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From our perspective, we have implemented permitting and enforcement activitics, with
respect to the NESHAP as soon as practical, given the limits of our resources; and our ability
to integrate it into other key programs.

Of the four chemical milling maskant operations in the district, two have installed carbon
adsorption equipment and two have reformulated with water-based products. The SCAQMD
does not believe these industries will choose to remove their carbon adsorption systems or
reformulate back to perchloroethylene due to safety, exposure and liability issues associated
with its use. As nated by the commentator, the Aerospace NESHAP will regulate chemical
milling operations as opposed to the chemical processing operation. SCAQMD Rule 1124
does place restrictions on chemical processing operations, subparagraph (C), however, less
perchloroethylene. ‘Therefore, there is a potential for smaller coating facilities 1o switch but
feasibility and liability (such as odor in hand wiping operation) should preclude any substantial
increase in usage of perchloroethylene.

By law; the SCAQMD has no authority to regulate consumer products. As noted in the
comment, consumer products are regulated by CARB. Since CARB has aircady exempted
perchloroethylene from VOC repulations in consumer products, increased usage of
perchloroethylene in brake cleaner formulations would be a result of CARB’s rulemaking
activities, not the amendments to Rule 102. If CARB's needs assessment demonstrates 1hat
an ATCM is necessary for this source category, the commentator is correct in stating that the
SCAQMD would implement it. )

Thank you for the information and data. As stated previously, the implementation date of the
de-listing of perchloroethylene will coincide with the implementation date of the federal
NESHAP.

The SCAQMD appreciates your suggestion and has decided to retain the Groups I and 11
Exempt Compounds categories as recommended by the commentator.

The SCAQMD has decided to keep ODCs in the Group Il Exempt compounds list.
Otherwise, modifications have been made to PAR 102 that reflect most of the
recommendations made by the commentator.
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Appendix C - Drafl Rules 102, 1106.1, 1154, 1171 and 1302

In order to save space and avoid repetition, please refer to the latest version of the proposed rules
located elsewhere in the Board Agenda package for proposed amended Rules 102, 1106.1, 115 1,
1171 and 1302,

Separate hard copies of this Draft Environmental Assessment with no significant adverse impacts,
which include the proposed rules, can be obtained through the AQMD Public Information Center at
the Diamond Bar Headquarters or by calling (909) 396.3600.

C-1 April 1997
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Rule 102 Environmental Assessment Worksheet (Perchloroethylene

Usage)

oclwvent Cleaning (R11'71) Formulators:

Solvent cleaning is either hand wiping and remole reservoir. Due ta odor and safely issues, facilities will not switch Lo
perchlorocthylenc in the hand wiping aperalions. Operators could potentially increase perchlorocthylene usage in
remote reservoir activities bul it is not an easy replacement as chemical propertics differ from the TCA previously vsed.
Do not foresee solvent cleaning as significant impact however contd not rule out (lie possibility of anyonc increasing
perchlorecthylene usage. Because of availability and feasibility of aqueous solutions, slafl sees no reason why they
would revert to a toxic solution. Perchloroethylene is non-ftammable and inexpensive (30 cents per pound). Would be

subject to the degreaser NESHAPs.

Auntomotive Coating (R1151) Formulators:

Proposed Amended Rules 102, 1106.1, 1151, 1174 and 1302 - Draft Environmental Assessment

Valspar Richard Rawlins Automolive Ctgs Do not use perchloroethylene in their

Refinishes 601.798 473] formulations and have no plans use
La Bree Trucell perchlorocthylene in the future.
800.765 2857

American Dan Dutra Automotive Crgs el message /13, 2/14, 2/18, 2/25

Standox, Inc 313 454.4356

Coating (R1107, 1113, 1136, 114A5) Formulatorms:

