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Proposed Amended Rule 219 Final Staff Report

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

PAR 219 - Equipment Not Requiring a Written Permit Pursuant to
Regulation Il

Rule 219 is an administrative rule that exemptsmgant emitting small amounts
of air contaminants from District permit requirerteennder Regulation II. This
staff proposal adds some equipment to the exempsibrAlso, staff is modifying
the agricultural exemption to require permits fanadl agricultural internal
combustion engines and gasoline tanks. Also, sta#fvising exemption language
to clarify the intent of existing exemptions, arw lie consistent with current
terminology used in other District rules. This ludes replacing the term
“organic” with “VOC.” Technical amendments includemoving an exemption
for a piece of equipment that might exceed toxsk dimits such as anhydrous
ammonia storage and transfer equipment.

Staff proposes to exempt the following equipment #t has very small
potential for emissions:
1. Test cell and test stand for testing burners (b)(4)
2. Control equipment to the basic equipment exempteuriRule 219,
paragraphs (e)(1), (e)(2), (e)(3), (e)(11), (e}AmX1), ()(8); ()(9);
(K)(2), (K)(4), (K)(5), (K)(7); and (p)(1), (P)(11)

3. Flywheel type shot peening operations and cbn&quipment
exclusively venting such equipment (f)(4);

4, Corona treating equipment and associated air fpmblu control
equipment used for surface treatment in printiagjihating, or coating
operations (h)(6);

Hand application of materials used in printihl(7);

Modified atmosphere food packaging equipmet 1i);

Roller to roller coating system (j)(13);

Hand lay-up, brush, daubers and roll up of askesdyes and coating

operations (1)(10);

9. Drying equipment such as flash-off ovens, dryrgns or curing ovens
(h(11);

10. Water based fluorosilicic acid storage anddifi@n(m)(22);

11. Solvent cleaning equipment including dryerg3p)

12. Hand application of solvent for cleaning pugmgo)(4);

13.  Air-cooled and liquid-cooled solvent recoveygtems (p)(6); and

14.  Evaporators used at dry cleaning facilitie$2}).

©NOoO O
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Staff proposes not to exempt:

1. Hydrogen fluoride storage and/or transfer equipmetit a capacity of
more than 100 pounds (m)(2)(B);

2. LPG storage and/or transfer equipment with a c&patimore than 10,000
pounds (m)(2)(A);

3. Anhydrous ammonia storage and/or transfer equipmghtanhydrous
ammonia capacity greater than 500 pounds (m)(25@J;

4. Non-emergency internal combustion engines and eggmp used in
gasoline storage and/or transfer, purchased orfreddifter June 3, 2005
and operated by agricultural sources (q).

In addition, staff proposes to revise, reorganizeral clarify language for
certain exemptions as shown below:
1. Clarify that exemption of equipment, processe®merations requires
record keeping in order to verify the exemptionhisTis added to the
“Purpose” section;

2. Curing equipment (h)(1);

3. Relocate Agricultural Sources subdivision (c)stabdivision (q) and
NESHAPS under subdivision (0), Cleaning;

4, Language clarification, reorganize or revisetasar sections (h)(1),
(e)(7), (e)(8) and (e)(11) and (0);

5. Replace references to “organic compounds” andhditc solvent
emissions” with VOC or VOC emissions (i), (j), (K} and (m), (p); and

6. Simplify and clarify the surface preparation mptions under the
subdivision (p) Miscellaneous Process Equipmer{@df@nd (p)(5);

BACKGROUND

Rule 219 is an administrative rule that exemptsipgeant, processes, or
operations emitting small amounts of air contamisdrom the District's permit

requirements. The rule was adopted in 1976, astcalaended in December 2004.
The 2004 amendment identified specific exemptiomsl adentified large

agricultural sources that were no longer exempmfraritten permits. This

proposed amendment addresses further recommenglafiom the regulated

community as well as from staff.

