTA 

 

Response to Comment R-1: 

Consistent with the previous AQMP, the current analysis shows that approximately 

65% of additional NOX emissions reductions, beyond already adopted rules and 

measures, will be needed to meet the existing 1997 8-hour ozone standard of 80 ppb in 

2023.  The Basin can only demonstrate attainment of the 8-hour standard by using the 

CAA Section 182(e)(5) provision allowing for long-term measures that anticipate the 

development of new technologies or improving of existing control technologies.  This 

CAA provision requires that these long-term measures be specifically adopted in 

regulatory form at least three years prior to the attainment year (2020). 

   

With less than 8 years remaining to identify these so-called ―black box‖ emissions 

reductions, it is imperative to move forward with the identification and development of 

all feasible specific measures to achieve these reductions as soon as possible.  If 

progress is delayed, there will be even less time to develop and implement strategies 

before the looming deadlines, and thus the resulting necessary measures could be more 

burdensome and disruptive.  Delaying progress will also provide less certainty and lead 

time to the regulated community for planning compliance with potential new regulatory 

requirements.   The considerable time it takes for new technologies to be developed, 

assessed and implemented widely, especially in the mobile source sector, also 

underscores the need to begin immediately.  Note that while this Plan commits to the 

adoption of several ozone measures in the near-term, the implementation date and 

emissions reduction commitments are at least 2015 and beyond.  While the District will 

need to adopt another ozone plan in 2015 to attain the 75 ppb standard by 2032, we 

cannot afford to delay implementation of the large ―black box‖ in the existing approved 

2007 AQMP (241 fpd NOx & 40 tpd VOC). 

 

Recent litigation regarding U.S. EPA approvals of previous SIPs has focused on the 

reliance on a relatively large ―commitments‖ to demonstrate attainment and the short 

time frame available to develop and deploy potential new technologies.   The District 

believes it is important to demonstrate progress towards ozone attainment by making 

commitments for additional emissions reductions that reduce the size of the ―black box‖ 

commitments.  In U.S. EPA‘s comment letter on the Draft 2012 AQMP (August 30, 

2012), they state that they ―fully support the District‘s inclusion in the 2012 AQMP of 

updates on the implementation of control measures and emission reduction 

commitments relied upon in the South Coast 2007 AQMP to demonstrate expeditious 

attainment of the 1997 8-hour ozone NAAQS. We urge the District to continue working 

closely with EPA staff to identify the specific near-term and long-term control 

measures that will fulfill the NOx and VOC emission reduction commitments contained 
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in the SIP-approved South Coast 2007 8-hour ozone plan, and to develop appropriate 

methodologies for calculating the emission reductions attributed to each such measure.‖ 

 

Furthermore, U.S. EPA recently proposed to require a new 1-hour ozone SIP for the 

South Coast Air Basin.  In order to demonstrate attainment with this revoked standard 

by 2022, all feasible measures must be included in the SIP.  Making enforceable 

emissions reductions commitments based on specific measures as they are identified is 

the best way to demonstrate that the District is dedicated to realizing the emission 

reductions necessary to achieve the 8-hour and 1-hour ozone standards.  Future AQMPs 

should further identify specific measures and associated emissions reductions that will 

allow the ―black box‖ commitments to shrink to zero by 2019 for the 1-hour ozone or 

2020 for the 8-hour ozone. 

 

Response to Comment R-2: 

The commenter correctly states that recent court rulings have found that CEQA does 

not require this type of "enhanced environmental analysis" (with the exception of new 

school sites).  However, lead agencies retain the authority to conduct an analysis of 

potential health effects on project occupants either within a CEQA document, or 

outside of it prior to making a decision on the project.  Text has been added to Chapter 

9 to clarify that AQMD staff recommendations for enhanced environmental analysis 

will continue to be consistent with existing guidance from both the CARB Air Quality 

and Land Use Handbook and the AQMD Clean Communities Plan. 

 

Response to Comment R-3: 

Staff believes that transportation projects should be designed with recognition of the 

environmental impacts of freight transport, and that such projects should be part of the 

solution to our air quality problems.  The AQMP language referred to in this comment 

merely states the district‘s view that it is ―important‖ that near-term decisions on major 

freight transportation infrastructure (such as the I-710 project and new railyards) not 

miss what may be the only opportunity to incorporate environmental conditions needed 

for our region to attain air quality standards.  Staff notes  that the control measure does 

not state that ―it is important that project approvals for near-term goods movement 

projects ensure implementation of‖ ―wayside electric or magnetic power built into 

roadways, refueling and battery recharging stations, and dedicated truck lanes.‖ as 

indicated by the Commenter, rather, the measure description is far more general:  It is 

therefore important that such project approvals be fashioned to assure that the projects 

participate in the technology development and demonstration activities for trucks 

described below, and that the project approvals ensure implementation of resulting 

technologies when determined to be feasible. This language (which the Commenter 

requests be removed) is in a paragraph describing that certain ―major regional 

infrastructure projects‖ will be considered for approval in ―the near term, while the 

technology development and demonstration actions described below are being 
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undertaken.‖ The paragraph specifically refers to three projects:  the proposed new 

Southern California International Gateway Railyard, the proposed expansion of the 

Union Pacific Intermodal Transfer Facility, and the I-710 project.  The paragraph notes 

that other major projects may also be considered for approval in the same timeframe.  

The main point of the paragraph is that these projects will ―comprise key portions of 

regional freight infrastructure for many decades to come‖ and ―the action to approve 

such projects will be a key opportunity to establish appropriate operating and 

environmental requirements for the infrastructure.‖ In some cases, the paragraph notes, 

―the project approval action may be the only opportunity to establish requirements.‖  

Staff continues to believe the statements in the above paragraph are accurate, and the 

comment does not dispute them.  We also continue to believe it to be ―important‖ that 

major freight movement projects such as the two railyards and I-710 ―participate‖ in 

technology development and demonstration activities, and that project approvals 

(which, again, may be the only opportunity to include environmental conditions) 

require implementation of clean technologies ―when determined to be feasible.‖  All of 

this language is, in our view, reasonable for projects of the magnitude described in the 

paragraph.   

 

Regarding the commenter‘s concern about the need for and feasibility of the 

infrastructure it mentions (e.g. wayside electric or magnetic power built into roadways), 

the measure sets out a schedule over the coming decade to determine whether such 

infrastructure will be needed.  Specifically, the measure‘s Major Agency 

Implementation Actions sets out a schedule for AQMD, SCAG and CARB actions.  

These include a determination in the 2015-2016 timeframe regarding ―the need for 

wayside power infrastructure for trucks on major freight movement corridors.‖  It is 

staff‘s intent that these determinations would be made based upon the ability of zero 

and near zero emission on-road technologies to serve the needs of the region without 

wayside power.  Key questions would include the range and cost (and other factors 

bearing on feasibility) of technologies not relying on wayside power.  By 2015-16, 

these agencies, and the other ―implementing agencies‖ listed at the end of the measure 

(e.g. LA Metro, Caltrans, ports, etc) would have the benefit of additional years of 

technology development and evaluation.   We believe this sets an appropriate schedule 

to collaboratively make determinations regarding needed and feasible technologies.  

We also note that these provisions are consistent with the proposed action schedules to 

develop zero and near zero emission transport that are included in the RTP update 

adopted earlier this year.  
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S. LA Department of Water & Power, August 31, 2012 

 

 

S-1 
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Responses to Comment Letter S 

LA Department of Water and Power 

 

Response to Comment S-1: 

Consistent with the previous AQMP, the current analysis shows that approximately 

65% of additional NOX emissions reductions, beyond already adopted rules and 

measures, will be needed to meet the existing 1997 8-hour ozone standard of 80 ppb in 

2023.  The Basin can only demonstrate attainment of the 8-hour standard by using the 

CAA Section 182(e)(5) provision allowing for long-term measures that anticipate the 

development of new technologies or improving of existing control technologies.  This 

CAA provision requires that these long-term measures be specifically identified at least 

three years prior to the attainment year (2020). 

   

With less than 8 years remaining to identify these so-called ―black box‖ emissions 

reductions, it is imperative to move forward with the identification and development of 

all feasible specific measures to achieve these reductions as soon as possible.  If 

progress is delayed, there will be even less time to develop and implement strategies 

before the looming deadlines, and thus the resulting necessary measures could be more 

burdensome and disruptive.  Delaying progress will also provide less certainty and lead 

time to the regulated community for planning compliance with potential new regulatory 

requirements.   The considerable time it takes for new technologies to be developed, 

assessed and implemented widely, especially in the mobile source sector, also 

underscores the need to begin immediately.  Note that while this Plan commits to the 

adoption of several ozone measures in the near-term, the implementation date and 

emissions reduction commitments are at least 2015 and beyond.  While the District will 

need to adopt another ozone plan in 2015 to attain the 75 ppb standard by 2032, we 

cannot afford to delay implementation of the large ―black box‖ in the existing approved 

2007 AQMP (241 fpd NOx & 40 tpd VOC). 

 

Recent litigation regarding U.S. EPA approvals of previous SIPs has focused on the 

reliance on a relatively large ―commitments‖ to demonstrate attainment and the short 

time frame available to develop and deploy potential new technologies.   The District 

believes it is important to demonstrate progress towards ozone attainment by making 

commitments for additional emissions reductions that reduce the size of the ―black box‖ 

commitments.  In U.S. EPA‘s comment letter on the Draft 2012 AQMP (August 30, 

2012), they state that they ―fully support the District‘s inclusion in the 2012 AQMP of 

updates on the implementation of control measures and emission reduction 

commitments relied upon in the South Coast 2007 AQMP to demonstrate expeditious 

attainment of the 1997 8-hour ozone NAAQS. We urge the District to continue working 

closely with EPA staff to identify the specific near-term and long-term control 

measures that will fulfill the NOx and VOC emission reduction commitments contained 
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in the SIP-approved South Coast 2007 8-hour ozone plan, and to develop appropriate 

methodologies for calculating the emission reductions attributed to each such measure.‖ 

 

Furthermore, U.S. EPA recently proposed to require a new 1-hour ozone SIP for the 

South Coast Air Basin.  In order to demonstrate attainment with this revoked standard 

by 2022, all feasible measures must be included in the SIP.  Making enforceable 

emissions reductions commitments based on specific measures as they are identified is 

the best way to demonstrate that the District is dedicated to realizing the emission 

reductions necessary to achieve the 8-hour and 1-hour ozone standards.  Future AQMPs 

should further identify specific measures and associated emissions reductions that will 

allow the ―black box‖ commitments to shrink to zero by 2019 for the 1-hour ozone or 

2020 for the 8-hour ozone. 

 

Response to Comment S-2: 

The two tons per days reduction proposed for the 1
st
 phase of the RECLAIM shave will 

be incorporated as a contingency emissions reduction measure to satisfy CAA 

requirement to be triggered if the NAAQS is not attained by 2015.  The BARCT 

assessment phase of the NOx RECLAIM shave is to be completed fully by 2015 to be 

fully achieved by 2020.  As such, staff plans to commence the rule amendment process 

beginning in late 2012 targeting a midyear 2013 adoption date.  Staff recognizes that 

this is an aggressive timetable; regardless every effort will be made to expedite the rule 

amendment process. The CAA requires that contingency measures be fully adopted and 

in place prior to the SIP submittal.  While the contingency measure is targeted for 

implementation for 2015 if triggered, U.S. EPA will take into consideration the 

progress (or completion) of the rule amendment when evaluating the Draft 2012 AQMP 

for completeness prior to making its recommendation on the plan‘s approval.    Staff 

believes that as long as the rule making process is well under way with a reasonable 

date established for the Public Hearing, that U.S. EPA will not consider this as a barrier 

to the evaluation and approval process.  