Company Contact Substrate (% of business) Comment
Name
Frazce Fernando Pedroza Architectural Cigs (80%), Don’t use any chlorinated compounds
619.276.9500 Wood/Mctal Cigs (20%) (perchlorecthylene, 1-1-1 TCA) as company
policy. There is a wood furniture NESHAPs.
Suggested looking into solvent and electronic
componenl cleaning operations. Frazee not
even progressing quickly with acelone for
concerns with safety.
Coatings Ed Laird Plastic, Rubber, Glass Cigs Perchlorocihylene is nal compatible as it is a
Resource 7143798388 (54%) heavy solvent and detail is lost. Would prefer
acetonc and oxy solvents.
Woad Crgs (32% Too expensive to use. Perchlorocthylene costs ~
$8/gal which is the cost of the aclval coating.
Metal Ctps (14%6) Doces not presently use perchlorocthylenc in
coating formulatians and does not plan to use in
the future. i
wC Curl Wild Plastic, Rubber, Glass Clgs Not available for comment.
317.636.4407
Shenwin Jorge Ramos/ Mctal Cigs, Architectural Cigs, Do not presently usc perchlorocthylene in
Williams Dennis Reffel Woed Clgs coating formulations not plan 1o usc in the
310.404.992¢ future. They perforn solvent cleaning but in

very “controlled situations.” Would sell it if
asked by custamer.

Company Contact Substrate (% of business) Comment
Name i
du Pont Karl Shuliz Automolive Cigs {80%) Do not use perchlorocthylene in their
302.773.4394 Industrial Crgs (20%) formulations because it is a chemical which is
difficult to balance the formula and create a
feasible product. Concerned with healih issuc
" and OSHA regs which limil the lifting weight
of goods.
PPG Ron Hilvosky Automotive Ctgs/Indusirial Do not use perchlorocthylenc in their
Industrics 216.671.0050 (Metal, Plastics) (B5%), formulations and do not anlicipate use in the
Woed/Archilectural Cigs fulure. Company has a policy 1o reduce air
(15%) toxics. Cross media impacts include handling
procedures (human health), conlaminating
groundwater supply and hazardous waste
disposal. Overall, patential increase in costs to
use chlorinated salvents.
Sherwin Marc Kruzer Automotive Ctgs Company policy is to not use chlorinated
Williams 216.566.2000 solvenls (including perchlorocthylene) in their
formulations and have no plans usc
perchlorocthylenc in the future.
BASF Corp.  Bradley Richards Automotive Cigs Do not use perchloroctiylenc in their
419.877.5308 aulomative ctg formulations or scll as a solvent
cleaner. They avoid any chlorinated solvent
reformulations and do nol pian to use
perchlorocihylene in the future
AKZO Nobel  Ray Sicradzki Aulomotive Clgs Do not use perchlarocthylene in their
Coatings 770.662 8464 formulations and have no plans use

Paul Blair
770.798.8695

perchlaroethylene in the future.

Sinclair
Paints

Russell Spotten
213.888.8888

Metal Cgs, Architectural Ctgs,
and Wood Cigs

Company policy is to NOT use clilorinated
solvenls for plant worker safety and
environmental issues. Tank linings have been
damaged and Mammiability/explosion is a
concern if perchlorocthylenc is used in enclosed
arcas. Regional clg houses might risk
forimulating with perchlorocthylene.

Cardinal Cigs

Phillip Picrce
B18.444.9274

Melal Cgs(99%), Wood Cigs
(1%6) - until water is required.

Perchlosocthylenc is not used in their coaling
formulations and they have no plans cver using
perchloroethylene. They arc primarily
promating water-based products.

April 1997
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Trail Scott Newlander Metal and Plastic Cigs (95%), Do not formtulate with perchlorocthylenc and
Chernical 818.442.4140 Wood Cigs (5%) faresee no reason to reformulale in the future.
Do nat mfg any cleaning solvents. Bill Peters
: will be back in office (2/14) for a national
insight.
Spraylat Tirn lones Meclal Cigs, Wood Cgs, Will not use chlorinaled solvents (incl
Corp. 310.559.2335 Plastic, Rubber & Glass Ctgs perchloroethylene) duc to safety and

envirenmental issucs. Currently formulates
94% water-based products and 6% high solids.
Concerned with atlowable increased use of both
perchloroethylenc and acetone,

Giraphic Arts/Lithographic Ink (R1130) Formulators:

[ Company Name |

Contact

|__Primary Product

| Comment

Ink

Superior Printing”  Terry

310.327.2884

Lithographic Ink

Perchlorocthylenc is not used in ik formulations.

