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�

INTRODUCTION



This rule was originally adopted on September 16, 1983, and subsequently amended nine times.  Its purpose is to reduce volatile organic compound (VOC) emissions from the application of coatings or strippers to, and surface preparation of, any wood products, including furniture, cabinets, shutters, frames and toys.  The rule does not apply to residential non-commercial operations.



The United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) has identified deficiencies with the August 2, 1991, version of this rule which was submitted for inclusion in the State Implementation Plan (SIP).  These deficiencies must be corrected before the rule can be added to the SIP.  The USEPA published a Notice of Final Rule Making (NFR) on April 14, 1994, (59FR48589) that approved parts of Rule 1136 and disapproved certain administrative parts of Rule 1136.  If the deficiencies identified by the USEPA for these rules are not corrected within eighteen months after the effective date of the NFR, the USEPA is required by the Clean Air Act to withhold federal highway funding to the State or a 2:1 emission offset requirement for new or modified stationary sources (increased from 1.2:1).  The deadline for correcting the deficiencies is November 16, 1995.



USEPA recently issued a control technology guideline (CTG) model rule for wood furniture coating operations which would allow wood furniture manufacturers to comply by averaging VOC emissions of compliant and non-compliant coatings to show overall equivalency.  The local wood coating industry has requested that similar provisions be put into Rule 1136 to give them greater flexibility to comply.  As a result, staff will be conducting a public consultation meeting on August 15, 1995 to get public input on this.  The first public workshop was held on December 16, 1994.



The proposed amendments to Rule 1136 - Wood Products Coatings will:

correct deficiencies identified by the USEPA 

rectify minor issues identified by industry, trade associations, and South Coast Air Quality Management District (AQMD) staff

add an exemption for architectural millwork goods

add a voluntary option to average VOC emissions to show compliance, and 

clarify language and delete outdated and superfluous language.



The amendments will have no effect on VOC limits.  No effect on overall VOC emissions is expected.





�LEGISLATIVE AUTHORITY



The California Legislature created the South Coast Air Quality Management District (AQMD) in 1977 (The Lewis - Presley Air Quality Management Act, Health and Safety Code Section 40400 et seq.) as the agency responsible for developing and enforcing air pollution control rules and regulations in the South Coast Air Basin (Basin).  By statute, the AQMD is required to adopt an Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) demonstrating compliance with all state and federal ambient air quality standards for the Basin [Health and Safety Code Section 40460(a)].  Further, the AQMD must adopt rules and regulations that carry out the AQMP [Health and Safety Code Section 40440(a)].





CURRENT STATUS OF RULE 1136



Lower VOC limits for several coating categories will soon go into effect for wood coaters.  On September 1, 1995, a 275 grams of VOC per liter of coating, less water and exempt solvent (g/l) limit goes into effect for clear topcoats and pigmented coatings.  At that time the limit for sealers will be 240 g/l.  Staff has taken several steps to assist the industry to convert to low-VOC coatings.



To assure that satisfactory compliant coatings exist, the AQMD participated in two cooperative studies with Southern California Edison Company’s Customer Technology Application Center and the California Furniture Manufacturing Association.  These studies confirm that good, compliant coatings are available from many coating manufacturers.



Staff conducted two Rule 1136 compliance seminars for wood coaters in May 1995 to provide them information on low-VOC coatings and the requirements of Rule 1136.



A survey of over 100 wood coaters found that about one third are currently using compliant, low-VOC coatings. 





PROPOSED AMENDMENTS



The following summarizes the major proposed amendments for the rule.  The items are listed in the order in which they appear in the rule.





�1.	Addition of "strippers" to purpose and applicability, subdivision (a)



The statement of purpose and applicability needed clarification that the rule also applies to those facilities in the AQMD which only strip coatings from wood products and are subject to the current subparagraph (c)(1)(B) of Rule 1136.  This is for clarification only.  It is not an expansion of the rule.





2.	Revised definition of "aerosol-spray coating,” paragraph (b)(1)



The definition of "aerosol-spray coating" has been revised to "aerosol coating product" to be consistent with the California Air Resources Board (CARB) definition and other recent AQMD rules.