 

Moving the proposed RECLAIM shave control measure to the 2015 ozone AQMP 

could postpone full implementation of the Phase II reduction to a later date.  Staff 

believes that there are currently sufficient unused RTCs available in the RECLAIM 

market to provide a cushion for the transition.  As part of the Phase II BARCT 

assessment technology availability, cost, and market impacts will be thoroughly 

addressed.  The rule making process will undergo a fully transparent public evaluation 

of the potential for emissions reductions coupled with the key element of the BARCT 

assessment listed above.  It should also be noted that the state law requires the 

RECLAIM program not only undergo periodic BARCT review, but also achieve 

equivalent reductions as the command and control program. 
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Response to Comment S-3: 

The Vision document serves as a resource document for the development of AQMPs.  

The actions in the Vision document are possible pathways that show how the region can 

attain air quality standards by their applicable dates.  The Vision document is not a 

control measure in the 2012 AQMP. 

 

Response to Comment S-4: 

Staff appreciates the comment regarding funding.  The emission reductions associated 

with a majority of the funding programs are not proposed to be committed as emission 

reductions in the SIP.   

 

Response to Comment S-5: 

The Program EIR for the 2012 AQMP contains a comprehensive and robust analysis of 

potential energy impacts, including impacts from increased demand for electricity.  

Energy impacts associated with PM2.5 control measures were evaluated and 

determined to be less than significant for electricity, natural gas, petroleum fuels, and 

alternative fuels impacts.  Energy impacts associated with the ozone control measures 

(see Table 4.3-1 of the Program EIR) were evaluated and determined to be significant 

for electricity, and less than significant for natural gas, petroleum fuels, and alternative 

fuels impacts.  Please see Subchapter 4.3 of the Draft Program EIR for the complete 

analysis of potential energy impacts from the 2012 AQMP. 

 

Response to Comment S-6: 

Approximately 30 percent of the RTC‘s in the NOx RECLAIM market are currently 

not being utilized.  The two tons per days reduction proposed for the 1
st
 phase of the 

RECLAIM shave will be incorporated as a contingency emissions reduction measure to 

satisfy CAA requirements to be triggered if the NAAQS is not attained by 2015.  The 

BARCT assessment phase of the NOx RECLAIM shave is to be completed in 2015 and 

fully achieved by 2020.  The two to three tons per day shave proposed in the 2012 

AQMP is expected to have only a minor impact on the stakeholders.   (The form of the 

Phase I proposed shave, to be initiated as a contingency measure, is anticipated to be 

implemented across the board with reductions to be shared equally by the RECLAIM 

universe.  The form of the subsequent BARCT shave will be determined as a 

component of the rule development process.)   

 

Moving the proposed RECLAIM shave control measure to the 2015 ozone AQMP 

could postpone full implementation of the Phase II reduction to a later date.  Staff 

believes that there are currently sufficient unused RTCs available in the RECLAIM 

market to provide a cushion for the transition of the existing energy sources to a 33 

percent renewable energy base by 2020.  As part of the Phase II BARCT assessment 

technology availability, cost, and market impacts will be thoroughly addressed.  The 
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rule making process will undergo a fully transparent public evaluation of the potential 

for emissions reductions coupled with the key element of the BARCT assessment listed 

above.  It should also be noted that the state law requires the RECLAIM program not 

only undergo periodic BARCT review, but also achieve equivalent reductions as the 

command and control program. 

 

Response to Comment S-7: 

The District agrees with the commenter's suggestion.  BARCT implementation at any 

facilities needs to be carefully discussed and analyzed, thus the District will identify a 

working group, hold necessary public meetings, and provide adequate review and 

comment periods during the rule making period.     
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T. Southern California Business Coalition (SCBC), August 31, 2012 
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Responses to Comment Letter T 

SCBC 

 

Response to Comment T-1: 

AQMD staff agrees that the 2012 AQMP development schedule was initally 

compressed.  The attainment demonstration modeling could not begin until input data 

from SCAG‘s 2012 RTP and CARB‘s emissions inventories were available.   AQMD 

staff has made every effort to provide all data and information to the public as soon as it 

became available in an open and transparent process.   The review period for many of 

the documents has also been extended, additional workshops and regional public 

hearings have been added, scheduled for November 13-15, and the Governing Board 

adoption hearing date has been delayed to December. The AQMD staff is committed to 

providing sufficient time for public comment, and continues the enhanced outreach 

efforts to all stakeholders, while keeping the U.S. EPA submittal deadline in December 

of 2012 in mind.  

 

Response to Comment T-2: 

Consistent with the previous AQMP, the current analysis shows that approximately 

65% of additional NOX emissions reductions, beyond already adopted rules and 

measures, will be needed to meet the existing 1997 8-hour ozone standard of 80 ppb in 

2023.  The Basin can only demonstrate attainment of the 8-hour standard by using the 

CAA Section 182(e)(5) provision allowing for long-term measures that anticipate the 

development of new technologies or improving of existing control technologies.  This 

CAA provision requires that these long-term measures be specifically identified at least 

three years prior to the attainment year (2020). 

   

With less than 8 years remaining to identify these so-called ―black box‖ emissions 

reductions, it is imperative to move forward with the identification and development of 

all feasible specific measures to achieve these reductions as soon as possible.  If 

progress is delayed, there will be even less time to develop and implement strategies 

before the looming deadlines, and thus the resulting necessary measures could be more 

burdensome and disruptive.  Delaying progress will also provide less certainty and lead 

time to the regulated community for planning compliance with potential new regulatory 

requirements.   The considerable time it takes for new technologies to be developed, 

assessed and implemented widely, especially in the mobile source sector, also 

underscores the need to begin immediately.  Note that while this Plan commits to the 

adoption of several ozone measures in the near-term, the implementation date and 

emissions reduction commitments are at least 2015 and beyond.  While the District will 

need to adopt another ozone plan in 2015 to attain the 75 ppb standard by 2032, we 

cannot afford to delay implementation of the large ―black box‖ in the existing approved 

2007 AQMP (241 fpd NOx & 40 tpd VOC). 
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Recent litigation regarding U.S. EPA approvals of previous SIPs has focused on the 

reliance on a relatively large ―commitments‖ to demonstrate attainment and the short 

time frame available to develop and deploy potential new technologies.   The District 

believes it is important to demonstrate progress towards ozone attainment by making 

commitments for additional emissions reductions that reduce the size of the ―black box‖ 

commitments.  In U.S. EPA‘s comment letter on the Draft 2012 AQMP (August 30, 

2012), they state that they ―fully support the District‘s inclusion in the 2012 AQMP of 

updates on the implementation of control measures and emission reduction 

commitments relied upon in the South Coast 2007 AQMP to demonstrate expeditious 

attainment of the 1997 8-hour ozone NAAQS. We urge the District to continue working 

closely with EPA staff to identify the specific near-term and long-term control 

measures that will fulfill the NOx and VOC emission reduction commitments contained 

in the SIP-approved South Coast 2007 8-hour ozone plan, and to develop appropriate 

methodologies for calculating the emission reductions attributed to each such measure.‖ 

 

Furthermore, U.S. EPA‘s recently proposed to require a new 1-hour ozone SIP for the 

South Coast Air Basin.  In order to demonstrate attainment with this revoked standard 

by 2022, all feasible measures must be included in the SIP.  Making enforceable 

emissions reductions commitments based on specific measures as they are identified is 

the best way to demonstrate that the District is dedicated to realizing the emission 

reductions necessary to achieve the 8-hour and 1-hour ozone standards.  Future AQMPs 

will need to further identify specific measures and associated emissions reductions that 

will allow the ―black box‖ commitments to shrink to zero by 2019 for the 1-hour ozone 

or 2020 for the 8-hour ozone. 

 

Response to Comment T-3: 

The Draft Final 2012 AQMP has removed the RECLAIM Phase I NOx reductions from 

the list of control measures directed towards achieving attainment of the 24-hour PM2.5 

standard.   The Phase I NOx RECLAIM measure has been moved to the contingency 

measure category, to be implemented if the Standard is not achieved in 2014.  Staff is 

committed under the contingency measure provisions of the CAA to have the measure 

in rule form ready to be implemented based on a trigger of non-attainment.  To this end, 

staff will commence the process to amend Rule 2002 to meet the contingency 

requirement of having the provisions in place by June of 2013.  If not implemented as a 

contingency measure, the Phase I NOx RECLAIM commitment of 2 tons per day will 

be incorporated with the following Phase II NOx RECLAIM BARCT assessment 

targeting full implementation by 2020.   Proposed control measures BCM-01 and 

BCM-02 will constitute the proposed control strategy to achieve attainment of the 24-

hour PM2.5 standard by 2014.   Regional air quality modeling simulations presented in 

the Draft Final 2012 AQMP have demonstrated that with implementation of control 

measures BCM-01 and BCM-02, the Basin is expected to attain the 24-hour PM2.5 

standard by 2014.  Like the Phase I NOx RECLAIM rule, adoption of these control 
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measures is targeted towards the 2
nd

 quarter of 2013 to meet U.S. EPA‘s completeness 

requirements for evaluation of the SIP submittal. 
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U. Enstrom, James E, UCLA School of Public Health, August 30, 2012 
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Responses to Comment Letter U 

Enstrom, James 

 

Response to Comment U-1: 

The AQMD has prepared an Appendix I to the past Air Quality Management Plan 

updates which include a discussion on the health impacts of particulate matter, which 

are applicable to the South Coast Air Basin.  Staff believes that these reports fulfill the 

California Health &Safety Code requirements contained in section 40471(b).  Staff also 

notes that the Clean Air Act requires the attainment of the National Ambient Air 

Quality Standards.  The AQMP updates provide the plan to attain the particulate matter 

standards.   

 

The commentator appears to believe that the purpose behind Appendix I is to promote 

criticism of the PM 2.5 NAAQS, with the ultimate goal of having the Governing Board 

reject the applicable NAAQS and seek a waiver from it.   The legislative analysis of SB 

1195, which led to section 40471(b), refutes this belief.   Thus, the Senate Floor 

analysis of SB 1195, just prior to the bill‘s adoption, states that one of the purposes of 

the bill is ―intended to require the district to update its most recent plan adopted for the 

attainment of [fine particulate matter] standards.‖  And to make it perfectly clear that 

the legislators were concerned about the health impacts of fine particulate matter, the 

analysis noted the following fact:  ―Recent scientific studies have linked fine particulate 

air pollution with serious public health problems, including premature death, 

aggravated asthma and acute respiratory distress.‖ 

 

Response to Comment U-2: 

The commenter refers to a "null relationship" in California regarding particulate matter 

and mortality and that this was only "partially presented" in the draft 2012 AQMP, and 

that there were variations in the PM2.5 mortality risk across the U.S. noted in a study 

from the Health Effects Institute.  Staff has included additional discussion on the range 

of findings in the studies referenced in the Appendix.  However, that there were 

regional difference in the association of PM2.5 and mortality in the report (Krewski, 

2000) was, in fact, noted in the draft Appendix.  Commenter also refers to two reports 

co-funded by AQMD (Lipsett, 2011 and Jerrett, 2011).  Staff has presented a summary 

of several studies on particulate matter health effects, including those referred to by the 

commenter.  Also included are the findings of two studies that looked specifically at the 

effects of PM2.5 among the American Cancer Society cohort residents of the Los 

Angeles metropolitan area. (Jerrett, 2005 and Krewski, 2009), both of which reported 

associations of mortality with PM2.5, and found that the associations were higher than 

those reported in the national cohort.  Additionally, since the initial draft of the 2012 

AQMP Appendix I was compiled, the U.S. EPA issued a Regulatory Impact Report 

(Regulatory Impact Analysis related to the Proposed Revisions to the National Ambient 

Air Quality Standards for Particulate Matter EPA-452/R-12-003, June 2012 
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(http://www.epa.gov/ttn/ecas/regdata/RIAs/PMRIACombinedFile_Bookmarked.pdf), in 

conjunction with a proposal to revise the PM2.5 NAAQS 

(http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2012-06-29/pdf/2012-15017.pdf), that looked at 

California specific studies regarding PM2.5 and mortality published in the scientific 

literature.  The EPA analyses concluded "most of the cohort studies conducted in 

California report central effect estimates similar to the (nation-wide) all-cause mortality 

risk estimate we applied from Krewski et al. (2009) and Laden et al. (2006) albeit with 

wider confidence intervals. A couple cohort studies conducted in California indicate 

higher risks than the risk estimates we applied."  Thus in EPAs judgment, the California 

related studies provided estimates of mortality consistent with or higher than those from 

the national studies. 