INX [nt')

Damin Graham
213.264.8444
Kevin Facklam
847.734 6650

Lithographic Ink
(bath paste & liquid)

Perchloroethylene is not used in ink formulations,
Do not produce solvent cleancrs or degreasers.
Primarily use water-bascd inks. Corporate stance
,—.cF_n_ be NOT to revert Lo toxic reformulation.

United Printing Ink

Steve Crosley
562.921.1441

Lithographic Ink {for
paper, plastic)

Does not use perchloroethylenc in ink formulations
and docs not plan 10 use perchloroethylene in the
Tuture. Perchlorocthylenc is NOT one of the
solvent cleancrs used at the facility either.

Ink Systems,

Chiris Burdock
213,268.5900

Lilhographic Ink

Docs not use perch in ink formulations and does
not plan to use perchlorecthylene in the future.

The Ink Co.

Bill Breck
916.372.2452

Lithographic Ink

Docs not use perchlorocthylenc in ink formulations
and would nol use a toxic in any formulation.

Screen Printing (RA1130.1) Formulators:

Praposed Amended Rules 102, 1106.4, 1151, 1171 and 1302 - Draft Environmental As

Scicol Ink Craig Popgenpahl Scrcen Printing Inks Perchloroethylenc or any chlorinated solvents are 1_
913.573.3803 not used in our ink formulations. Health hazards
will prevent us from reformulating with
perchlorocthylene in the fulure.
Naz-DanK.C Mike Hammel] Screen Printing Inks Not available for comment.
7148947578 '
800.258.5050
Summit Screen  Alison Tirschel Flat Graphic Arts Inks Perchloroethylene not used in ink formulations,
Inks 800.736.5959 {paper, plastic products) ~ Will not be reformulating in the future. National
ink formul
Ink Dezyne Bruce Rivoire Screen Printing Inks Perchloroethylene not used in ink formulations.
Int’l 416.789.5111

Adhensive (R1I168) Formulators:

— Company _ Contaci Product Comment [ﬁ
Name
M Ellen Scheide, Enviro,  Adhesives Due 10 healih/saferyfliability issues, 3IM will not use
612.733.4116 perchlorocthylene. Any potential future amount used
Bob Naorris, Lab Mgr would be negligible. Other adhesive mig include
612.736.8236 Locktight, National Siarch and HB Fuller, who is
predicted to follaw same policy.
IPS Corp George Blanco Adhesives (joining Presently, do not use very much. Not a good solvent
310.898.3300 plastic parts)  for their product process unlike ketones (such as
acetonc) o7 TCA or methyl chloride which would be
mnuch more helpful.

Electronic Component Cleaners:

Company Contact Primary Product Comment
Namc
Azlec Tony Shumway  Screen Printing Ink Is not familiar with perchlorocthylene. They apply
Industrics 602.813.3131 ink to plastic swilches which are sold in so Cal bul

no ¢ig done here

Coates Screen

Bernard Barker
902.930,5500

Screen Printing Inks

Perchlorocthylene not used in ink formulations
Only using biedegradable products - would not
"revert to cancer-causing compounds,”

T.W. Graphics

Chuck Tibbelts
213.721.1400

Screen Printing Inks

Formulating ink witl perchloreethylenc not an
option. People cleaning ink spills or undoing
misprints on garmenls might usc perchloraethylene,

137

Company Contact Substrate Comment
Name

Inferlink Tom Scroptin Electronic Mlg. They reccive their circuit boards already cleancd

Eleclranics B0S5.484 8855 x119 {with hot water and soap) from other companics..

Corlund Ant Villa Cleaning solvent Circuit boards arc cleaned with hot “erganic Nux"
8D5.499.6877 {de-ionized) water. No plan to reverl lo hazardous

malerials like perchlorocthylene.

Rad Larry Cleaning solvent Same process as Corlund. They claim to be the only

805.527.2733 two circuit board cleaners in the basin.