3.	Addition of “architectural millwork goods” definition, paragraph (b)(2)



The definition of “architectural millwork goods” has been added to support the exemption for “architectural millwork goods,” as detailed in paragraph (k)(7).





4.	Addition of "custom replica furniture” definition, paragraph (b)(7)



The definition of "custom replica furniture" has been added to clarify the meaning of these antique pieces which are exempt from the VOC limit requirements by paragraph (k)(4) and thus alleviate concerns raised by the public about who qualifies as a manufacturer of custom replica furniture.





5.	Revised definition of "exempt compounds,” paragraph (b)(10)



The definition of exempt compounds has been deleted and replaced with a reference to Rule 102 - Definition of Terms, which defines terms used throughout the AQMD Rules and Regulations.  The reason for this is that the Rule 102 definition of "exempt compounds" has specific language that supersedes different definitions in other rules.  A simple reference to Rule 102 will avoid having a definition inconsistent with Rule 102 and make future definition changes much easier.





�6.	Revised definition of "Grams of VOC Per Liter of Coating, Less Water and Less Exempt Compounds,” paragraph (b)(15)



The definition of grams of VOC per liter of coating, less water and less exempt compounds for coatings that contain reactive diluents was moved from paragraph (b)(26), Reactive Diluents, to (b)(15) to consolidate these definitions under one paragraph.





7.	Revised definition of "High-Volume, Low-Pressure (HVLP) Spray,” new paragraph (b)(20)



The definition has been revised to clarify the description and explain the enforcement procedure when measuring the air pressure of the unit.  This version is consistent with the CARB definition, as well as other recent AQMD rules.  This amendment will have no effect on the equipment wood coaters use.



8.	Delete category “medium density fiberboard coating,” old paragraph (b)(20) and add category “fiberboard and particleboard coatings,” paragraph (b)(12)



The category name has been revised to clarify the term, as requested by industry.  This change will not affect the definition or the VOC limits.





9.	Revised definition of "Reactive Diluent,” paragraph (b)(26)



The reference to “20 percent or more of the VOC” has been removed based on the request of CARB and USEPA for this and other VOC rules, because of enforcement difficulties.  In addition, the definition of grams per liter of coating, less water and less exempt compounds has been moved to paragraph (b)(15).  The revised language will have no practical effect on how the VOC content is determined or the results of the VOC test methods.





10.	Revised definition of "Wood Products,” paragraph (b)(43)



The paragraph has been clarified by the removal of extraneous words and punctuation, and the use of "wood composites", a more accurate term that includes wood products such as particle board, fiberboard and hardboard.  The amendment does not change what is considered a wood product.





11.	Addition of language and equation for control device equivalency, subparagraph (c)(1)(C)



The language and equation stipulate how to calculate the minimum required control efficiency that would be equivalent to using compliant coatings when non-compliant coatings and an emission control system are used.  A specific equivalency method is required in order for USEPA to approve the rule.  The proposed equation correctly calculates the required efficiency and produces the same result that staff has calculated in the past.  The rule amendment will not change the results of equivalent control efficiency determinations.





12.	Deletion of contradictory compliance requirements for equivalent control equipment, subparagraph (c)(1)(C)



The last sentence of subparagraph (c)(1)(C) requires an equivalent control device to comply with Rule 108 - Alternative Emission Control Plan (AECP).   According to Rule 108, the equipment is subject to an additional 20 percent reduction from VOC baseline emissions, which is not consistent with subparagraph (c)(1)(C).  Therefore, the reference to Rule 108 is proposed for deletion.



Subdivision (i) still allows wood coaters to propose an AECP subject to Rule 108, using other means than an equivalent control device.





13.	Addition of emission averaging, subparagraph (c)(1)(C)



Provisions were added to allow a facility to comply with the VOC content requirements of subparagraph (c)(1)(A) by an averaging approach for stains, sealers, clear topcoats and pigmented coatings.  The averaging approach would allow wood coaters to use a variety of coatings so long as the overall, resultant VOC emissions are at least 10% less than the allowable emissions.  USEPA provides the same option in a recently released Model Rule for Wood Furniture and Finishing and Cleaning Operation.  Local wood coaters have requested that the same option be allowed in Rule 1136.