 

Response to Comment U-3: 

As required by the California Health and Safety Code section 40471(b), Appendix I 

was submitted to the Advisory Council appointed pursuant to section 40428 to review 

and comment on Appendix I.  Section 40428 provides that the Governing Board 

appoint the Advisory Council, which was done according to procedures adopted by the 

Governing Board.  Briefly, each Governing Board member has authority to nominate a 

member to the Council, and each of the Governing Board standing Advisory Groups 

also nominated one member.  Comments from the Advisory Council were given at the 

July 11, 2012, and October 11, 2012 meetings, as well as in written comments received.  

All comments received were included in the Appendix I.  The Draft Appendix I will be 

revised in the process of developing the final report, as informed by comments received 

from the Advisory Council and from the public hearings, as well as other comments 

from the public, other reviewers and other information that comes to staff‘s attention.  

As requested by the Advisory Council, there will be additional opportunities to review 

and comment on the updated drafts.  Also as called for by the Health and Safety Code, 

any additional material or information resulting from the review and public hearings 

will be appended to Appendix I. 

 

Response to Comment U-4: 

The commenter refers to the requirement that public hearings be held concerning 

Appendix I and its peer review.  The AQMD has held public regional hearings on the 

entire Draft AQMD, including Appendix I.  Also, the Appendix I will be discussed at 

the Board Adoption Hearing scheduled for December 7, 2012.  In staff's opinion, this 

fulfils the requirements of the California Health and Safety Code.  Commenter further 

implies that the AQMD may request a waiver from compliance with the NAAQS under 

provision of Section 209 of the Clean Air Act.  There is no provision in the Clean Air 

Act that allows exemption by Districts for meeting National Ambient Air Quality 

Standards.  Section 209 refers to mobile source emission controls, and provides 

procedures in which California may seek waiver from federal motor vehicle standards if 

they are replaced with at least equally protective standards. 

http://www.epa.gov/ttn/ecas/regdata/RIAs/PMRIACombinedFile_Bookmarked.pdf
http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2012-06-29/pdf/2012-15017.pdf
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The Draft Appendix I relies on the conclusion of EPA reviews on the health effects of 

air pollutants.  Tables summarizing the EPA conclusions are included in the discussion.  

The purpose of Appendix I is not to provide a re-evaluation of the National Ambient 

Air Quality Standards.  See also response to Comment U-1.  The establishment of the 

NAAQS are under the sole discretion of the EPA Administrator, as provided in the 

Clean Air Act.  The District has no authority to establish or alter ambient air quality 

standards.  The Draft 2012 AQMP is designed to provide a pathway to attain the 

NAAQS for PM2.5 by the statutory deadlines.  Failure to adopt or implement a plan to 

attain the NAAQS by the deadlines can trigger severe adverse consequences to the 

region, restrictions on transportation and highway funds to the region, increases in 

required emissions offset ratios, and implementation of a Federal Implementation Plan 

to attain the standard. 
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V. Air Conditioning Heating, and Refrigeration Institute (AHRI), August 31, 2012 
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Responses to Comment Letter V 

AHRI 

 

Response to Comment V-1: 

The methodology for developing the commercial space heating emissions inventory is 

well established, has been used in previous AQMPs and incorporates EPA emission 

factors, local data on gas use by different sectors from local gas utilities and 

information from the California Energy Commission, CARB and local agencies.  The 

inventory incorporates local growth projections and gas utility provided energy 

conservation projections. The factor in inventory development that may need further 

enhancements is the proportion of heating provided by forced air furnaces versus 

boilers.  Both kinds of heating are used with a split of approximately 50% each. While 

it is true that Southern California uses more gas-fired heating appliances than other 

parts of the country, our boilers are also gas-fired.  The percentage of floor space heated 

by forced air versus boilers depends more upon the numbers and size of various types 

of commercial buildings (their construction) than on other factors.  The percentage of 

floor space heated by forced air units may be more than the 45% used by staff to 

estimate a minimum total reduction of 0.6 tons/day after 20 years of implementation.  If 

this is the case, AQMD staff will use local floor space data when available and adjust 

the inventory and the emission reduction higher during rule development. 

 

Response to Comment V-2: 

The baseline and future inventories for space heating incorporate federal, state and local 

energy conservation measures.  The emission reductions from this proposed measure 

are in addition to reductions achieved by potential energy conservation beyond current 

standards of funded programs.   

 

Response to Comment V-3: 

AQMD staff does not expect the compliance date for a rule based on control measure 

CMB-03 to be earlier than 2018. 

 

Response to Comment V-4: 

The current project to develop prototypes of Rule 1111 compliant residential furnaces is 

progressing well and is expected to be completed by the summer of 2013.  Based on 

progress to date, AQMD staff does not expect a delay in Rule 1111 implementation.  

Staff believes that the current schedule in measure CMB-03 provides sufficient time for 

development of larger products based on residential furnace technology (multiple small 

burners) or single burner technologies used in other applications. 

 

 

 



Draft Final 2012 AQMP 

RTC - 187 

 

Response to Comment V-5: 

Please refer to response to comment V-1.  The inventory methodology for commercial 

space heating is well established and has been accepted for previous AQMPs.  Current 

and future emission inventories are based on gas consumption by categories of use 

provided by local gas utilities.  The baseline inventory uses emission factors developed 

by EPA.  The methodology for estimating NOx reductions from control measure CMB-

03 is explained in the control measure. The reduction of 0.18 ton/day in 2023 is based 

on a compliance date of 2018 for new sales and an average equipment life of 20 years.  

Thus each year 1/20 of the total number of commercial space heaters will be replaced 

by compliant units resulting in a reduction of 0.18 ton/day in 2023 ( 0.06 ton/day X 

1/20 X 6 years = 0.18 ton/day reduction in NOx).   
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W. Western States Petroleum Association (WSPA), August 31, 2012 
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Responses to Comment Letter W 

WSPA 

 

Response to Comment W-1: 

Consistent with the previous AQMP, the current analysis shows that approximately 

65% of additional NOX emissions reductions, beyond already adopted rules and 

measures, will be needed to meet the existing 1997 8-hour ozone standard of 80 ppb in 

2023.  The Basin can only demonstrate attainment of the 8-hour standard by using the 

CAA Section 182(e)(5) provision allowing for long-term measures that anticipate the 

development of new technologies or improving of existing control technologies.  This 

CAA provision requires that these long-term measures be specifically identified at least 

three years prior to the attainment year (2020). 

   

With less than 8 years remaining to identify these so-called ―black box‖ emissions 

reductions, it is imperative to move forward with the identification and development of 

all feasible specific measures to achieve these reductions as soon as possible.  If 

progress is delayed, there will be even less time to develop and implement strategies 

before the looming deadlines, and thus the resulting necessary measures could be more 

burdensome and disruptive.  Delaying progress will also provide less certainty and lead 

time to the regulated community for planning compliance with potential new regulatory 

requirements.   The considerable time it takes for new technologies to be developed, 

assessed and implemented widely, especially in the mobile source sector, also 

underscores the need to begin immediately.  Note that while this Plan commits to the 

adoption of several ozone measures in the near-term, the implementation date and 

emissions reduction commitments are at least 2015 and beyond.  While the District will 

need to adopt another ozone plan in 2015 to attain the 75 ppb standard by 2032, we 

cannot afford to delay implementation of the large ―black box‖ in the existing approved 

2007 AQMP (241 fpd NOx & 40 tpd VOC). 

 

Recent litigation regarding U.S. EPA approvals of previous SIPs has focused on the 

reliance on a relatively large ―commitments‖ to demonstrate attainment and the short 

time frame available to develop and deploy potential new technologies.   The District 

believes it is important to demonstrate progress towards ozone attainment by making 

commitments for additional emissions reductions that reduce the size of the ―black box‖ 

commitments.  In U.S. EPA‘s comment letter on the Draft 2012 AQMP (August 30, 

2012), they state that they ―fully support the District‘s inclusion in the 2012 AQMP of 

updates on the implementation of control measures and emission reduction 

commitments relied upon in the South Coast 2007 AQMP to demonstrate expeditious 

attainment of the 1997 8-hour ozone NAAQS. We urge the District to continue working 

closely with EPA staff to identify the specific near-term and long-term control 

measures that will fulfill the NOx and VOC emission reduction commitments contained 
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in the SIP-approved South Coast 2007 8-hour ozone plan, and to develop appropriate 

methodologies for calculating the emission reductions attributed to each such measure.‖ 

 

Furthermore, U.S. EPA recently proposed to require a new 1-hour ozone SIP for the 

South Coast Air Basin.  In order to demonstrate attainment with this revoked standard 

by 2022, all feasible measures must be included in the SIP.  Making enforceable 

emissions reductions commitments based on specific measures as they are identified is 

the best way to demonstrate that the District is dedicated to realizing the emission 

reductions necessary to achieve the 8-hour and 1-hour ozone standards.  Future AQMPs 

should further identify specific measures and associated emissions reductions that will 

allow the ―black box‖ commitments to shrink to zero by 2019 for the 1-hour ozone or 

2020 for the 8-hour ozone. 

 

Response to Comment W-2: 

AQMD staff agrees that the proposed PM2.5 control strategy is the most efficient path 

in achieving the 24-hour PM2.5 NAAQS, as well as providing co-benefits in equivalent 

NOx emissions. 

 

Response to Comment W-3: 

You are correct in your conclusion that the short-term strategy outlined in the Draft 

2012 AQMP that incorporates Control Measures BCM-01 and BCM-02 can provide the 

necessary air quality improvements to demonstrate attainment. As a result, CMB-01 has 

been removed from the short-term strategy and is listed now in the revised Draft 2012 

AQMP as a contingency measure. 

 

Response to Comment W-4: 

As discussed in the responses to comment S2 and S6,  the proposed 2 TPD NOX 

RECLAIM emissions  shave will be incorporated into the 2012 AQMP as a 

contingency emissions reduction measure to be triggered if the Basin does not attain the 

24-hour PM2.5 standard in 2015.  If not triggered, the 2 TPD shave will be rolled into 

the proposed Phase II BARCT rule amendment process.  This process will undergo a 

full assessment of available technology, costs, affordability, and market impacts to the 

RECLAIM stakeholder community. 