LEGISLATIVE AUTHORITY

The California Legislature created the AQMD in 19/he Lewis-Presley Air

Quality Management Act, H&S Code 40400 et seqthasagency responsible for
developing and enforcing air pollution control milend regulations in the South
Coast Air Basin (Basin). By statute, AQMD is ragadi to adopt an Air Quality

Management Plan (AQMP) demonstrating compliancé alt state and federal
ambient air quality standards for the Basin (H&Sd€o040460(a)). Further,
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AQMD must adopt rules and regulations that carry the AQMP (H&S Code
40440(a)). Finally, AQMD is authorized to establia permit system for any
equipment that may cause the issuance of air caméaus and to enforce its rules
and regulations (H&S Code 42300 et seq.).

CALIFORNIA HEALTH AND SAFETY CODE SECTION 40724

Health and Safety Code Section 40724 requires laicadollution control districts
and air quality management districts to adopt rudegiiring best available control
measures (BACM) for agricultural operations on @fdoe July 1, 2005 and
commence implementation of these rules on or befareuary 1, 2006. The
requirements in Rule 219 are designed to assurepl@me with BARCT for
gasoline dispensing and internal combustion engines

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS

The following equipment is proposed to be exempt &ém the permitting
reguirements:
1. Test Cell and Test Stand (b)(4)

» Test cells and test stands are used to evaluatebustion
performance, such as combustion efficiency and N&®xCO
emissions. Currently, test cells for testing ingdrcombustion
engines, using less than 800 gallons of dieseldndl 3500 gallons
of gasoline fuel per year, are exempt. Staff gpsing to exempt
test cells used for testing burners for boilerewens using less than
800 gallons of diesel fuel and 3500 gallons of gasduel per year.
These test stands are used for a short duratidne amost one or two
months of intermittent testing per year. The intpac emissions
from these test stands is insignificant.

* Impact: No financial impact on the District becauthere are
currently no permits issued to such equipment.

2. Control equipment to the basic equipment examger Rule 219, (e)(1),
(€)(2), (e)(3), (e)(11), (e)(17); ()(1), (H(®)NE): (K1), (K)(4), (k)(5),
(K)(7); and (p)(1),(p)(11).

» Control equipment should be exempt since the bagitpment is
exempt and has insignificant emissions. By addcantrol
equipment to the Rule 219 exempt equipment, thefte bs an
incentive for the operators to further reduce eimmssand eliminate
nuisance potential and complaints.

» Impact: The change will result in a permit feetcesvings to the
companies and a reduction of annual operating #e$600 to
$3000.
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3. Shot peeningflywheel type equipment and control equipment esiviely
venting such equipment (f)(4);

» Shot peening using a flywheel should be exempifterdntiate this
method from the shot blast that uses forced ait ¢theates more
particulate emissions. This is more of a clartima than a new
exemption. The current language specifies thatt gieening
operations and control equipment are exempt proviae surface
material is removed. However, this kind of opematequipment
always results in a small amount of surface mdteeimoval and it
then requires a permit. The amount of surface mahat@"M10) is
insignificant. The proposed change will exempt b units that
are currently permitted.

* Impact: This change will result in a permit feestteavings to the
companies, and a reduction of annual operatingifettee amount of
approximately $860 to the District.

4, Corona treating equipment and associated alutpol control equipment
used for surface treatment in printing, laminating,coating operations,
paragraph (h)(6).

» Corona treatment is a technology where ozone igl useetch
substrates such as plastic to enable water-basating® to be
applied. Corona treating equipment used in prgptiaminating and
coating operations produces ozone only incidentally this is not a
significant source of ozone. Typically ozone antsun less than 1
Ib/day per equipmentThe ozone gaseguickly dissipate and cause
No increase in emissions.

* Impact: No financial impact on the District becaubere are no
permits issued to such equipment.

5. Hand application of materials used in printing(7).

» Tools such as squeegees, stencils, stamps, sareanyg other hand
tools are proposed to be exempt because they prodsignificant
emissions.

* Impact: No financial impact on the District becatisere are no
permits issued to such equipment.

6. Modified atmosphere food packaging equipmefit 1i);

* To increase the shelf life of food products, equepimis used to
replace the air inside the food package with gas gas mixture
containing protective and reactive properties. @he mixture will
contain 30% carbon dioxide and nitrogen and isifeedt by the

! Shot peening is where smelt metal or ceramis lsalled “shot” are used to bombard the surface of
metal component. Each shot that strikes the psutface acts as a tiny hammer causing an indentati
dimple that strengthens the surface and removeanted materials.
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7.

10.