Perchloxoethylene is NOT feasible in the followwing

coat

ing for-mulationa:

(per Katy Woll, Toxicologist, Institute of Rescarch and Technical Assistance)

Marine Coating (R1106)
Pleasure Cralt Coating (R1106.1)

Metal Conlainer, Closure, and Coil Coating Operations (R1125)

Magnct Wire Coating Operalions (R1126)
Paper, Fabric and Filin Coating Operations (1128)

D-4
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NESHAPs should limit toxic usage vwithin the following

industriems:
INDUSTRY RULE COMPLIANCE
DATE
Dty Cleaning R1102.1/R1421 9/96 :
Wood Products R1136 would include the ~15% architectural RE1E3 wood praduct cigs; smaller 11197
(=50 t/y) formulators might reformulate before deadline. |
Degreasers R1122 12197 ]
Aerospace R1124 9/98
Chemical Milling 4 acrospace R1124 facilities where 2 have control equipment and 2 have 9/98 APPENDIX E
Maskants reformulated coalings - all are subject and all are in compliance.
Wood Products R1136 would include the ~15% architectural R1113 wood product clgs; smaller 11/98
(<50 ty) formulators might reformulaie before deadline.
Printing/Publishing | Rule 1130, 1030.] 5199 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EA

Conclusions: With pending NESHAPs compliance deadiines, targe formulators will not botker reformulating anly to
be foreed to lower limits again.  Unfortunately, the same does not held true with smaller coating houses who have
smaller operations, fewer cusiomers and more flexible reformulating schedules,

Other H-Onﬂuﬂahmh.ﬂn.:ﬂﬁ!ﬂn-uﬁl and Conclusionms:

INDUSTRY COMMENT

Brake Cleaners Consumer praduct frequently used in auto body shops. Nat regulated by the District. CARB
looking into ereating an ATCM for brake cleaner formulations which should control the
potential increased usage of perchloroethylene,

Chemical Processing The acrospace nule (Rule 1124 (e} 1)}(C)(i)) already exempts perchlorocthylene as a VOC in the
Maskanls chemical processing maskant formwilalions.
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Appendix I

—: w— b HALQGENATED SOLVENTS INDUSTRY ALLIANCE
h | R

1007 L Suzet, MW, Suite 30AA, Wahingion, DC. 20006 + 12007750032 fax: (2001 8110381

May 15, 1997
Ms. Tara Tisopulos
Air Quality Specialist
Office of Planning and Policy
South Coast Air Quality Management District
21865 East Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, California 91765-4182

Re: Draft Environmental Assessment for Proposed Amended Rules 102 -
Definition of Terms, 1171 - Solvent Cleaning Operations, and 1302 -
Definitions (New Source Review); addition of perchloroethylene to the
definition of Exempt Compoueds-

Dear Ms. Tisopulas:

The Halogenated Solvents Industry Alliance (HSIA) opposes the District's
propasal to delay the exemption for perchlorosthytene until the effective date of
the federal emission standards (NESHAPs) for halogenated solvent cleaning. We
also appase the proposal to add perchloroethylene to the list of Group Il Exempt
Compaunds. Both proposals are based on the flawed assumption that a company’s
decision to use perchloroethylene is determined solely by the District's regulation
of the solvent. Despite evidence to the contrary, moreover, District staff appear to
assume that companies in the Basin are unaware of the numerous regulatory and
other issuzs related to the use of this solvent.

Proposal to Delxy the Effective Date

The draRt Environmental Assessment (EA) asserts that the proposed delay in
the effective date "prevents this compound from being unregulated during the
period between the proposed praject’s adoption and the implementation of the
NESHAPs." On the contrary, myriad regulations will 2pply to the use of

Respunses to Commenis on the Draft EA

1-3
cont.

HSIAVCEC —
Ms. Tara Tisopulos
May 15,1997
Page2

perchloroethylene during this period, including the requirements of the California
Occupational Safety and Health Administration (CalQOSHA), the state’s
Proposition 65 notification requirements, federal and state waste handling and
disposal restrictions, and the District’s own Ruls 1402, Perhaps most notably,
CalOSHA's allowable exposure limit of 25 pacts per million (8-hour time-
weighted average) imposes a significant obstacle to the uncontrolled use of
perchlorocthylene that District staff seem to fear will result from the exemption.