 

Response to Comment W-5: 

The 2012 AQMP, as with all previous plans, does incorporate growth factors for all 

sectors of our economy, including the fossil-fueled power plants to meet future demand.  

Please also note that the revised Draft 2012 AQMP, except for a few technology 

demonstration measures, does not include any specific zero- and near-zero technology 

penetration targets that would necessitate commensurate adjustments to the baseline 

emissions.  However, as future revisions to the AQMP begin to better define such 
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penetration targets, it would be reasonable to expect appropriate adjustments be 

accounted in emissions inventories and targets.  During the BARCT evaluation phase, 

future needs for electrification will be considered. 

 

Response to Comment W-6: 

The District partially disagrees with the commenter.  The commenter is correct by 

stating that the California H&SC requires the District to monitor the advancement of 

BARCT, and if BARCT advances the District is required to reduce the facility RTC 

holdings as if the equipment located at the RECLAIM facilities would be subject to 

applicable BARCT.  The commenter however is incorrect by stating that the District 

cannot estimate the projected size of such shave in the AQMP until the District has 

completed the BARCT evaluations.  The current reductions estimates were based on 

applicable BARCT established for non-RECLAIM sources.  However, BARCT 

continually evolves as new technology becomes available.  Therefore, the size of the 

shave may vary as a result of the rule making process.  It is important for the 

RECLAIM facilities to know as soon as possible the potential impact of the shave and 

the direction that the District is heading so that the RECLAIM facilities can provide 

input and engage early in the development of the AQMP.   As an example, the BARCT 

evaluations were refined continuously through the 2005 and 2010 RECLAIM rule 

development and resulted in larger shaves than those estimated in the 2003 and 2007 

AQMPs.   

 

Response to Comment W-7: 

Staff plans to commence rule amendment for the RECLAIM NOx Phase I contingency 

emissions reductions of 2 TPD in late 2012.  The NOx shave will target surplus unused 

RTC‘s currently in the NOx RECLAIM market.  The 2 TPD target represents 

approximately 25 percent of the un-used RTC‘s in the RECLAIM universe.  While staff 

acknowledges that the economic turndown post 2008 had an impact on the RECLAIM 

market, the current RECLAIM market has approximately one third (8 TPD) of the total 

RTC‘s not being utilized which is a significant safety margin.   Therefore, the 2 TPD 

shave proposed in the 2012 AQMP is expected to have only a minor impact on the 

program.  The rule making process will undergo a fully transparent public evaluation of 

the potential for emissions reductions, and potential economic impacts. 

 

Response to Comment W-8: 

As discussed in response to comment S2, staff plans to commence the rule amendment 

process for the contingency measures in late 2012 targeting a midyear 2013 adoption 

date.  Staff recognizes that this is an aggressive timetable; regardless every effort will 

be made to expedite the rule amendment process.   
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Response to Comment W-9: 

U.S. EPA recently proposed to require a new 1-hour ozone SIP for the South Coast Air 

Basin.  In order to demonstrate attainment with this revoked standard by 2022, all 

feasible measures must be included in the SIP.  Making enforceable emissions 

reductions commitments based on specific measures as they are identified is the best 

way to demonstrate that the District is dedicated to realizing the emission reductions 

necessary to achieve the 8-hour and 1-hour ozone standards.  The attainment 

demonstration for the 1-hour ozone standard was analyzed and the results provided in a 

separate appendix to the 2012 AQMP for consideration of the Governing Board at the 

same time.  Future AQMPs should further identify specific measures and associated 

emissions reductions that will allow the ―black box‖ commitments to shrink to zero by 

2019, for the 1-hour ozone or 2020 for the 8-hour ozone. 

 

Response to Comment W-10: 

It is correct that Control Measure MCS-03 is a carry-over measure from the 2007 

AQMP.  Although the implementation of the control measure has already commenced 

in terms of gathering information from various facilities, the rulemaking process is far 

from being complete.  Therefore, considering the importance of the control measure in 

evaluating the potential for additional emission reductions from the start-up, shut-down 

and turn-around operations and the strong desire and interest from the community to 

better quantify and reduce emissions from this source category, MCS-03 is included in 

the 2012 AQMP, which will help insure its enforceability. 

 

Response to Comment W-11: 

AQMD staff agrees that the 2012 AQMP development schedule was initially 

compressed.  The attainment demonstration modeling could not begin until input data 

from SCAG‘s 2012 RTP and CARB‘s emissions inventories were available.   AQMD 

staff has made every effort to provide all data and information to the public as soon as it 

became available in an open and transparent process.   The review period for many of 

the documents has also been extended, additional workshops and regional public 

hearings have been added, and the Governing Board adoption hearing date has been 

delayed to December 2012.  The AQMD staff is committed to providing sufficient time 

for public comment, and continues the enhanced outreach efforts to all stakeholders, 

while keeping the U.S. EPA submittal deadline of December of 2012 in mind. 

 

Response to Comment W-12: 

A socioeconomic report on the 2012 AQMP was released to the public on September 

28, 2012, with a 45-day public review and comment period until November 12, 2012.  

The Revised Draft 2012 AQMP had been released three weeks earlier but the ability to 

comment was extended to overlap with the socioeconomic report comment period.  The 

socioeconomic report provides the cost of the control measures, including capital, 
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installation, operation and maintenance. The socioeconomic analysis also determines 

the benefits to clean air as result of implementing the Plan, such as improved health, 

visibility and material, as well the job impact.  The cost effectiveness (in terms of 

dollars per tons of emission reductions) of each control measure can be found in 

Appendices IV-A and IV-B if such data was available and/or applicable.  Some control 

measures require technology assessment to establish emission reduction potential and 

control effectiveness before a cost effective value can be determined (e.g., dairy 

measure).  The ranking of control measures based on cost effective values can be found 

in Chapter 6.  Specifics on how the cost effective values were determined was made 

available to the public in early August after the July 2012 AQMP Advisory Group 

meeting and can be found at 

(http://www.aqmd.gov/gb_comit/aqmpadvgrp/2012AQMP/meetings/2012/july26/agend

a.html.  

http://www.aqmd.gov/gb_comit/aqmpadvgrp/2012AQMP/meetings/2012/july26/agenda.html
http://www.aqmd.gov/gb_comit/aqmpadvgrp/2012AQMP/meetings/2012/july26/agenda.html
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X. Bear Valley Electric Service, August 31, 2012 
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Responses to Comment Letter X 

Bear Valley Electric 

 

Response to Comment X-1: 

Implementation of renewable energy projects such as the one mentioned are good 

examples of clean air and energy projects to be promoted.  We will contact utilities with 

any support we might provide to incentivize these types of projects through utilities. 

 

Response to Comment X-2: 

Staff appreciates BVES‘s offer to partner to further expand the deployment of zero-

emission vehicles in the Bear Valley region.  Staff will keep BVES apprised of such 

opportunities. 

 

Response to Comment X-3: 

Control measure MCS-03 is carried over from the 2007 AQMP.  Although the initial 

scope of review for startup, shutdown and turnaround activities is likely to focus on the 

minimization of potential flaring emissions at refineries, staff believes that it is possible 

to develop procedures that can lead to optimization, operational efficiency and emission 

minimization opportunities applicable to other industries. 

 

The District approach under MCS-03 would be to initially focus on better quantifying 

emission impacts from startup, shutdown and turnaround activities at refineries, as well 

as analyzing emission reduction potential.  Should the results of these analyses and 

emission assessments warrant further investigation, a review of potential emission 

reduction efforts would follow, including a determination of the applicability to other 

industries.  Any subsequent rulemaking efforts would include technical feasibility, 

socioeconomic impact, and environmental impact assessments, including safety 

considerations, and certainly involve outreach to affected stakeholders. 

 

Response to Comment X-4: 

Staff appreciates your support on this measure and will work with utilities during 

implementation. 

 

Response to Comment X-5: 

Adding a wind turbine for educational purposes and cfl recycling program are good 

educational and resource components under this measure.  As this measure is 

implemented we will keep these in mind and partner with utilities. 
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Response to Comment X-6: 

We will provide outreach to inform utilities, the public, and other stakeholders in 

advance regarding meetings, conferences/forums, and workshops relating to 

implementation of this measure. 



Response to Comments 

RTC - 212 

 

Y. Southern California Edison, August 31, 2012 

 

Y-1 
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Responses to Comment Letter Y 

Southern CA Edison 

 

Response to Comment Y-1: 

Consistent with the previous AQMP, the current analysis shows that approximately 

65% of additional NOX emissions reductions, beyond already adopted rules and 

measures, will be needed to meet the existing 1997 8-hour ozone standard of 80 ppb in 

2023.  The Basin can only demonstrate attainment of the 8-hour standard by using the 

CAA Section 182(e)(5) provision allowing for long-term measures that anticipate the 

development of new technologies or improving of existing control technologies.  This 

CAA provision requires that these long-term measures be specifically identified at least 

three years prior to the attainment year (2020). 

   

With less than 8 years remaining to identify these so-called ―black box‖ emissions 

reductions, it is imperative to move forward with the identification and development of 

all feasible specific measures to achieve these reductions as soon as possible.  If 

progress is delayed, there will be even less time to develop and implement strategies 

before the looming deadlines, and thus the resulting necessary measures could be more 

burdensome and disruptive.  Delaying progress will also provide less certainty and lead 

time to the regulated community for planning compliance with potential new regulatory 

requirements.   The considerable time it takes for new technologies to be developed, 

assessed and implemented widely, especially in the mobile source sector, also 

underscores the need to begin immediately.  Note that while this Plan commits to the 

adoption of several ozone measures in the near-term, the implementation date and 

emissions reduction commitments are at least 2015 and beyond.  While the District will 

need to adopt another ozone plan in 2015 to attain the 75 ppb standard by 2032, we 

cannot afford to delay implementation of the large ―black box‖ in the existing approved 

2007 AQMP (241 fpd NOx & 40 tpd VOC). 

 

Recent litigation regarding U.S. EPA approvals of previous SIPs has focused on the 

reliance on a relatively large ―commitments‖ to demonstrate attainment and the short 

time frame available to develop and deploy potential new technologies.   The District 

believes it is important to demonstrate progress towards ozone attainment by making 

commitments for additional emissions reductions that reduce the size of the ―black box‖ 

commitments.  In U.S. EPA‘s comment letter on the Draft 2012 AQMP (August 30, 

2012), they state that they ―fully support the District‘s inclusion in the 2012 AQMP of 

updates on the implementation of control measures and emission reduction 

commitments relied upon in the South Coast 2007 AQMP to demonstrate expeditious 

attainment of the 1997 8-hour ozone NAAQS. We urge the District to continue working 

closely with EPA staff to identify the specific near-term and long-term control 

measures that will fulfill the NOx and VOC emission reduction commitments contained 
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in the SIP-approved South Coast 2007 8-hour ozone plan, and to develop appropriate 

methodologies for calculating the emission reductions attributed to each such measure.‖ 

 

Furthermore, U.S. EPA recently proposed to require a new 1-hour ozone SIP for the 

South Coast Air Basin.  In order to demonstrate attainment with this revoked standard 

by 2022, all feasible measures must be included in the SIP.  Making enforceable 

emissions reductions commitments based on specific measures as they are identified is 

the best way to demonstrate that the District is dedicated to realizing the emission 

reductions necessary to achieve the 8-hour and 1-hour ozone standards.  Future AQMPs 

should further identify specific measures and associated emissions reductions that will 

allow the ―black box‖ commitments to shrink to zero by 2019 for the 1-hour ozone or 

2020 for the 8-hour ozone. 