AQMD

USDA to ensure no more than 0.4% of CO is in thetune.
Estimated CO emissions per machine are insignifican

Impact: It is estimated that less than 20 machamesoperating in the
District. There is no financial impact on the Dt since there are
currently no permits issued to such.

Roller to roller coating system (j)(13);

This is a new and unique process for creating tbdmeensional
patterns on films and substrates, a graphic disptayepth, width,
and height in a repeating pattern on a continuoel. wCoating is
applied by a roller coater on a continuous subsstrathe coating is
then cured by light (photocured). These coatings law-VOC
materials, 25 grams per liter or less. The 3-dsmaral images on
the film will be for biomedical devices.

Impact: There is no financial impact on the Didthecause there are
currently no permits issued for such equipmentaff3ielieves that
there is only one piece of equipment that exists.

Hand lay-up, brush, daubers and roll up of adbes dyes and coating
operations (1)(10);

Hand lay-up operations have been exempt becauseheaif
insignificant emissions potential. The proposedange adds
adhesive, dye and coatings applied with hand ttol€liminate
confusion and make it explicit as to their exemptio

Impact: No financial impact on the District becauthere are
currently no permits issued for such equipment.

Drying equipment such as flash-off ovens, dryingns or curing ovens

((6);

Drying equipment used for coating, adhesive or teating
equipment using low-VOC, water-base, UV/EV materialith a
limited quantity will contribute an insignificantreount of emissions.
Impact: The changes will result in a permit feetcmvings to the
companies and a reduction of annual operatingde®600 - $4,000.

Water-based fluorosilicic acid storage andgfamn(m)(22)

Drinking water process tanks contain fluorosiliamd (FSA) with a
concentration of 30% or less and a vapor pressugd anm Hg or
less at 77 degrees Fahrenheit. The HF in theisplwoes not
exceed 1% by weight. FSA is injected into the king water
system as a fluoridation function to optimize th#ofide levels to
prevent tooth decay to the public. District stzdfculated emissions
based on FSA and Hydrogen Fluoride (HF) concentmnatifor
operating and breathing losses of the system. FREB4A HF
uncontrolled and controlled emissions are well \etbe risk level
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11.

12.

13.

AQMD

of Tier 1 of Rule 1401. The Metropolitan Water it (MWD)
and Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADW
requested that the District specifically includeAFSorage tanks in
accordance with the examples of other exempt agumks.

Impact: Currently, there are several permitted F&#fks for
LADWP and MWD. The proposed amendment will regula cost
savings in annual renewal fees to these agencise District's
financial impact will be about $2000 in annual neaéfees lost.

Solvent cleaning equipment including dryersvisgr low-VOC cleaners

(0)(3)

Staff proposes that Rule 219 should exempt dryersirgy the

solvent reclamation systems. The previous amentaidsiovember

17, 2000 exempted dryers on parts cleaners providedryer rating
Is 2 million BTU/hour or less. However, the July, 12003

amendments inadvertently excluded the dryers (&gsocwith parts
cleaners) for exemption. The solvent cleaning @ment and dryers
will have fewer emissions than the cleaner alone.

Impact: This change should result in a cost savitg the

companies, but has no financial impact on the Bis$ince there are
currently no permits issued to such equipment.

Hand application of solvent for cleaning pugm&)(4);
Hand cleaning with solvents using small swabs,,rdggbers and squeeze
bottles are proposed to be exempt due to insigmtiemissions.

Impact: No financial impact on the District becaukeir currently
are no permits issued to such operations.

Air-cooled/liquid cooled solvent recovery syste(p)(6)

Closed loop solvent recovery systems with refritggtaor water
cooled condensers used for recovery of waste soby@merated on-
site are currently exempt. However, there areegysithat use air or
liquids other than water for the same purpose. Véissions
utilizing this technology are estimated to be inffigant since it is a
closed loop recovery system; however, staff wiltifiyoequipment
manufacturers and users that as low-VOC solvertsemycled, they
become more concentrated. Re-introduction of neeld solvents
will increase levels of VOC in the cleaning matkriaThe new air
cooled type is also proposed to be exempt provithegystem has a
capacity of less than 10 gallons.

Impact: No financial impact on the District becauthere are
currently no permits issued to such operations.
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14.