Detailed requirements for emission averaging are in new subdivision (j), and are discussed later.





14.	Clarification of expected operating procedures, paragraph (c)(2)



Paragraph (c)(2) requires wood coaters to use “proper operating procedures.”  In order to define the meaning of "proper" operating procedures, "the equipment manufacturer's" has been substituted to specify the requirement.  This reflect what AQMD personnel have already been doing to determine what proper procedures are.





15.	Deletion of outdated requirement, subparagraph (c)(2)(I)



Since the deadline for using air assisted spray has passed, this paragraph serves no purpose and can be deleted.





16.	Addition of test method specifications, subdivision (f)



This addition will cite specific USEPA, CARB, and/or AQMD test methods for the determination of the capture efficiency of the emissions collection system and the transfer efficiency of alternative coating application methods.  The originally proposed protocol for capture efficiency has been replaced by a more recent USEPA-approved protocol that simplifies the procedure.  USEPA requires that all test methods necessary to determine compliance be specified and USEPA approved.



Paragraphs (f)(9) and (f)(10) are standard rule language put into all current rules which reflect current AQMD and USEPA policies.  Paragraph (f)(9) is being added and says that when there are several possible test methods, a violation determined by any of the test methods is a violation.  Paragraph (f)(10) has new language requiring the most recently approved version of a test method be used.



The subdivision heading (g), Source Test Methods, has been eliminated and the source test methods have been consolidated in a renamed subdivision (f), Test Methods.  This reorganization has no effect on the implementation of the rule.





17.	Requirements for emission averaging, subdivision (j).



The emission averaging requirements in subdivision (j) are modeled after the USEPA model rule.  They include the means of calculating compliance and the submittal of a compliance plan which must be approved by AQMD and USEPA.  The compliance plan must include the program scope and quantification and recordkeeping procedures.



In order to be in compliance, a facility’s actual emissions each day must be at least ten percent less than the allowable emissions for that day.  In accordance with the USEPA procedure, allowable emissions are based on the VOC emissions that would occur with compliant coatings formulated at the VOC content limit, assuming the same total weight of solids in the compliant coatings as the total weight of solids in the actual coatings used.



USEPA’s calculation procedure requires that AQMD’s gram per liter VOC limits be converted to kilograms of VOC per kilogram of solids (same as lbs of VOC per lb of solids).  To do this, staff has assumed that the compliant coatings have a VOC solvent density of 880 g/l (7.33 lbs/gal) and a solids density of  1200 g/l (10 lbs/gal).  This results in the following equation to use for the conversion:



�� EMBED Equation.2  �����Where:	

VOC(kg/kg)	=	VOC content limit in kg of VOC per kg of solids; and

VOC (g/l)	=	VOC content limit from subparagraph (c)(1)(A) in grams per liter of coating, less water and exempt solvents. 



Emission averaging is not entirely new to the rule.  Subdivision (j) of the current rule [(i) of the new rule] already allows a facility to average emissions of coatings to show equivalent compliance by means of an Alternative Emission Control Plan (AECP) and Rule 108.  The proposed emission averaging provisions and an AECP are different, as follows:



Rule 108 has many more administrative requirements, including that the AECP must be submitted to USEPA as a source-specific revision to the State Implementation Plan.  The proposed emission averaging has much fewer administrative burdens.

Rule 108 is based on determining baseline emissions prior to the plan submittal, and a demonstration that future emissions will be at least 20 percent less.  The proposed emission averaging is based on actual future usage and a 10 percent overcontrol.

An AECP can include emission reductions from reducing coating usage or add-on controls, while the proposed emission averaging allows only reductions through the use of low-VOC coatings



The emission impacts of the emission averaging provisions are difficult, if not impossible, to determine quantitatively.  Whether the new provisions would result in more, or less, of emission reductions than the current AECP provisions depends on the following factors:



The number of facilities that volunteer to use emission averaging that would have used an AECP instead.

The number of facilities that volunteer to use emission averaging that would not have used an AECP instead.