 

Response to Comment Y-2: 

District staff is committed to continue to work with all stakeholders in exploring and 

evaluating alternative approaches and/or enhancements that will ensure the long-term 

viability of the New Source Review program in meeting the Clean Air Act goals and 

future demands of our region. 

 

Response to Comment Y-3: 

Staff appreciates SCE‘s support for the ozone implementation measures.  As these 

measures are implemented, the energy demands and capacity will be analyzed and 

further actions may be needed to enhance current infrastructure.  Such analyses will be 

conducted with all stakeholder input. 

 

Response to Comment Y-4: 

See Response to Comment Y-3. 

 

Response to Comment Y-5: 

The incentives measures provided in the AQMP recognize on-going funding programs 

and the need for such programs in the 2015 – 2023 timeframe.  The on-going funding 

programs do contain a ―sliding scale‖ for funding cleaner technologies.  We would 

expect to have a similar approach with any new programs. 

 

Response to Comment Y-6: 

We appreciate your support for this control measure and willingness to work with 

AQMD on implementing this measure. 
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Response to Comment Y-7: 

Staff appreciates the comments regarding the need to expand the alternative fuel 

infrastructure.   By definition in EPA‘s conformity rules, TCMs are projects and 

programs that reduce emissions or concentrations of air pollutants from transportation 

sources by reducing vehicle use or changing traffic flow or congestion conditions.  Per 

the U.S. EPA‘s Transportation Conformity Regulations, vehicle technology-based, fuel-

based, and maintenance-based measures which control the emissions from vehicles 

under fixed traffic conditions are not TCMs.    

 

For the next South Coast Ozone SIP, SCAG will consider holding interagency 

consultation via SCAG‘s Transportation Conformity Working Group to discuss 

whether monetary or non-monetary incentives to encourage infrastructure for zero and 

near-zero emission transportation could be considered as TCMs.   

 

Response to Comment Y-8: 

We appreciate support for this measure and developing/implementing zero and near-

zero new technologies. 

 

Response to Comment Y-9: 

The District recognizes the effects of the recent recession (see Chapter 1) and has 

strived to develop a cost-effective control strategy that seeks necessary emission 

reductions from actions with minimal impact on affected sources and the economic 

recovery effort.   Creative measures, such as INC-02, have been developed to 

incentivize the manufacturing zero and near-zero emission technology by easing the 

potential burden of the permitting and CEQA process.  We appreciate your support. 

 

Response to Comment Y-10: 

Staff appreciates the comments regarding the definitions of zero and near-zero emission 

technologies.  As indicated in the ADV measures, staff is seeking every opportunity to 

commercialize and deploy zero-and near-zero emission technologies as early as 

possible and where such opportunities are most appropriate. 
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Z. Orange County COG, August 31, 2012 

 

 

Z-1 
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Responses to Comment Letter Z 

OCCOG 

 

Response to Comment Z-1: 

AQMD staff agrees that the 2012 AQMP development schedule was initially 

compressed.  The attainment demonstration modeling could not begin until input data 

from SCAG‘s 2012 RTP and CARB‘s emissions inventories were available.   AQMD 

staff has made every effort to provide all data and information to the public as soon as it 

became available in an open and transparent process.   The review period for many of 

the documents has also been extended, additional workshops and regional public 

hearings have been added, and the Governing Board adoption hearing date has been 

delayed to December 2012.  The AQMD staff is committed to providing sufficient time 

for public comment, and continues the enhanced outreach efforts to all stakeholders, 

while keeping the U.S. EPA submittal deadline in December of 2012 in mind. 

 

Response to Comment Z-2: 

Consistent with the previous AQMP, the current analysis shows that approximately 

65% of additional NOX emissions reductions, beyond already adopted rules and 

measures, will be needed to meet the existing 1997 8-hour ozone standard of 80 ppb in 

2023.  The Basin can only demonstrate attainment of the 8-hour standard by using the 

CAA Section 182(e)(5) provision allowing for long-term measures that anticipate the 

development of new technologies or improving of existing control technologies.  This 

CAA provision requires that these long-term measures be specifically adopted in 

regulatory form at least three years prior to the attainment year (2020). 

   

With less than 8 years remaining to identify these so-called ―black box‖ emissions 

reductions, it is imperative to move forward with the identification and development of 

all feasible specific measures to achieve these reductions as soon as possible.  If 

progress is delayed, there will be even less time to develop and implement strategies 

before the looming deadlines, and thus the resulting necessary measures could be more 

burdensome and disruptive.  Delaying progress will also provide less certainty and lead 

time to the regulated community for planning compliance with potential new regulatory 

requirements.   The considerable time it takes for new technologies to be developed, 

assessed and implemented widely, especially in the mobile source sector, also 

underscores the need to begin immediately.  Note that while this Plan commits to the 

adoption of several ozone measures in the near-term, the implementation date and 

emissions reduction commitments are at least 2015 and beyond.  While the District will 

need to adopt another ozone plan in 2015 to attain the 75 ppb standard by 2032, we 

cannot afford to delay implementation of the large ―black box‖ in the existing approved 

2007 AQMP (241 fpd NOx & 40 tpd VOC). 
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Recent litigation regarding U.S. EPA approvals of previous SIPs has focused on the 

reliance on a relatively large ―commitments‖ to demonstrate attainment and the short 

time frame available to develop and deploy potential new technologies.   The District 

believes it is important to demonstrate progress towards ozone attainment by making 

commitments for additional emissions reductions that reduce the size of the ―black box‖ 

commitments.  In U.S. EPA‘s comment letter on the Draft 2012 AQMP (August 30, 

2012), they state that they ―fully support the District‘s inclusion in the 2012 AQMP of 

updates on the implementation of control measures and emission reduction 

commitments relied upon in the South Coast 2007 AQMP to demonstrate expeditious 

attainment of the 1997 8-hour ozone NAAQS. We urge the District to continue working 

closely with EPA staff to identify the specific near-term and long-term control 

measures that will fulfill the NOx and VOC emission reduction commitments contained 

in the SIP-approved South Coast 2007 8-hour ozone plan, and to develop appropriate 

methodologies for calculating the emission reductions attributed to each such measure.‖ 

 

Furthermore, U.S. EPA recently proposed to require a new 1-hour ozone SIP for the 

South Coast Air Basin.  In order to demonstrate attainment with this revoked standard 

by 2022, all feasible measures must be included in the SIP.  Making enforceable 

emissions reductions commitments based on specific measures as they are identified is 

the best way to demonstrate that the District is dedicated to realizing the emission 

reductions necessary to achieve the 8-hour and 1-hour ozone standards.  Future AQMPs 

should further identify specific measures and associated emissions reductions that will 

allow the ―black box‖ commitments to shrink to zero by 2019 for the 1-hour ozone or 

2020 for the 8-hour ozone. 

 

Response to Comment Z-3: 

Please refer to response to comment Z-2 with regard to the ozone control strategies and 

measures. 

 

Response to Comment Z-4: 

Since the ozone control measures are included as part of the 2012 AQMP, they are 

analyzed under CEQA in the same way that the PM2.5 control measures are analyzed.  

They are not treated as mitigation measures nor are they treated as best management 

practices.  Regardless of whether or not the ozone control measures are voluntary 

measures, the analysis takes a conservative approach, uses the assumptions regarding 

affected sources in the control measure, and analyzes potential environmental impacts 

accordingly.  This approach is consistent with CEQA requirements to analyze the 

project in its entirety.  In addition, the CEQA document does include an alternative of a 

PM2.5 control only strategy. 
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AA. John Wayne Airport, August 31, 2012 

 

AA-1 
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Responses to Comment Letter AA 

John Wayne Airport 

 

Response to Comment AA-1: 

AQMD staff has revised the draft emissions inventory to reflect the updated 

information provided by the airport authority.  

 

Response to Comment AA-2: 

Control measure ADV-07 recognizes the efforts with the CLEEN Program to develop 

cleaner aircraft engines.  However, in order to route cleaner aircraft to region, the 

AQMD staff is proposing to work with the local airport authorities to determine if there 

are mechanisms, which may include incentives, that will bring cleaner aircraft to the 

region.  We recognize that this effort will involve state and federal agencies and the 

airlines. 

 

Response to Comment AA-3: 

Chapters 9 and 10 of the Draft 2012 AQMP are informational only, and do not contain 

any SIP-related commitments.  As you state, the issues surrounding GHG emissions 

and near roadway exposure to non-regulated pollutants such as ultrafine particles and 

black carbon are important topics of concern to Southern California residents.  These 

chapters merely provide background information to inform potential future actions.  In 

Chapter 9, it is clearly stated that ultrafine particles are as yet unregulated in the U.S.  

One of the main purposes of Chapter 10 is to describe the air quality implications of 

California‘s regulatory GHG programs.  The Energy discussion in Chapter 10 is a direct 

follow up to our Governing Board‘s Air Quality-Related Energy Policy adopted last 

year, and the inclusion of Chapter 10 in the AQMP is one of the specific actions 

(Action 10) called for in this Policy.  Therefore, we feel these chapters help to educate, 

rather than confuse, the public regarding the information and current regulatory 

framework for these pollutants.            
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BB. California Council for Environment and Economic Balance (CCEEB), August 31, 2012 
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Responses to Comment Letter BB 

CCEEB 

 

Response to Comment BB-1: 

Consistent with the previous AQMP, the current analysis shows that approximately 

65% of additional NOX emissions reductions, beyond already adopted rules and 

measures, will be needed to meet the existing 1997 8-hour ozone standard of 80 ppb in 

2023.  The Basin can only demonstrate attainment of the 8-hour standard by using the 

CAA Section 182(e)(5) provision allowing for long-term measures that anticipate the 

development of new technologies or improving of existing control technologies.  This 

CAA provision requires that these long-term measures be specifically identified at least 

three years prior to the attainment year (2020). 

   

With less than 8 years remaining to identify these so-called ―black box‖ emissions 

reductions, it is imperative to move forward with the identification and development of 

all feasible specific measures to achieve these reductions as soon as possible.  If 

progress is delayed, there will be even less time to develop and implement strategies 

before the looming deadlines, and thus the resulting necessary measures could be more 

burdensome and disruptive.  Delaying progress will also provide less certainty and lead 

time to the regulated community for planning compliance with potential new regulatory 

requirements.   The considerable time it takes for new technologies to be developed, 

assessed and implemented widely, especially in the mobile source sector, also 

underscores the need to begin immediately.  Note that while this Plan commits to the 

adoption of several ozone measures in the near-term, the implementation date and 

emissions reduction commitments are at least 2015 and beyond.  While the District will 

need to adopt another ozone plan in 2015 to attain the 75 ppb standard by 2032, we 

cannot afford to delay implementation of the large ―black box‖ in the existing approved 

2007 AQMP (241 fpd NOx & 40 tpd VOC). 

 

Recent litigation regarding U.S. EPA approvals of previous SIPs has focused on the 

reliance on a relatively large ―commitments‖ to demonstrate attainment and the short 

time frame available to develop and deploy potential new technologies.   The District 

believes it is important to demonstrate progress towards ozone attainment by making 

commitments for additional emissions reductions that reduce the size of the ―black box‖ 

commitments.  In U.S. EPA‘s comment letter on the Draft 2012 AQMP (August 30, 

2012), they state that they ―fully support the District‘s inclusion in the 2012 AQMP of 

updates on the implementation of control measures and emission reduction 

commitments relied upon in the South Coast 2007 AQMP to demonstrate expeditious 

attainment of the 1997 8-hour ozone NAAQS. We urge the District to continue working 

closely with EPA staff to identify the specific near-term and long-term control 

measures that will fulfill the NOx and VOC emission reduction commitments contained 
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in the SIP-approved South Coast 2007 8-hour ozone plan, and to develop appropriate 

methodologies for calculating the emission reductions attributed to each such measure.‖ 

 

Furthermore, U.S. EPA recently proposed to require a new 1-hour ozone SIP for the 

South Coast Air Basin.  In order to demonstrate attainment with this revoked standard 

by 2022, all feasible measures must be included in the SIP.  Making enforceable 

emissions reductions commitments based on specific measures as they are identified is 

the best way to demonstrate that the District is dedicated to realizing the emission 

reductions necessary to achieve the 8-hour and 1-hour ozone standards.  Future AQMPs 

should further identify specific measures and associated emissions reductions that will 

allow the ―black box‖ commitments to shrink to zero by 2019 for the 1-hour ozone or 

2020 for the 8-hour ozone. 