In addition, the District’s own informalion indicates that companies perceive
that the “many Liability, safety, and disposal issues surrounding the use of
perchlorcethylene ™ preclude its usage. Itis clear flom such comments that most,
if not all, companies are well aware of the concerns related to irresponsible use of
the solvent. Other than the unsubstantiated claims of the Institute for Research and
Technical Assistance (IRTA), the District has no evidence that these same
companies will flock to perchloroethylene if the exemption is granted this summer.

IRTA’s January 7, 1997 comments to the District allege that “hundreds of
firms™ already are using perchloroethylens for solvent cleaning in the basin. This
would indicate that the decision to usa perchlorosthylens has little to do with the
District’s consideration of the solvent's VOC status. It results, in fact, from a
renewed interest in vapor degreasing systems following unsuccessful efforts to use
aqueous processes, dissatisfaction with other solvent-based processes, and the
pending requirements of the NESHAPs.

Delaying the exgmption is not necessary, furthermare, to implement a
ecommunications program for the degreasing NESHAPs. As indicated in Appendix
B of the draft EA, the District has been engaged in such a program for nearly two
years. HSIA believes that, through the efforts of the District and others, awareness
of the NESHAP requirements is considerably bigher than some have suggested.
The current effort to revise Rule 1122 to incarporate the requiremeots of the
federal standards, moreover, provides the District with an excellent opportunity to
communicate with those in the industrial community who are not already aware of
what they must do. :

Proposal to List Perchloroethylene as a Group 1l Exempt Compound
Listing of perchloroethylens and other substances as Group IT Exempt

Compounds under Rule 102 is both unnecessery and mislcading. Centainly in the
case of perchloroethylene (and methylene chloride), toxics regulation at the :
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HSIACEC
Ms. Tara Tisopulos
May 15,1997
Page3

Distriet, state, and federal level will ensure that exemption as a VOC does not
appear as the District’s sanction of uncontrolled use. Listing as Group Il suggests
1-7 that these compounds are somehow treated differently under the District’s VOC
cont. regulations, when in fact they are not. Any concern about the toxicity of exempt
products can, and should, be addressed through other regulatory means.

Mischaracterization of the Carcinogenic Potential of Perchloroethylene

B On pages 1-4 and -5, the draft EA incorrectly charagterizes the

carcinogenic potential of perchloroethylene. We strongly encourage the District to

1-8 correct these sections to refect the fact that perchloroethylens is regulated as a

* toxic air contaminant under Rule 1402 because of concern about the solvent's
potential carcinogenicity, based on animal evidence.

Sincerely,

StephedP. Risotlo
Director of Regulatory Affairs

F-3 . May 1997
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Responses to Comments on the Draft A

2-1
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i

B

OxyChem. 57

May 14,1997

Taza Tisopulos

Sauth Coast AQND

21865 E. Copley Drive
Diamand Bar, CA 81765.1102

Dear Ma. Tusapuloa:

Occidental Chemical Corporation {OxyChem) appreciates the Oppartumity to comment on the
Proposed Amendment lo Ruls 102. OxyChem has provided comments regarding clarity, ronsistency
and nan-duplication in the stiached letter 1o Mr. Rieardo Rivera dated April 10, 1997. We are
providing additional commenta to the Deaflt Environmental Assesament dated April, 1995,
In this document, a letter dated danuary T, 1997, from Dr. Katy Welf 1o Dr. Anupom Ganguli,
discunses sevaral issues related o Rule 102. On page 5 of this letter, Dr. Wall saya:
Pproducers of PCBTF hque cated that they have ng ind aof ever conducting -
either 80 day subchronic ar chrenic loxicity tesling of their chemical.

This stalement is totally ineorrect. There are over 30 toxicological tanle that have been perfornned.
OxyChem. the only US producer of PCBTF, has perforined sight subchronic mammelian toxicity
studies, seven genotaxicity studies, four acuts fish toxicity studiss snd various acuta studies. The
subchronic t2ets include: (1} & 90-day modified reproduction wtudy, (2) & 80-day inhalation toxicity
and neurobehavioral study, and {3) a metabalism and ph P study. The g teats
include an Ames test which shawad no mutagenic response. In 1995, OzyChem provided the Agency
as well na the Office of Enviranmental Health Hazard Assesament (OEHHA} with the Health ond
Enviranwmental Effects Swnimary document which discusses the teating in mora detail. All the reaults
indicate that PCUTF has low toxicily.