Evaporators used at dry cleaning facilitie$2p)

This equipment is used to eliminate solvent comaieid wastewater
discharged from the solvent/water separators in dhe cleaning
process. The evaporator heats the water and eatapdhe solvent.
The wastewater contains perchloroethylene of bet#28©-300 ppm
by volume based on samples taken last year. Therefine
wastewater produces 1-2 grams/day of perchlorosrtieyat each dry
cleaner. The evaporator uses a carbon filter inéu control these
emissions to the atmosphere such that the emisarenasignificant.
Impact: No significant impact on the District basa there are no
permits issued to such equipment.

The following equipment is proposed to be permitted
1. Hydrogen fluoride storage and/or transfer equipmetit capacity of more

AQMD

than 100 pounds and LPG storage and/or transfepregat with capacity
of more than 10,000 pounds (m)(2).

1. Hydrogen Fluoride storage tanks now have a capé#uoiiy of 100

pounds instead of 1,057 gallons. LPG storage cgpaqgiroposed to
be 10,000 pounds instead of 19,815 gallons. The=gutimits for
this equipment must be changed to address the asskssment
requirements under Rules 1401 and 1402. The nepoped limits
reflect CARB Risk Management Program (RMP) thregbol If
equipment capacities exceed the proposed thresholdsrmit will
be required to evaluate the risk. The new exemplimits are
revised to comply with the hazardous and toxic Ieted in the
RMP.

* Impact: Emissions at risk from potential leaks antbases
will be reduced as a result of these adjustmentgh®&
thresholds; however staff cannot estimate thisctolu since
the numbers and size of these tanks are yet nolablea
Each tank will be subject to a $967.11 permit feel &
$220.89 annual renewal fee.

Equipment used in the storage and/or transfergokfied anhydrous
ammonia with a capacity of greater than 500 pounds.

* Anhydrous Ammonia (NH3) is toxic and is listed iable 1
of Rule 1401 — Air Toxic Contaminants. NH3 is ammound
formed by the combination of two gaseous elemaritiygen
and hydrogen. NH3 is provided in a variety of g=dor
agricultural, industrial, metallurgical and refrigéon
operations. The permit will require the storagektand
vaporization system to have monitoring devices &tect
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AQMD

excess emissions, daily inspection and maintenaricall
valves and components, and a log for recordkegmimgoses
that must be approved by District staff. Assodatenission
control equipment will also require a District pérm
Anhydrous ammonia tanks are already part of thetiexg)
permitted equipment/system. This provision affeotdy
equipment that has no permit. The 500 pound tlotdsh
specified in the exemption is consistent with thguirements
established under the CARB Risk Management Program
(RMP).

Impact: Permitting is necessary to establish anfbree
appropriate permit conditions for the safe opemtiof
equipment used in the storage and/or transfer gofifsgzant
guantities of anhydrous ammonia and minimize riskmf
exposure due to potential leaks and release of amamo
According to the District permit fee schedule, #hydrous
ammonia tank permit fee will be $967.11. The ahnua
renewal is $220.29.

3. Non-emergency internal combustion engines and ewgnp used in
gasoline storage and/or transfer equipment purchasanodified
after May 5, 2006and operated by agricultural sesirc

Under this proposal to amend Rule 219, agricultdua
dispensing tanks and internal combustion engin€E)|
purchased or modified after May 5, 2006,and excepdi
minimum capacity and brake horsepower thresholdd, w
require operating permits.

BACKGROUND

Because of the need in California to reduce emissifrom
agricultural operations, Senate Bill 700 (Florez)Agricultural
Operations Air Quality was enacted into law on apd., 2004. SB
700 eliminated the statewide permit exemption fgricaltural
operations and required district rules to be adbpie reduce
emissions from certain sources. Specifically, SB Téquires air
districts to implement BARCT for agricultural fustorage and
dispensing equipment, internal combustion enginesl ather
stationary equipment contributing to smog-formingigssions. In
addition, SB 700 authorized air districts to requritten permits
for large agricultural operations and also for demabperations
provided certain findings are made at a public ingar
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AQMD