 

The commenter suggests it would be appropriate to include the ozone measures as part 

of the locally adopted AQMP, but not included as enforceable SIP measures.  Staff 

disagrees.  With so little time remaining to replace the ―black box‖ with concrete 

measures, it is important that the relatively modest proposed ozone measures be 

committed and enforceable.  This action will demonstrate that the region and state fully 

intend to attain the 8-hour ozone standards on time and are committed to the actions 

needed to do so.  The committed reductions represent a small fraction of total 

reductions needed (i.e., approximately 5% of needed NOx reductions).  Therefore, 

should substitution measures be needed to meet the SIP commitment, they most likely 

are needed anyway to meet the standard. 

 

Response to Comment BB-2: 

The two tons per days reduction proposed for the 1
st
 phase of the RECLAIM shave will 

be incorporated as a contingency emissions reduction measure to satisfy CAA 

requirement to be triggered only if the NAAQS is not attained by 2015.  The BARCT 

assessment phase of the NOx RECLAIM shave is to be completed in 2015 and fully 

achieved by 2020.  Approximately 30 percent of the RTC‘s in the NOx RECLAIM 

market are currently not being utilized.  The 2 TPD shave proposed in the 2012 AQMP 

represents approximately 25 percent of the un-used RTC‘s in the RECLAIM universe.  

The 2 TPD target will have only a minor impact on the stakeholders as a whole, 

recognizing that there will be buyers and sellers individually. 

 

Moving the proposed RECLAIM shave control measure to the 2015 ozone AQMP 

could postpone full implementation of the Phase II reduction to a later date.  Staff 

believes that there are currently sufficient unused RTCs available in the RECLAIM 

market to provide a cushion for the transition.  As part of the Phase II BARCT 

assessment technology availability, cost, and market impacts will be thoroughly 

addressed.  The rule making process will undergo a fully transparent public evaluation 

of the potential for emissions reductions coupled with the key element of the BARCT 
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assessment listed above.  It should also be noted that the state law requires the 

RECLAIM program not only undergo periodic BARCT review, but also achieve 

equivalent reductions as the command and control program. 

 

As previously stated, as of the most recent RECLAIM annual report (July 2012), there 

existed approximately a 30 percent surplus of unused credits in the market.  Overall, 

there is expected to be no regional socioeconomic impact associated with the 2 TPD 

shave since the impact to buyers will be offset by the gains made by the sellers in the 

market.   Staff recognizes that some stakeholders will be impacted whereby they would 

need to ascertain additional RTC‘s to meet the shave requirement.  Conversely, others 

will be able to sell surplus credits at profit.  The potential costs to some stakeholders 

will be analyzed during the rule making process. 

 

Response to Comment BB-3: 

The Socioeconomic Report on the 2012 AQMP was released on September 28, 2012, 

and includes the costs, benefits, and employment impact from implementing the Plan.  

Most of the proposed control measures (see Appendix IV-A and Appendix IV-B) 

include cost effectiveness values in dollars per ton of emission reduction, and the 

proposed control measures are ranked (see Chapter 6 of the Plan) based on these cost 

effectiveness values.  As noted in Chapter 4 of the Plan, the District proposes to 

establish a cost effectiveness threshold of $16,500 per ton of VOC reduction and 

$22,500 per ton of NOx reduction.   This threshold will trigger further analysis and a 

Board pre-hearing before the final rule proposal is presented.  Only one control 

measure, CTS-01, has the potential to exceed the VOC threshold on the upper end of 

the cost effectiveness range.   All the other proposed control measures have a cost 

effective value less than the threshold.  Regardless, it should be noted that during rule 

development a public review and decision process is instituted to seek lower viable cost 

alternatives. 

 

Response to Comment BB-4: 

Staff appreciates CCEEB‘s support on the District‘s approach encouraging an enhanced 

environmental analysis for projects that would locate sensitive populations close to 

freeways.  Staff also agrees that broadening the approach for all projects would locate 

residences near industrial facilities, particularly those facilities that would pose a health 

risk, is health protective.  CARB‘s Air Quality and Land Use Handbook does address 

locating residences and other sensitive land uses near certain types of industrial 

facilities and provides recommended siting distances.  As part of the AQMD‘s Clean 

Communities Plan, the AQMD staff will be developing a document entitled ―Proximity 

Matters.‖  This document will expand the list siting recommendations included in 

CARB‘s handbook as well as provide additional guidance to reduce exposure toxic air 

contaminants to residential and sensitive land uses. 
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CC. Paramount Petroleum, August 30, 2012 
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Responses to Comment Letter CC 

Paramount Petroleum 

 

Response to Comment CC-1: 

District staff has factored the potential of growth in the estimation of future emission 

inventory and will include growth to refine the emission reductions (or shave) during 

the rule development phase of CMB-01.  Please note that the petroleum industry has 

firmly asserted that its growth factor is 1.0 (or no growth) ever since the inception of 

the RECLAIM program.  Economic downturn may result in a small increase in RTC 

surplus (as shown in the RECLAIM audit reports, the surplus for 2009-2010 were 29%-

30% of the total allocations in comparison to the surplus of 17%-23% for 2002-2008.)  

The audit reports reveal that under the favorable economic conditions, there is an 

average of about 20% surplus RTCs for each compliance year, or about 26.48 tpd x 

20% = 5 tpd.  This 5 tpd surplus coincides with the upper end of the emission reduction 

range (3 tpd -5 tpd) proposed by CMB-01.  The District is committing to submit only 3 

tpd into SIP.  Therefore, the District believes that the magnitude of the proposed range 

reductions for CMB-01 is reasonable.  Please note that under the 24-hour PM2.5 

attainment strategy, CMB-01 is now being proposed as a contingency measure to 

deliver 1-2 tpd of NOx reductions.  Under the proposed 8-hour ozone attainment, a 

subsequent phase of CMB-01 will seek to reduce 3-5 tpd reductions beginning in 2017.  

As stated above, only 3 tpd of reduction range is proposed to be included as a SIP 

commitment.  

 

Response to Comment CC-2: 

District staff disagrees with the commenter.  The RECLAIM facilities are expected to 

operate their equipment efficiently to comply with the facility caps and resolve 

potential compliance issues either by installing control equipment to reduce the 

facility‘s emissions or purchasing RTCs to offset the facility‘s emissions increase.   

District staff understands the desire for retaining a buffer of RTCs as a precautionary 

measure to cope with unexpected adversary scenarios.  As such, during the rule 

development phase in 2005 and 2010, the District incorporated a compliance margin of 

10% when determining the shaves.  In addition, the District has incorporated other 

necessary safety valves to sustain market viability, e.g. the District added rule language 

to establish a non-tradable RTC account starting in 2015 so that whenever the market 

price of discrete RTCs is higher than $50,000 per ton, the Governing Board can hold 

public hearings to decide whether or not to convert any portion of the non-tradable 

RTCs to tradable and help balance the trading market.  The 10% compliance margin 

and safety valves are applied to assure that there is sufficient buffer of RTCs available 

for RECLAIM facilities. 
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DD.  Latham & Watkins, August 31, 2012 
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Responses to Comment Letter DD 

Latham & Watkins 

 

Response to Comment DD-1: 

District staff is very cognizant of the environmental and economic challenges our 

region is facing.  We recognize that that the road to attainment is steep and that there 

are cost implications associated with future regulatory actions intended to improve air 

quality and protect the health of the breathing public.  Undoubtedly, the state of our 

economy renders the task at hand all the more difficult.  But such challenges should not 

be a cause for complacency because there are even greater societal costs associated 

with inaction.  Therefore, given the challenges at hand, we agree with you that any 

future regulatory proposals must be very carefully designed and implemented.  To that 

end, in developing the current attainment strategy for the federal 24-hour average 

PM2.5 standard, staff and the stakeholders as you know, collectively, invested 

countless hours sifting through volumes of information to arrive at the current control 

strategy proposal which reflects the shortest and least costly path to attainment.  We are 

committed to do the same with respect to the 8-hour ozone and other future attainment 

demonstrations.  Furthermore, in an effort to reflect our commitment and sensitivity 

toward addressing the cost concerns that many stake holders articulated during the plan 

development process, the 2012 AQMP, as you point out, includes specific cost-

effectiveness bench marks that, if triggered, would necessitate even more robust and 

detailed evaluation and analysis of the cost impacts of a proposed regulation than what 

would currently be conducted. 

   

With respect to your comments regarding the 182(e)(5) measures, please note that the 

District is committed to develop a comprehensive attainment plan for the new 0.75 ppm  

8-hour ozone standards in the 2015 timeframe.  However, given the fact that the 

attainment year for the 1997 0.80 ppm 8-hour ozone standard is 2023 and considering 

the sizable ―black box‖ of the 2007 AQMP and, hence, the significant level of emission 

reductions that must be achieved during the few remaining years, it is of paramount 

importance that the emission reduction effort is maintained.  The proposed ozone 

control measures, while constituting about 5% of reductions included in the black box, 

are intended to provide a modest but significant advanced payment towards the black 

box obligation.  

 

Response to Comment DD-2: 

As indicated in response to comment Y-2, staff is committed to continue to work with 

all stakeholders to evaluate and explore avenues to further improve the efficacy of the 

New Source Review (NSR) program, including offsets.  As indicated in response to 

comment DD-1, staff is also committed to redouble its efforts in evaluating the cost 

impacts of its proposed regulations.  Similarly, staff is open and would always welcome 

permit streamlining suggestions that would allow the District to achieve the Clean Air 
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Act goals in a more efficient manner.  Please note that the Draft 2012 does include two 

incentive measures: Control Measure INC-01 intended to promote and encourage 

adoption and installation of cleaner more-efficient equipment and Control Measure 

INC-02 intended to provide expedited permitting and CEQA preparation to facilitate 

the manufacturing of zero- and near-zero technologies.  Staff is certainly open to 

additional suggestions.  While identifying NSR offsets with respect to certain pollutants 

(especially for PM10) in the open market could be highly challenging, the District has 

taken several creative steps in recent years to address the challenge and meet the 

demand for offset credits.  Please note that these efforts allowed the District to continue 

to issue annually approximately 10,000 permits to new and existing facilities.  Staff 

would be interested in hearing more concrete examples of sources having difficulty in 

locating to the District and the specific reasoning. 

 

Response to Comment DD-3: 

Thank you for your suggestions regarding expediting and streamlining stationary source 

permitting.  Staff would like to receive additional clarification with regards to the 

presumptive BACT approach.  Please be mindful that when identifying BACT for 

major sources, the District is obligated to rely on the LAER Clearinghouse.  With 

respect to minor sources, please note that the District‘s BACT can act as a presumptive 

BACT. 