While DeyChem takes issue with some of Dr. Welf's stalements, we rancur with her statepent that if
the results indicate that the chemicala have low toxicity, then they should be removed fram the
Graup Il category and placed inta Group I. A careful review of the svailable toxicity data for PCBTE,
indicates that the toxicicy in very low and would placa it inta Graup . OxyChem is requesting that
the Agancy make this change.

[f you have sny additional questions, please contact me at ..__mb._m....wf”

Sincerely,

T PR T

Bernard K. Zysman
Technical Service Speeiatiat
Attachment

e

BK7Za13

fom, mw.mn_n@q_ L_ m:naﬁmu_ no:uoimon.
N, st A
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OxyChem.

Apul 10, 1997

M. Ricardo Rivera

South Coast Air Quality Management District
Siationary Source Compliance

21865 E. Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, California 01765

Comments: Proposed Amended Rules 102, 1108.1, 1151 and 1302

Dear Mr, Rivera:

Occidental Chemical Corporation (OxyChem) welcomes the opportunity te comment
on the Proposed Amended Rules 102, 1106.1, 1151 and 1302. We continue to
strongly suppart the initial proposal which removed the distinction between Group
[ and Group Il Compounds. and were surprised with the latest proposed
amendments to Rule 102.

The new proposal is confusing end inconsistent with three different California
Health and Safety Code finding requirements for “Clarity, Consistency and Non.-
duplication™. =
A The proposed rule ia not “clear”, it should separate and clearly define the three
different groupa of chemicals, based on these different impacts on the
environment:
+ Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC) that are ozone precursors,
¢ Compounds that are VOC exempt based on their low photochemical
reactivity, 4
+ Compounds that deplete the stratospheric ozane {ODC).

The criteria for the proposed, and current, Groups 1 and II are confusing, not
clearly defined and are redundant with ODC, ta the eatent a definition can be
inferred. One example of inconsistency is the listing of HCFC 141b in Group 1.
when its use should be restricted by listing it in Group 11 as an ODC,

For chemical product users. qualifiers or caveats for listed chemicals are
confusing: if in doubt, they will not use Group Il compounds. This may result in
a missed opportunily to benefit<the environment.

The new proposed rule will perp the confusion and the problems created

by the present definition of VOC.exempt chemicals that includes two groups.
Each ruls referencing Rule 102 might have to be updated every time theré is a

.\.lnfq Occisental Chemical Corporation
W’ PO Do 341 Nagaa©avs WY 1130E-0048
3 8ce SATES ¢ Fan TIE 2P5.700°

o

Responses to Comments on the Draft IFA

]
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OxyChem.

change in the VOC-exempt Listing, and this may cause inadverient prohibition

of using exempt compounds, This happened with parachlorobenzatrifluoride !
(PCBTF). a VOC-exempt compound sold by OxyChem under the trade name

OXSOL" 100, which was not allowed ta be used under Rule 1L06.§ (X5} and

Rule 1251 (c}(2), because it is listed in Group 11. The cutrent proposed

amendments to rules 1151 and 1106.1 will correct thia situation. but elimination

of Graup I and I would have achieved the same result without the need for the
adminisirative amendments.

B. The Group Il delinition is not “consistent” and not in harmony s.::, federal
regulations in 40 CFR 51.100(s) which define a single categury of VOC-exemp
compounds based salely on their photochemical reactivity.

C. The proposed restriclion on the use of Group 11 compounds is # “duplication” of
other regulations which already restrict their use based on Lloxicity. Many other
regulations address toxicity and hazards at federal, state and district level. such
as OSHA Hazard Communication, EPA-Clean Air Act Hazardous Air
Pollutants, SARA 313, California rules: Proposition G3. AB 2588. District sules
1401. 1402, etc.

D. Please correct Page 5 of Staff repart: PCBTF i3 a combustible liquid. not a
Nammable gas.

m

. Please review the adequacy of including carban tetrachloride in the notes on the
Group IL. on page 4 of the rule.

b}

. We ask that you extend the comment period. until May 15. ta allow for
ndditional commenta.