Even though the AECP requires a 20 percent overcontrol, an AECP would not always result in a greater emission reduction than the emission averaging provisions because of the way the allowable emissions are determined.  If a facility’s future production is more than ten percent less than past, baseline production, the emission averaging would result in lower emissions.  If future production is higher, the opposite is true. 

The 10 percent less requirement would only really achieve ten percent fewer VOC emissions if a facility would actually use coatings that exactly comply with VOC limits in lieu of the averaging approach.  Coatings are often formulated, and even guaranteed, to have a VOC content below the compliance limit.  Facilities that use these coatings, but don’t use the averaging provisions, achieve more than the theoretical emission reduction.  The 10 percent requirement is really there to compensate for this fact, not to reduce emissions by 10 percent more than actually required.

These factors are all case-specific.



Since the purpose of the averaging provision is to obtain equivalent emission reductions while providing flexibility in the means of compliance, it is reasonable to conclude that the averaging provisions will achieve about the same emission reductions as the current rule.



No significant impact on toxic emissions should occur.  The impact of switching to waterborne coatings was analyzed in the August 1994 Rule 1136 amendments.  The proposed amendments will result in no new coatings being used that are not already being used.  The “Evaluation of Low VOC Coatings for Wood Furniture” study completed last year evaluated many super-compliant coatings, which were part of the toxic emission analysis of the August 1994 amendments.  The averaging may result in more use of super-compliant coatings with even lower VOC than required, which should have less toxic components (the toxics are VOCs) as well.  More non-compliant (high-VOC) coatings may be used than would be without the averaging, but still much less than today.  The high-VOC coatings tend not to contain ethylene glycol ethers, which was the solvent material of concern in some waterborne coatings.





18.	Replacement of "wood" or "wood surface" with "wood product," various paragraphs



Several parts of the rule referred to "wood" or "wood surfaces", which are not as inclusive as the defined term "wood products".  Therefore, the terms have been replaced with "wood products".





19.	Addition of an exemption for “architectural millwork goods,” paragraph (k)(7)



An exemption for “architectural millwork goods” facilities was added to extend the compliance date for VOC limits specified in paragraph (c)(1)(A), Table of Standards until July 1, 1996.  In the interim, pre-9/1/95 VOC limits will apply to these facilities.  This exemption has air quality impacts that are addressed in the California Environmental Quality Act section on page 10.



One deficiency of Rule 1136 identified by USEPA will be addressed in another rule.  USEPA requested a record keeping requirement for key parameters of emission control devices.  This requirement will be put into Rule 109 - Recordkeeping For Volatile Organic Compound Emissions, rather than in Rule 1136.





EMISSION REDUCTIONS



The proposed amendments to Rule 1136 - Wood Products Coatings correct SIP deficiencies to avoid USEPA sanctions, clarify rule language, delete outdated provisions, update test methods, and provide the option of emission averaging.  Because the amendments reflect current AQMD interpretations, lab methods and practices, and do not impose any new requirements, the proposed amendments to these rules will not affect VOC limits.  VOC emission reductions with the emission averaging option should be approximately the same as with the current rule.  The exemption for architectural millwork goods delays a reduction of VOC emissions of 0.08 tons per day from September 1, 1995 until July 1, 1996.





CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA)



As the lead agency under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), staff has evaluated the proposed amendments to Rule 1136 and has determined that potential adverse environmental impacts may be generated by the delayed compliance and facility averaging provisions.  Although delaying the final compliance date for architectural millwork goods coatings is not expected to increase VOC emissions from this source category, it will result in a loss of approximately 160 pounds per day of anticipated future VOC emission reductions.  This air quality impact exceeds the AQMD's VOC significance criteria of 55 pounds per day.  This impact, however, is considered to be within the scope of the environmental analysis contained in the August 1994 Supplemental Environmental Assessment (SEA) for Rule 1136 - Wood Products Coatings.  A facility bubbling provision similar to the one proposed for Rule 1136 is contained in Rule 108 - Alternative Emission Control Plans.  Consequently, potential impacts from the facility bubbling provision are considered to be within the scope of the environmental analysis contained in the February 1990 Environmental Assessment (EA) for Rule 108.  Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15153, the previously prepared CEQA documents identified here will be used as the CEQA document for proposed amended Rule 1136 since the circumstances of the currently proposed project are essentially the same.  A notice was circulated to the public stating this determination and stating that comments on this determination would be accepted during a 30-day public comment period beginning July 31, 1995, and ending August 29, 1995.