 

Response to Comment DD-4: 

We appreciate your concern about the availability of offset credits and thank you for 

your suggestions to address the issue.  As discussed in response to comment DD-2, 

District staff has taken a number of steps to address the offset scarcity in the open 

market with respect to certain pollutants by opening its internal bank for certain critical 

projects for our region.  Unfortunately, a portion of our past efforts intended to provide 

relief to a larger number of regionally critical projects did face legal challenges and was 

held up by the courts.  We acknowledge that much more needs to be done and are open 

to new and all ideas that would contribute to the resolution of this very important issue 

provided they are within the bounds of the Clean Air Act and approvable by CARB and 

USEPA, and would not set our local stakeholders in legal jeopardy. 

 

Response to Comment DD-5: 

Thank you for your AQMP flexibility and compliance flexibility suggestions.  Please 

note that the District is already implementing many of your suggestions in designing 

the AQMP control strategy and in developing its regulations.  For instance, we do 

conduct technology evaluations prior to including a control measure into the AQMP.  

Granted, the District conducts a much more thorough and detailed technology 

assessment during the rule making stage, initial technology evaluations such as those 

conducted in support of a control measure are critical in determining the emission 

reduction potential of the measure and its cost impacts.  To address uncertainties with 
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respect to these initial evaluations, often the emission reduction potential and cost 

effectiveness are expressed as ranges that include a lower and an upper bound estimate.  

The AQMP would typically commit the lower bound emission reduction estimate into 

the SIP.  Furthermore, in formulating its emission reduction commitment for the SIP, 

the AQMP, typically, commits to a grand total emission reduction figure that reflects 

the grand sum of the lower bound reduction estimates of the emission reduction ranges 

of each measure in a manner that allows emission reduction substitution among 

measures to cover any potential shortfall from a particular measure(s).  The idea of 

providing alternative compliance options, including ―in lieu fee‖ payments to extend 

effective dates has been used in numerous prior rulemakings and we intend to continue 

this practice in the future, as necessary.  Relative to your comment regarding the 

technology not evolving to the level set by a technology forcing limit by the applicable 

dates, in addition to exploring the ―in lieu fee‖ option, the District often revisits the rule 

in question and either extends the effective dates or modifies the applicable limits to 

reflect the state of the technology or both.   The existing 2007 AQMP includes a ―set-

aside‖ of emission reductions that can be used if rule limits are modified.  We would 

welcome further discussion on these issues. 

 

Response to Comment DD-6: 

As indicated elsewhere, Control Measure CMB-01 is no longer an element of the 

control strategy for the 24-hour average PM2.5 standard and is now listed as a 

contingency measure for the 24-hour PM2.5 attainment demonstration.  Based on the 

initial analysis conducted to support this control measure, it appears that there are 

additional reductions to be gained through the installation of BARCT to certain 

emission sources.  Many of your concerns that you express in your comment are 

germane to how these reductions are translated into percent RTC shave and how the 

shave is distributed among the facilities participating in the program.  The control 

measure deliberately does not commit to a specific shave methodology to allow the 

discussion of various different approaches during the rulemaking process, which staff 

intends to initiate promptly. 

 

Response to Comment DD-7: 

Thank you for supporting the cost-effectiveness bench marks proposed for inclusion in 

the 2012 AQMP.  These bench marks, if triggered during the rulemaking process, 

would necessitate a more robust cost analysis compared to the one normally conducted, 

and would trigger a Board ―pre-hearing‖ on the measure, but would not act as a bar to 

preclude adoption of the measure.  Please be cognizant that costs and cost-effectiveness 

are typically estimated based on specific technology or set of technologies.  While 

estimating source specific cost-effectiveness may be desirable from the affected 

facility‘s perspective, it may not be practical, especially with industry sectors with 

multiple sources (i.e. industry sectors with hundreds or even thousands of sources).  



Response to Comments 

RTC - 248 

 

Using cost-effectiveness ranges that reflect the variability in cost effectiveness across a 

source category would be a more reasonable approach. 

 

Response to Comment DD-8: 

Consistent with the previous AQMP, the current analysis shows that approximately 

65% of additional NOX emissions reductions, beyond already adopted rules and 

measures, will be needed to meet the existing 1997 8-hour ozone standard of 80 ppb in 

2023.  The Basin can only demonstrate attainment of the 8-hour standard by using the 

CAA Section 182(e)(5) provision allowing for long-term measures that anticipate the 

development of new technologies or improving of existing control technologies.  This 

CAA provision requires that these long-term measures be specifically identified at least 

three years prior to the attainment year (2020). 

   

With less than 8 years remaining to identify these so-called ―black box‖ emissions 

reductions, it is imperative to move forward with the identification and development of 

all feasible specific measures to achieve these reductions as soon as possible.  If 

progress is delayed, there will be even less time to develop and implement strategies 

before the looming deadlines, and thus the resulting necessary measures could be more 

burdensome and disruptive.  Delaying progress will also provide less certainty and lead 

time to the regulated community for planning compliance with potential new regulatory 

requirements.   The considerable time it takes for new technologies to be developed, 

assessed and implemented widely, especially in the mobile source sector, also 

underscores the need to begin immediately.  Note that while this Plan commits to the 

adoption of several ozone measures in the near-term, the implementation date and 

emissions reduction commitments are at least 2015 and beyond.  While the District will 

need to adopt another ozone plan in 2015 to attain the 75 ppb standard by 2032, we 

cannot afford to delay implementation of the large ―black box‖ in the existing approved 

2007 AQMP (241 fpd NOx & 40 tpd VOC). 

 

Recent litigation regarding U.S. EPA approvals of previous SIPs has focused on the 

reliance on a relatively large ―commitments‖ to demonstrate attainment and the short 

time frame available to develop and deploy potential new technologies.   The District 

believes it is important to demonstrate progress towards ozone attainment by making 

commitments for additional emissions reductions that reduce the size of the ―black box‖ 

commitments.  In U.S. EPA‘s comment letter on the Draft 2012 AQMP (August 30, 

2012), they state that they ―fully support the District‘s inclusion in the 2012 AQMP of 

updates on the implementation of control measures and emission reduction 

commitments relied upon in the South Coast 2007 AQMP to demonstrate expeditious 

attainment of the 1997 8-hour ozone NAAQS. We urge the District to continue working 

closely with EPA staff to identify the specific near-term and long-term control 

measures that will fulfill the NOx and VOC emission reduction commitments contained 
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in the SIP-approved South Coast 2007 8-hour ozone plan, and to develop appropriate 

methodologies for calculating the emission reductions attributed to each such measure.‖ 

 

Furthermore, U.S. EPA recently proposed to require a new 1-hour ozone SIP for the 

South Coast Air Basin.  In order to demonstrate attainment with this revoked standard 

by 2022, all feasible measures must be included in the SIP.  Making enforceable 

emissions reductions commitments based on specific measures as they are identified is 

the best way to demonstrate that the District is dedicated to realizing the emission 

reductions necessary to achieve the 8-hour and 1-hour ozone standards.  Future AQMPs 

should further identify specific measures and associated emissions reductions that will 

allow the ―black box‖ commitments to shrink to zero by 2019 for the 1-hour ozone or 

2020 for the 8-hour ozone. 
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EE. Dairy Cares, August 31, 2012 
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Responses to Comment Letter EE 

Dairy Cares 

 

Response to Comment EE-1: 

AQMD staff appreciates the support of the dairy industry to conduct a technical 

assessment of sodium bisulfate (SBS) in advance of seeking additional rule 

requirements and would appreciate feedback as part of the stakeholder process.   

 

Response to Comment EE-2: 

For the technical assessment, staff is seeking one or more dairy partners that are 

representative of the majority of operations here in the South Coast Air Basin.  The 

AQMD will conduct the assessment at its own expense and is optimistic that 

application may contribute to improved air quality, with a focus of application during 

episodic periods of forecasted poor air quality. 

 

Response to Comment EE-3: 

AQMD staff acknowledges that, due to climatic conditions, there is a certain 

uniqueness of local dairy operations as compared to elsewhere in the state and country.  

As such, the requirements may not be applicable to dairies elsewhere where a site-

specific assessment would need to be made relative to those particular operations.  Each 

air district will likely need to conduct its own assessment as to application of SBS in 

their jurisdiction.  This has been clarified in the control measure. 

 

Response to Comment EE-4: 

AQMD staff intends to assess the potential impact of salt loading on groundwater from 

the land spreading of manure treated with SBS.  Although the incremental increase is 

expected to be low, the overall impact relative to Regional Water Quality Control 

Board threshold requirements will need to be examined.  Staff intends to work with 

stakeholders at the water board relative to the potential ground water impacts.  This too 

has been clarified in the control measure. 

 

Response to Comment EE-5: 

Although not noted in the control measure, health impacts associated with use of SBS 

would be included in the Phase I technical assessment.  Upon review of the MSDS and 

the comment letter attachment, staff has added to the control measure that the technical 

assessment will also examine impacts to animal and worker health and safety associated 

with uses of SBS.  
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FF. Clean Energy, August 31, 2012 
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Responses to Comment Letter FF 

Clean Energy 

 

Response to Comment FF-1: 

Staff appreciates the comments relative to the role of clean lower carbon fuels in 

helping to meet air quality goals in the South Coast Air Basin.  While the draft 2012 

AQMP covers a broad set of strategies in order for the region to attain future air quality 

standards, the AQMP refers to discussions such as the AQMD Technology Office 

Clean Fuels Plan, which provide more specific details in conducting research and 

demonstration of various vehicle technologies using cleaner carbon fuels.  Staff 

welcomes the commenter‘s participation in these efforts. 

 

Response to Comment FF-2: 

Staff believes the commenter is referring to the "Vision for Clean Air" document 

relative to the greenhouse gas 2050 goal since the draft 2012 AQMP does not contain 

any emissions inventories beyond 2035.  The comments will be considered as the draft 

"Vision for Clean Air" document is finalized.  In addition, see Response to Comment 

FF-1. 

 

Response to Comment FF-3: 

As noted in the discussion of setting lower emission standards discussed in the draft 

Appendix IV-B, staff recognizes the importance for such standards and that alternative 

fuel engine technologies that include the use of natural gas will play in helping the 

region achieve future air quality standards. 

 

Response to Comment FF-4: 

The draft 2012 AQMP provides a set of actions that the region needs to continue to 

move forward in the near-term to help reach the 2023 ozone air quality standard and 

does not provide a specific set of strategies that are needed to demonstration attainment 

of the 2023 ozone air quality standard.  As such, more specific analysis including 

economic analyses will be included in the next AQMP, which will focus on the 2023 

and 2032 ozone attainment demonstration strategies.  

 

Response to Comment FF-5: 

Staff appreciates the comments relative to the development of natural gas engine 

technologies and the potential greater emissions benefits natural gas engine 

technologies have to offer.  Such benefits will be considered as staff implements the 

"ADV" measures identified in Appendix IV-B.  See also Response to Comments FF-1 

and FF-3. 
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Response to Comment FF-6: 

See Reponses to Comments FF-1, FF-3, and FF-5. 

 

Response to Comment FF-7: 

Staff believes that as battery-electric and fuel cell technologies are further developed, 

there will be potential integration with alternative fuel based engine technologies such 

as natural gas.  Staff will continue to work with all technology stakeholders to 

commercialize the cleanest engine technologies as early as possible. 