To fulfill the permitting requirements of SB 700het District

amended Rule 219 in December, 2004 to requireemrieermits for
large agricultural operations only and opted totiome to exempt
equipment operated by small agricultural operatwite emissions
less than 50 percent of the Title V thresholds fribm@ permitting
requirements. As part of the District's steps tdifar implement this
state law, on June 3, 2005, the Governing Boardptado
amendments to Rule 461, Gasoline Transfer and Dsspg and
Rule 1110.2, Gaseous and Liquid-Fueled Enginesq)@kestablish
BARCT requirements for such sources. Rule 461, naments
removed the exemption for agricultural sources,uireg best
available retrofit technology for gasoline transtard dispensing
operations at agricultural facilities and improvibé enforceability
of the rule. Amendments to Rule 1110.2 removecetteamption for
stationary non-emergency, agricultural internal baostion engines
and required them to comply on a tiered compliasckedule.
During the rule development process, it became rappahat it will

be very difficult to enforce Rules 1110.2 and 4@Giess all the
affected ICEs and gasoline storage and dispengjougoment are
required to have permits.

In amending these rules, the Board adopted a rasolthat then
directed staff to prepare an amendment to Rulet@dOwill require

all agricultural fuel dispensing tanks and engisabject to these
rules to have an AQMD permit and bring it to a pulilearing for

Board consideration.

The proposed amendments to Rule 219 are intendedpiement

the Governing Board’s direction to require writteermits from

internal combustion engines and gasoline storageg tansfer
equipment operated by agricultural operations weithissions less
than 50 percent of the Title V thresholds and mtdes necessary
findings under SB 700 of necessity and that theuirement to

obtain a permit from such sources is not signifigarmore

burdensome compared to other similar sources witbur

jurisdiction.

RULE 461, GASOLINE TRANSFER AND DISPENSNG

During the development of PAR 461, it was recogitteat without

written permit requirements, enforcement of theojas storage and
dispensing rule requirements to ensure that emmssaaluctions
would be achieved was impractical, at best. Theegfstaff is
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AQMD

recommending the permitting of vapor recovery systesubject to
Rule 461 installed and operated by agriculturarapens, regardless
of their size.

The 2005 amendments to Rule 461 were designed tisfysthe

requirements of SB 700 by requiring BARCT at adtimal

operations. Rule 461 proposed amendments will eatei by July 1,
2007, the exemptions from the rule requirementsectily enjoyed
by agricultural operations by subjecting them toe tlsame
requirements that apply to all other non-retailajjas transfer and
dispensing operations. Operators that elect tallfSARB-certified

systems and be subject to the requirements of &adewill also be
permitted by the AQMD under this proposal, regessllef the size of
the agricultural operation. History has shown twéhout a strong
enforcement presence, operators do not adequataelgtain the
vapor recovery systems to achieve the required-alostficiency on

a continuous basis. It is expected that the aljui@l operators will
perform no differently from the universe of othgueoators. The
permit is the mechanism that will allow the AQMD ensure that
compliance is achieved.

In proposing this amendment to Rule 219, staff ngppsing that
permits be required for gasoline storage tanks \aitbapacity of
greater than 251 gallons. These provisions wilphaponly to

equipment purchased or modified after May 5, 200Bonsistent
with the current exemption threshold for all otk&tionary sources,
agricultural gasoline tanks with a capacity of l&@san 251 gallons
will be exempt from the requirement to obtain pésmi

Permits will ensure that certified equipment aibzeid and installed
appropriately and will verify that testing requirents such as static
pressure or others to assess performance of plaaskedhase |l
vapor recovery systems are complied with.

The permit requirement and associated fees aresdhwe as those
imposed on all other retail and non-retail opeatsubject to the
requirements of Rule 461

In summary, written permits are necessary to aktaéf to identify
the location of such equipment, impose permit ciions necessary
to ensure compliance with Rule 461, verify compiarwith the
permit conditions and rule requirements, and recousts necessary
to effective enforcement.
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It is anticipated that there will be very few, ihya agricultural
sources that will be impacted by this proposal. sdgébon input
received from the agricultural industry, most operes will remain
below the 250 gallon storage capacity level thagngpts such
operations from permitting requirements and Rulé. 4@ herefore,
the burden on agricultural sources is not signiilyegreater than the
burden on other similar sources.