Sincerely.

——

% 4 _PF.P/I.[
‘Tova Reinhorn

Senior Regulatory Specialist
TRO10
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COMMENT LETTER ONE
HALOGENATED SOLVENTS INDUSTRY ALLIANCE
MAY 15, 1997

The original project proposal for Rule 102 included an implementation date consistent
with rule amendment adoption. A preliminary analysis of this date, along with comments
received, indicated that there could be increased perchloroethylenc usage between rule
adoption and December 1997, which is the date of the federal National Emission
Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPs) for Degreasing Operations. Even if
only a slight increase in perchloroethylene usage wauld accur, December 1997 would
remain the environmentally superior alternative. Therefore, staff decided to shift the
implementation date to December 1997 to coincide with the implementation date of the
federal NESHAPs.

The commentator points out in subsequent paragraphs as well as a previous comment
letter that de-listing perchloroethylene will not result in increased usage. The SCAQMD
agrees with this assertion. The SCAQMD is unclear, therefore, why the commentator is
requesting an implementation date of June 1997. There is only a six month window of
time between June and December and since no increased usage is expected to occur, it is
irrelevant what implementation date is selected. The SCAQMD believes that December
1997 is the more appropriate date due to the additional regulation that will be in place and
to alleviate any industry confusion regarding which rules are being enforced and when.
December 1997 is, therefore, the environmentally superior alternative,

Rute 102 currently states the following relative to Group Il Exempt Compounds:

The use of Group 1 compounds andfor carbon tetrachlaride may be
restricted in the future because they are either toxic, potentially toxic,
upper-atmosphere ozone depleters, or cause other environmental
impacts.

The SCAQMD is aware of the fact that perchloroethylene is regulated by public agencies
other than the SCAQMD. Perchloroethylene is proposed for listing as a Group Il
compound because it is recognized as a Toxic Air Contaminant (TAC) by both the Air
Resources Beard (ARB) and the U S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) that may
be further restricted by the SCAQMD or another regulatory agency. The SCAQMD has
no way of confirming that every source using perchloroethylene in the South Coast Air
District is being regulated. There could be potential new source of perchloroethylene
usage that the SCAQMD is completely unaware of or that may occur in the future.
Therefore, a new NESHAPs or an amendment to SCAQMD Rule 1401 to include
perghloroethylenc are feasible. These types of regulatory actions would be further
restrictions that a consumer or company should be aware of when deciding to use
perchloroethylene

May 1997

Responses to Comments on the Drafi EA

Classification as a Group 1 compounds places absolutely no restriction on the usage of
the compound. The classification is meant to inform SCAQMD’s constituents that other
regulations could apply to these compounds in the future Therefore, perchloroethylene
will remain exempt from the definition of Volatile Organic Compound (VOC) but will
remain as a Group Il exempt compound.

Please refer to the response to comment #1-1.

The SCAQMD is not assuming that companies will flock to perchloroethylene, The fact
that the EA prepared for Rule 102 did not identify significant adverse environmental
impacts indicates that the SCAQMD has not identified a massive shift to
perchloroethylene usage. Research conducted for this rule amendments (see Appendix D)
shows little interest in a shift to perchloroethylene throughout the district. However, the
implementation date is proposed for December 1997 to ensure that all existing toxic
regulations are in place to offset any, if even slight, increases in usage as a result of the
amendments. By proposing the December 1997 implementation date, the SCAQMD is
merely avoiding any unnecessary confusion and possible increase in perchloroethylene
usage belween June 1997 and December 1997.

Assertions made by other commentators, such as the Tnstitute for Research and Technical
Assistance (IRTA), are evaluated for merit by the SCAQMD, as was done with the
previous HSIA comment letter. The delay in the implementation date was not only an
IRTA suggestion but also a staff recommendation for the reasons outlined earlier, The
recommendation to move the implementation date to December 1997 was considered to
have substantial merit because of IRTA’s experience moving industries away from organic
solvents. .

The commentator is also referred to the response to comment #1-1.