 

Response to Comment FF-8: 

Staff believes that the ADV measures provided in Appendix IV-B does consider all 

available engine and fuel technologies and does not favor one technology over another.  

However, some technologies are more mature than others.  As such, greater research 

and development emphasis are placed on those technologies that need to be further 

developed.  While other technologies that are more mature, staff has emphasized the 

need for incentives to accelerate deployment of such technologies. 

 

Response to Comment FF-9: 

Staff appreciates the comments relative to the benefits of natural gas engine 

technologies.  Staff is reviewing the NPC study along with other studies as part of the 

efforts on the "Vision for Clean Air" document.  See also Reponses to Comments FF-8. 
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Responses to Comment Letter GG 

SoCal Gas / Sempra 

 

Response to Comment GG-1: 

Thank you for your comments regarding the recent EPA and NHTSA rulemaking.  We 

are aware of the proposed credit approach for greenhouse gas purposes and continue to 

support greater use of alternative fueled vehicles as a vital solution to meeting ambient 

air quality standards in the South Coast Air Basin.   

 

Response to Comment GG-2: 

District staff looks forward to the next generation of cleaner alternative fueled 

combustion engines.  District staff believes that the potential to integrate the next 

generation of cleaner combustion engines with hybrid systems that have the capability 

of operating in a "zero-emission" mode will be necessary in order for the South Coast 

Air Basin to achieve air quality standards by their applicable dates.  We look forward to 

working with all stakeholders in the development of the cleanest engine technologies as 

early as possible. 

 

Response to Comment GG-3: 

These three main points are addressed in detail in the following responses.  The district 

is committed to fuel neutral policies and actions, provided that the associated emissions 

are zero or near-zero allowing the Basin to reach its air quality goals.    

 

Response to Comment GG-4: 

Several improvements have been made to Control Measure CMB-01 to clarify its 

intent. Most importantly, please note that, as pointed out in response to comment W-3, 

reductions from Control Measure CMB-01 are no longer needed for demonstrating 

attainment with the 24-hour PM2.5 standard.  As a result, Control Measure CMB-01 in 

the revised Draft 2012 AQMP is listed as a contingency measure for PM2.5 and not as 

part of the short-term control strategy, although the proposed BARCT adjustment is 

now listed as an ozone measure.  

 

Response to Comment GG-5: 

Please see response to comment GG-4.  District staff is cognizant that implementation 

of the AB32 program, in addition to the GHG reductions, in many instances, may result 

in criteria pollutant reduction co-benefits.  Such co-benefits in criteria pollutants would 

be welcome and could be factored in future program designs to the extent such benefits 

could be quantified during the program design phase. 
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Response to Comment GG-6: 

AQMD staff does not expect the compliance date for a rule based on control measure 

CMB-03 to be earlier than 2018.  The current project to develop prototypes of Rule 

1111 compliant residential furnaces is progressing well and is expected to be completed 

by the summer of 2013.  Based on progress to date, AQMD staff does not expect a 

delay in Rule 1111 implementation.  Staff believes that the current schedule in measure 

CMB-03 provides sufficient time for development of larger products based on 

residential furnace technology (multiple small burners) or single burner technologies 

used in other applications.   The various types of commercial space heaters will be 

evaluated as part of the rule development process. 

 

Response to Comment GG-7: 

The methodology for developing the commercial space heating emissions inventory is 

well established, has been used in previous AQMPs and incorporates EPA emission 

factors, local data on gas use by different sectors from local gas utilities and 

information from the California Energy Commission, CARB and local agencies.  The 

inventory incorporates local growth projections and gas utility provided energy 

conservation projections. The factor in inventory development that may need further 

enhancements is the proportion of heating provided by forced air furnaces versus 

boilers.  Given the inventory for this control measure is based on sound data and 

AQMD staff has used a conservative approach to estimate emission reductions, staff 

proposes to take credit for this reduction and revise the emission reduction upward 

during rule development if it is warranted. 

 

Response to Comment GG-8: 

As outlined, the Phase I of the technical assessment will evaluate all costs associated 

with the purchase, installation, and operation and maintenance of the charbroiler control 

device.  Consideration will be given to compatibility and local codes (e.g. fire 

suppression) relative to implementing the technology.  The assessment of costs will 

also include the cleaning and/or replacement of filters.  This has been clarified in the 

control measure. 

 

AQMD staff hopes for and anticipates more than one affordable and feasible 

technology and appreciates the offer to co-sponsor and co-fund one of technologies in 

the field.  A real-world assessment would be most beneficial to proving the success of 

the control device.  It should be noted that the San Joaquin Valley APCD created a 

program with $500,000 to demonstrate technologies at a restaurant and had no takers.  

So, the Gas Company‘s assistance in identifying a restaurant would be most helpful and 

will be discussed as part of the stakeholder process. 
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Response to Comment GG-9: 

One of the intents of the testing program at CE-CERT is to demonstrate a technology 

that any control installations not augment the cooking process; therefore the focus is for 

in-hood or rooftop/duct work placement of the device so as not to impact the taste or 

appearance of the charbroiled meat.  This has also been clarified in the control measure. 

 

Recognizing that any feasible control device must be affordable to the restaurant 

operator, one focus of the testing program was to evaluate potential control devices that 

have a capital and installation cost below $30,000 and annual operating costs below 

$10,000.  Evaluation of cost (including incremental cost) impacts associated with 

purchase, installation, and operation and maintenance (e.g., cleaning and/or replacing 

filters) of the equipment will also be assessed.  This has also been clarified in the 

control measure.  AQMD appreciates the offer to co-fund a demonstration project. 

 

Response to Comment GG-10: 

We appreciate your support for this control measure and willingness to work with 

AQMD on implementing this measure. 

 

Response to Comment GG-11: 

We appreciate your support for this control measure and willingness to work with 

AQMD on implementing this measure. 

 

Response to Comment GG-12: 

Consistent with the previous AQMP, the current analysis shows that approximately 

65% of additional NOX emissions reductions, beyond already adopted rules and 

measures, will be needed to meet the existing 1997 8-hour ozone standard of 80 ppb in 

2023.  The Basin can only demonstrate attainment of the 8-hour standard by using the 

CAA Section 182(e)(5) provision allowing for long-term measures that anticipate the 

development of new technologies or improving of existing control technologies.  This 

CAA provision requires that these long-term measures be specifically adopted in 

regulatory form at least three years prior to the attainment year (2020). 

   

With less than 8 years remaining to identify these so-called ―black box‖ emissions 

reductions, it is imperative to move forward with the identification and development of 

all feasible specific measures to achieve these reductions as soon as possible.  If 

progress is delayed, there will be even less time to develop and implement strategies 

before the looming deadlines, and thus the resulting necessary measures could be more 

burdensome and disruptive.  Delaying progress will also provide less certainty and lead 

time to the regulated community for planning compliance with potential new regulatory 

requirements.   The considerable time it takes for new technologies to be developed, 

assessed and implemented widely, especially in the mobile source sector, also 
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underscores the need to begin immediately.  Note that while this Plan commits to the 

adoption of several ozone measures in the near-term, the implementation date and 

emissions reduction commitments are at least 2015 and beyond.  While the District will 

need to adopt another ozone plan in 2015 to attain the 75 ppb standard by 2032, we 

cannot afford to delay implementation of the large ―black box‖ in the existing approved 

2007 AQMP (241 fpd NOx & 40 tpd VOC). 

 

Recent litigation regarding U.S. EPA approvals of previous SIPs has focused on the 

reliance on a relatively large ―commitments‖ to demonstrate attainment and the short 

time frame available to develop and deploy potential new technologies.   The District 

believes it is important to demonstrate progress towards ozone attainment by making 

commitments for additional emissions reductions that reduce the size of the ―black box‖ 

commitments.  In U.S. EPA‘s comment letter on the Draft 2012 AQMP (August 30, 

2012), they state that they ―fully support the District‘s inclusion in the 2012 AQMP of 

updates on the implementation of control measures and emission reduction 

commitments relied upon in the South Coast 2007 AQMP to demonstrate expeditious 

attainment of the 1997 8-hour ozone NAAQS. We urge the District to continue working 

closely with EPA staff to identify the specific near-term and long-term control 

measures that will fulfill the NOx and VOC emission reduction commitments contained 

in the SIP-approved South Coast 2007 8-hour ozone plan, and to develop appropriate 

methodologies for calculating the emission reductions attributed to each such measure.‖ 

 

Furthermore, U.S. EPA recently proposed to require a new 1-hour ozone SIP for the 

South Coast Air Basin.  In order to demonstrate attainment with this revoked standard 

by 2022, all feasible measures must be included in the SIP.  Making enforceable 

emissions reductions commitments based on specific measures as they are identified is 

the best way to demonstrate that the District is dedicated to realizing the emission 

reductions necessary to achieve the 8-hour and 1-hour ozone standards.  Future AQMPs 

should further identify specific measures and associated emissions reductions that will 

allow the ―black box‖ commitments to shrink to zero by 2019 for the 1-hour ozone or 

2020 for the 8-hour ozone. 

 

Response to Comment GG-13: 

As noted in the draft 2012 AQMP, the primary focus is on attainment of the 24-hour 

PM2.5 air quality standard.  However, actions needed in the near-term to help attain the 

2023 ozone air quality standards are identified with no emission commitments.  As with 

previous AQMPs and SIP submittals, emission reduction commitments are designed 

with the flexibility to substitute specific control measures to achieve the emission 

reduction commitments.  Staff believes that it is important that the early actions 

identified in the draft AQMP will provide more certainty in the types of research, 

development and demonstration, and deployment efforts needed for advanced cleaner 

combustion engines and zero- and near-zero emission technology development. 
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Response to Comment GG-14: 

ONRD-1 and ONRD-2 focus on existing incentives programs based on guidelines that 

focus on partial-zero and zero-emission vehicles developed by the state.  The 

Commenter is urged to provide similar comments as the state continues to enhance its 

guidelines for future funding programs.  The AQMD staff welcomes the opportunities 

with work stakeholders in the development of natural gas-hybrid vehicle technologies. 

 

Response to Comment GG-15: 

See Response to Comments GG-14 as it applies to medium-duty vehicles. 

 

Response to Comment GG-16: 

Staff appreciates the comments regarding cleaner engine emissions levels, and is in 

discussions with various stakeholders for the development of such technologies.   

 

Response to Comment GG-17: 

OFFRD-01 is specific to the deployment of commercially available Tier 3 and Tier 4 

technologies.  There are no restrictions in funding alternative fueled engine 

technologies as long as such engines are commercially available.  Relative to ADV-06, 

staff welcomes proposals for alternative-fueled engines integrated with hybrid systems 

in off-road applications.  There are no limitations on proposed projects that have the 

potential for emission reductions beyond Tier 4 off-road engine standards. 

 

Response to Comment GG-18: 

OFFRD-02, OFFRD-03, and ADV-02 do not limit Tier 4 or cleaner locomotive engine 

technologies to conventionally fueled technologies.  As such, if natural gas locomotive 

engines that meet Tier 4 or cleaner emission levels are commercialized, such 

technologies will be welcomed.  As discussed in "ADV-02", natural gas locomotive 

engines have a potential role in meeting cleaner than Tier 4 emission levels.  See 

discussions beginning on Page IV-B-63. 

 

Response to Comment GG-19: 

Staff appreciates the comments relative to ocean-going vessels and harbor craft and the 

references to deployment of natural gas engine technologies.  Staff will continue to 

work with stakeholders in the development of such technologies. 

  