In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the AQMD is the Lead Agency for this project.  Staff has reviewed the proposed amendments and has determined that the proposed amendments are exempt from the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act.  The amendments seek to correct state implementation plan (SIP) deficiencies and are procedural in nature.  The amendments will not increase emissions nor will they have a significant adverse impact on the environment.  Therefore, a Notice of Exemption has been prepared pursuant to state CEQA Guidelines Section 15002 (k)(1) and AQMD CEQA Guidelines Section 1.2 (k)(1).  The proposed amendments are also exempt from CEQA pursuant to state CEQA Guidelines Section 15061 (b)(3) - Review for Exemption [AQMD CEQA Guidelines Section 5.1 (b)(3)].  The Notice of Exemption will be filed with the county clerks immediately following the adoption of the proposed amendments.





SOCIOECONOMIC ANALYSIS



The proposed amendments to the existing Rule 1136 are intended to correct SIP deficiencies identified by the USEPA, and respond to issues raised by the coating manufacturers and trade associations.  These amendments include clarification of definitions and test methods. The emission averaging option provides more flexibility to demonstrate compliance, is voluntary, and results in no negative cost impacts.  The extension of the compliance date for architectural millwork goods will allow local millwork companies to bid on some jobs they would not otherwise be able to bid on, and may result in increased revenue for them.  Any revenue estimates would by speculative because these companies are competing nationally for these jobs.  The proposed amendments will not impose any additional costs on the affected facilities.  Therefore, the amendments are cost effective.



On October 14, 1994, the Governing Board adopted a resolution that requires staff to address whether proposed rules being considered for adoption are in order of cost-effectiveness, as defined in the 1994 AQMP.  The proposed amendments are not included in the 1994 AQMP, are not for the purpose of reducing emissions, and will result in no additional costs to industry.  These amendments correct SIP deficiencies, and must be adopted by November 1995 to avoid USEPA sanctions.





DRAFT FINDINGS UNDER CALIFORNIA HEALTH and SAFETY CODE



Before adopting, amending, or repealing a rule, the California Health and Safety Code requires the AQMD to adopt written findings of necessity, authority, clarity, consistency, non-duplication, and reference, as defined in Health and Safety Code Section 40727.  The draft findings are as follows:



Necessity - The Governing Board of the AQMD has determined that a need exists to amend Rule 1136 - Wood Products Coatings, to correct the deficiencies identified by USEPA, clarify rule language, bring test methods up-to-date, and make the rule more flexible with an emission averaging approach.



Authority - The AQMD Governing Board obtains its authority to adopt, amend, or repeal rules and regulations from Health and Safety Code Sections 40000, 40001, 40440, 40463, 40702, 40725 through 40728.



Clarity - The AQMD Governing Board has determined that the proposed amendments to Rule 1136 - Wood Products Coatings, are written and displayed so that the meaning can be easily understood by persons directly affected by them.



Consistency - The AQMD Governing Board has determined that Proposed Amended Rule 1136 - Wood Products Coatings, is in harmony with, and not in conflict with or contradictory to, existing statutes, court decisions, federal or state regulations.



Non-Duplication - The AQMD Governing Board has determined that the proposed amendments to Rule 1136 - Wood Products Coatings, do not impose the same requirement as any existing state or federal regulation, and the proposed amended rules are necessary and proper to execute the powers and duties granted to, and imposed upon, the AQMD.



Reference - In adopting these regulations, the AQMD Governing Board references the following statutes which the AQMD hereby implements, interprets or makes specific: Health and Safety Code Sections 40001 (rules to achieve ambient air quality standards), 40440(a) (rules to carry out the Air Quality Management Plan), and 40440(c) (cost effectiveness), and Federal Clean Air Act Section 172(c)(1)(RACT).
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A P P E N D I X    A



________________________________________________________________



RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON PROPOSED AMENDED RULE 1136





�

PUBLIC COMMENTS



The following comments were received as a result of the December 16, 1994 workshop. 