RULE 1110.2, GASEOUSAND LIQUID-FUELED ENGINES
Stationary ICEs represent a significant sourcenussions. A recent
field study revealed that these engines, if nofperly maintained
and operated, can result in significant emissi@pecifically, source
testing conducted prior to the recent amendmentBuie 1110.2,
revealed that ICEs consistently exceed emissiorislispecified in
their permit conditions. Chart 1 below presents tasults of the
NOXx testing. The average NOx emissions were fsogmitly higher
than Rule 1110.2 emission limits. The highest sioiss measured
were about 20 times more than the rule’s NOx liraitsl six times
the rule’s CO limits. In general 63.8% of all ex$engines were not
in compliance with Rule 1110.2. Another similar tdig study
showed that unregulated stationary agriculturald@guld emit up
to 80 times more NOx than ICEs operated by othadustries.

The Reality — Actual NOx versus
Permit Limit for Non-Compliant Engines

Actual NOx — Squares

NOXx Limit — Diamonds

g
B
®
g
g

1 5 9 13 17 21 25 29 33 37 41 45 49 53
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Chart 1 NOx Source Test Results

To ensure that new and existing ICEs meet the egdplk BACT and
BARCT standards, respectively, and that these atalscare
adequately enforced, staff is proposing that pertat required for
agricultural ICEs with more than 50 brake horsepowhkese
provisions will apply only to equipment purchasedrmdified after
May 5, 2006. Consistent with the current exemptiorsholds for
all other stationary sources, agricultural ICEdVB0 horsepower or
less will be exempt from the requirement to obfsmmits. The
permit requirement and associated fees are the aaith®se
imposed on all other operators of this equipmenaddition to the
Rule 1110.2 requirements and emissions limitatipasnit
conditions on these engines will assure compliavittethe
following additional rules:

. Rules 1470 and 431.2 to verify sulfur content

. Rule 407 to verify CO emission limits

. Rule 401 to verify opacity and visible emissiond an
. 1401 and 1402 to verify risk levels.

Permits are necessary to allow AQMD staff to idgritie location
of sources, impose conditions necessary to ensum@l@ance with
Rule 1110.2, verify compliance, and recover costessary for
effective enforcement.

AFFECTED FACILITIES

The proposed amendments to Rule 219 that will reqoermits for
gasoline storage and dispensing equipment wouldeciaff
approximately 100 agricultural facilities in theufecounty area.
These facilities mainly belong to dairy cattle amdk production,
beef cattle ranching and farming, poultry productiand nursery
and tree production.

There are thousands of engines and many hundredsatbnary
source facilities subject to Rule 1110.2 that areently permitted,
including engines operated by agricultural operaiwith emissions
greater than the 50 percent of the Title V emissioasholds listed
in subdivision (g) of PAR 219. As stated abovés sttimendment to
Rule 219 will add all agricultural facilities, cemtly exempt, with
stationary non-emergency ICEs over 50 brake howgepdo be
permitted in accordance with Rules 201 and 203egent AQMD
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survey of agricultural operations found few agtiotal facilities
operating stationary ICEs. However, taking intocast the survey
response rate, the agricultural facilities and |@t&d may be subject
to Rule 1110.2 could be as high as 41 and 92, caspl. These
stationary, non-emergency ICEs are a mix of uncdiett diesel and
natural gas engines used primarily as water pumplse existing
equipment universe will not be automatically subjecthe proposed
permitting requirements. The proposed permitteguirements will
only apply to new engines added to the existingrengniverse or to
existing engines in the event they are modified

* Impact: The District will experience a slight irasse in permitting
activity. The associated permit fees for gasolidispensing
equipment is $967.12 (or $483.56 for small busiegsnd $1541.34
for ICE (or $770.67 for small businesses). Theuahmenewal fee
for each equipment type is $220.29. These feek alldw the
AQMD to partially recover the engineering analysisl compliance
costs directly from those receiving the agriculkyparmits rather
than to rely on other fee programs to subsidizedlslditional costs.

* Findings: The data to support the findings reqliby Health &
Safety Code Section 42301.16 is found in the a#tdch
socioeconomic report and this staff report.

LANGUAGE CLARIFICATION AND REORGANIZATION

1.

AQMD

Clarify that exemption of equipment, processesoperations requires
recordkeeping to validate the exemption. Thisddeal to the “Purpose”
section.