The decision by an industry to use perchloroethylene is based upon a number of factors as
implied by the commentator. If facilities are already moving to perchloroethylene as a
result of “renewed interest in vapor degreasing systems,” then il seems reasonable that
delisting perchloroethylene could contribute to an owncer/operator’s decision to use
perchloroethylene because it would no longer be regulated as a VOC, Consequently, it is
a reasonable precaution 1o tie the implementation date for delisting perchloroethylene to
the implementation date for the solvent degreaser NESHAP.

Please refer to the response to comment #1-1.

The SCAQMD will continue its outreach program to ensure that there is no
misunderstanding regarding which rules are applicable and for which sources. The
implementation date shift gives the SCAQMD time to further this message and helps
eliminate any conflicting dates and requirements. This outreach program is consistent with
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the SCAQMD’s Governing Board direction for extensive outreach and interaction in the
district, particularly for small businesses.

The schedule for Rule 1122 amendments has been revised and will now be presented to
SCAQMD’s Governing Board in August 1997. The SCAQMD's Rule 1122 Advisory
Panel has been meeting with this affected industry and will continue meeting with this
indusiry throughout this rule amendment process to ensure that information about Rule
1122 and the NESHAP is widely disseminated.

The SCAQMD disagrees with the commentator’s opinion that listing perchloroethylene
and other substances as Group Il Exempt Compounds is both “unnecessary and
misleading.” The two groups were originally established by the SCAQMD's Governing
Board in order to eliminate confusion with the public regarding what it meant to be a
VOC-exempt compound. Inclusion as a Group II compound is merely a notification to
consumers that, even though a compound is not considered a VOC, it may have other
adverse health or environmental effects. Perchloroethylene is a TAC and, therefore, it is
being included in Group II. It is regulated at several levels now but that in no way
precludes the SCAQMD, EPA, OSHA, etc., from further regulating it in the future.

Being classified as a Group Il compound in no way restricts a compound's usage or means
that it is treated any differently than any other VOC-exempt compound.

Thank you for your comment. Chapter One of the Final EA will be corrected to reflect
this change.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER TWO
OXY CHEM
i MAY 14, 1997

The issues addressed in the attached letter sent to Mr. Ricardo Rivera, dated April ‘10,
1997, have been responded to in the Staff Report for Rule 102. Therefore, no responses
to these issues are included in this Final EA.

At the December 1995 Board hearing on previous amendments to Rule 102, the
manufacturer of parachlorobenzotrifluoride (PCBTF), Occidental Chemical Corporation
requested that this compound be moved to the list of Group I VOC-exempt compounds.
The SCAQMD did not have any toxicological data at the time to make a determination
about the compound. Therefore, the SCAQMD requested that the manufacturer submit
data to the SCAQMD verifying its assertion that there was very low toxicity associated
with this compound.

The SCAQMD is not disagreeing with the commentator that all of these tests could have
been performed on PCBTF. However, the SCAQMD is currently only in possession of a
"Health and Environmental Effects Summary” which was submitted to the SCAQMD on
April 18, 1997, This summary does not provide the SCAQMD with sufficient data
necessary to make a determination of low toxicity. The report was submitted to
SCAQMD Health Effect Officer Dr. Shankar Prasad. In an April 18, 1997, letter to Dr.
Prasad with the attached report, Oxy Chem states the following . . . “Additional
toxicological work has been completed, including an inhalation model which allows one to
extrapolate tissue doses (liver, kidney, muscle, fat, brain, etc.) from the rat to humans,
Manuseripts were recently submitted to Inhalation Toxicology for publication and I will
forward them 1o you as scon as they become available.” This statement leads the
SCAQMD to believe that PCBTF research has not been concluded at this time.

Statements made in other comment letters submitted on Rule 102 may, in fact, be
incorrect. However, the SCAQMD is not the author of these comments and makes no
indication of support or agreement with any comments submitted. As stated previously,
Oxy Chem may have conducted several toxicological tests on PCBTF. The SCAQMD is
not in possession of these test results at this time.

The SCAQMD does not agree that PCBTF should be moved to the Group I Exempt
Compound list at this time, due to a lack of data supporting the low toxicity. The
SCAQMD is more than happy to continue warking with Oxy Chem to determine what
data are still outstanding and the best way to retricve it.

The commentator is referred 10 the response to comment #2-1. ‘
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