COMMENT:



Since the AQMD has recently released the proposed rule and staff report, there is not enough time to review and comment in today's public workshop.



RESPONSE:



The public comment period for the proposed rule and staff report was open until January 2, 1995, so the public could still respond in writing up to that date.  This deadline was identified in the public notice announcing the workshop.



COMMENT:



There needs to be a formal definition for custom replica furniture, since it is listed under exemptions, along with "refinishing" and "replacement".  A more detailed definition will assist applicants in knowing whether they qualify for an exemption.  The definition should include such wording as hand work, distressing, as well as paint finishes that give the impression of antique furniture.



RESPONSE:



Staff has created a definition of custom replica furniture to include such descriptions suggested as made-to-order, detailed wood carvings and bruising of the wood surface to create an antique looking piece.  This new definition will be included in the present rule amendment proposal.



COMMENT:



The control efficiency equivalency equation, subparagraph (c)(1)(C), is correct but "somewhat misleading" and should be rearranged so compliant VOC values and non-compliant VOC values line up in both numerator and denominator.



RESPONSE:



The proposed rearranged equation appears to be more complex and does not change the calculation results.  We are proposing to retain the original equation because it was requested by EPA and it yields the correct result.

�

COMMENT:



The USEPA method for capture efficiency cited in 55FR26865, would cost around $30,000 to 70,000 and we should adopt the AQMD proposed protocol.



RESPONSE:



The proposed paragraph (f)(7) allows the use of either the USEPA method or the AQMD method, which is less expensive.



COMMENT:



Has there been any response to the cost effectiveness analysis of control equipment on spray booths performed in 1988 for the Rule 1136 amendment that year?



RESPONSE:



Staff has not done any further analysis of the cost-effectiveness of control equipment on spray booths for the purpose of complying with Rule 1136.  That issue is not relevant to the proposed amendments, but staff would be happy to discuss this issue with persons who have information about the subject.



COMMENT:



A definition of VOC needs to be established so the list of what is considered "VOC" will be consistent with other rules and will not be changed so often with the addition "new" compounds.



RESPONSE:



The definition of “exempt compounds” in AQMD's Regulation I - General Provisions, Rule 102 - Definition of Terms does provide a uniform definition because it supersedes all inconsistent definitions of exempt compounds in all other AQMD rules.  To avoid future inconsistencies between the exempt compound definitions in Rule 1136 and Rule 102, the proposed paragraph (b)(10) will simply refer to the Rule 102 definition.



COMMENT:



Will you accept acetone on the list of exempt compounds if EPA recognizes it as such?  There is an interest since acetone is used in our topcoat, sealer and washcoat.

�

RESPONSE:



Staff is currently working on amendments to Rule 102 to revise the definition of “exempt compounds”.  The AQMD will address the acetone issue in the rule development.  





COMMENT:



If a company uses a control device, such as an afterburner, can they use higher-VOC coatings?



RESPONSE:



If a control device is installed and the equivalence requirements of 1136(c)(1)(C) are met, then the coatings that exceed the rule's VOC coating limits may be used.  A wood coater may also demonstrate compliance by the emissions averaging provisions, which are being incorporated into the rule, or through Rule 108 - Alternative Emission Control Plans.



COMMENT:



How did the AQMD come up with the control device equivalency formula?  And where does the capture efficiency come into effect, as it is more important than the destruction efficiency?



RESPONSE:



The equation is the same as in other AQMD rules.  It calculates the control efficiency of a control system necessary to be equivalent to using a compliant coating.  The equation is for the overall efficiency of the emission control system, including both the capture efficiency of the collection system and the destruction efficiency of the control device.



COMMENT:



I am using a flow coater and am having problems with bubbling on the wood surface when applying waterborne coatings.  What can I do?



RESPONSE:



The application of waterborne coatings is new to both the wood product manufacturers as well as the coatings formulators.  Working with the coating supplier and research groups, such as CTAC, should lead to solutions to these application problems with waterborne coatings.  We will continue to monitor flow coating operations.



COMMENT:



The definition of "repair coating," in paragraph (b)(30), only involves a recoat due to the damage of the original coating but should also allow a recoat from damages to the wood surface.



RESPONSE:



In order to clarify the definition to give applicants the ability to recoat whether damage has occurred to the coating or the wood surface, staff will add "damage to the coating, or the wood product surface" to the "repair coating" definition.



COMMENT:



In several places in the rule, the term "wood surface" should be replaced with "wood product," to be inclusive of fiberboard and other wood products that are not solid woods.



RESPONSE:



Staff agrees and has made this change throughout the rule.



COMMENT:



There should be an addition of "plastic or foams" to the listing of coatings along with low-solids, stains and toners under the VOC limits, subparagraph (c)(1)(A).



RESPONSE:



The definition of "wood products" in paragraph (b)(43) includes "simulated wood material in combination with wood or wood composites."  Therefore, it is the intent of the rule that only when plastic or foam is used to simulate wood, in combination with real wood, are coatings used on plastic or foam subject to the rule.  Because of this limited applicability to plastic and foam coatings, it would be misleading to add plastics and foams to subparagraph (c)(1)(A).  Rule 1145- Plastic, Rubber and Glass Coatings applies to other plastic and foam coatings.



COMMENT:



Extreme performance coatings should include one-component coatings as well as two-component coatings.  



RESPONSE:



The original intent of the current definition was to include only the two-component extreme performance coatings.  These are expensive coatings used by relatively few facilities.  No need has been established to make this change. 



COMMENT:



Edge fillers should have a separate definition and a different VOC limit from fillers. 



RESPONSE:



The current definition of “fillers” already specifies “edge fillers” as a subcategory; therefore, a new definition of ”edge filler” has not been added.  The solventborne fillers may be used until 7/1/96.



COMMENT:



The category of "medium density fiberboard coatings" should be changed to "fiberboard and particleboard coatings." 



RESPONSE:



The category name for “medium density fiberboard coatings" has been revised to "fiberboard and particleboard coatings”.  Solventborne formulations for this category may be used until 7/1/96.



COMMENT:



A new coating category is needed for barrier coatings for foam and plastic.



RESPONSE:



See the response two responses before this.  Also, the coatings may qualify under the existing category of low-solids wash coats which applies to coatings used to seal wood products, including simulated wood made from plastic or foam.



COMMENT:



The reference to hiding the surface should be removed from the definition of pigmented coatings.  Some pigmented coatings allow some of the grain to show through the finish.



RESPONSE:



A change to the definition is not necessary.  A pigmented coating may hide the surface but still allow some surface texture to show through.



COMMENT:



The definitions of "refinish" and "repair coatings" should be combined and allow for repair of unnoticed surface damage present before coating. 



RESPONSE:



Combining the definitions would make the rule less clear.  However, the definition of "repair coating" has been revised to allow for the repair of the coating or the wood product surface for any reason.



COMMENT:



The 7/1/96 limits for medium density fiberboard, multi-colored coatings, pigmented coatings and washcoats are all too low.  



RESPONSE:



The 7/1/96 limits should remain as a target for the industry to strive to meet.  It would not be appropriate to raise limits now, so long before the limits go into effect.  Staff will reconsider the 7/1/96 limits at a later date if the limits are found to be unachievable despite the best efforts of the industry.



COMMENT:



The definition of "wood products" should include paper laminated on particle board or fiberboard, and plastic and foam.



RESPONSE:



The definition already includes "simulated wood material" which includes plastic and foam that simulates wood.  The definition has been revised to include "paper laminated on wood composites", which more clearly includes particle board and fiberboard. 

S T A F F   R E P O R T









PAR 1136					SR -�PAGE�1�					December, 1994







STAFF REPORT



January 1995 SIP Package	-�PAGE�1�-	November, 1994�page�1�



















P R O P O S E D   A M E N D E D   R U L E   1 1 3 6





PAR 1136					SR -�PAGE�1�					December, 1994



PAR 1136	SR -�PAGE�12�	August, 1995



















P R O P O S E D   A M E N D E D   R U L E   1 1 3 6





PAR 1136	APP -�PAGE�6�-	July, 1995