* The recordkeeping language as stated in subdivi$)oms restated
under the “Purpose” section for emphasis. Adegreterds must be
maintained by a facility to verify and maintain agyemption from
the District permit requirements. The change o#fleghe current
practice in determining what equipment requireseanit and what
equipment is exempt from permit. The new languagdess
ambiguous and makes permit determinations more filedooth the
regulated community and the staff.

» Impact: No impact, clarification only.

Curing equipment (h)(1)

* This change is a matter of semantics as Ultravladfgits or Electron
Beams are not necessarily dryers but also part@frimg process.
These changes would improve the technical accuocdcthe rule
intent. VOC emissions are insignificant duringstburing process.
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* Impact: No financial on the District because thiguipment is
currently not permitted.

3. Reorganize certain sections for clarification.

* Relocate Agricultural Sources subdivision: Subdons (c) for
Agricultural Sources will be moved to Subdivisiay) to retain the
same familiar numbering system as requested bysinduand
District staff.

* Under Subdivision (o¥leaning, relocate the exclusion for
“NESHAPS” solvents to the beginning of the subdoms Staff
requested this change for clarification, and tdhgipt “NESHAPS”
solvents that are not exempt under this rule.

» Impact: No impact, clarification only.

4, Clarify that materials processed in the ovensalchave VOC (e)(7). Also
substitute amperes unit as in this commercial agptn for kilowatts (e)(8)
* Impact: No impact
5. Replace references to “organic compounds” andgditic solvent
emissions” with VOC or VOC emissions. i(4),(6),(9nd (10); j(7);
k(2);1(1) and (2); m(3), (4), (5),(9), and 20, apj(1) and (2).

* The terms “organic compound” and “organic solvear® no longer
used in District rules, and these terms may exclsdme VOC
containing materials that should be permitted sashacetic acid.
This change also will exclude exempt compounds ftaggering
permits.

* Impact: Insignificant change and no impacts ontridispermitting
or facilities. The new language is less ambiguang reflects the
current practice.

6. Simplify and clarify the surface preparationmptions in (p)(4) and (p)(5)

» The purpose of reorganizing these two paragraphto islearly
identify each equipment/operation exemption. Ex@wngimits and
conditions remain the same. In addition, staffogguzes the
exemption of small unheated nitric acid, hydrocicloacid, or
hydrofluoric acid cleaning tanks with an open avkane square foot
or less and no visible emissions.

» Impact: No impact, clarification only.

CALIFORNIA HEALTH AND SAFETY CODE SECTION 40727.2

ANALYSIS (COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS)

Health and Safety Code Section 40727.2 requiresnaparison of the proposed

amended rule with existing regulations imposednansame equipment. There are
no federal or District current air pollution regtidas that affect these types of
operations.
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INCREMENTAL COST EFFECTIVENESS

Health and Safety Code Section 40920.6 requirescaemental cost-effectiveness
analysis of potential control options for rules @hiwould achieve the emission
reduction objective relative to Ozone, CO, SOx, N@xd their precursors. The
proposed amendments to Rule 219 are administriatimature and do not result in
emission reductions. Therefore, the incrementat-effectiveness analysis is not
required.

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT

Staff has reviewed the proposed amendments to R — Equipment Not
Requiring a Written Permit Pursuant to Regulatidn gursuant to CEQA
Guidelines 8§ 15002(k)(1) - Three Step Process, laasl determined that the
proposed amendments are exempt from CEQA pursna@EQA Guidelines 8
15061(b)(3) — Review for Exemption. The proposseadments are covered by
the general rule that CEQA applies only to projedtsch may have a significant
effect on the environment. Staff has reviewedptmosed amendments and has
determined that it can be seen with certainty thare is no possibility that
proposed amendments to Rule 219 will have a swmifiimpact on air quality or
other environmental areas. Therefore, the proppegédct is exempt from CEQA.
If approved by the Governing Board, a Notice of fpdon (NOE) will be
prepared for the proposed project pursuant to CESpidelines 815062 — Notice
of Exemption, and mailed to the county clerks of lAngeles, Orange, Riverside,
and San Bernardino counties.

SOCIOECONOMIC ASSESSMENT

The primary socioeconomic impact of the proposedraiments to Rule 219 will
be in removing the exemption from permitting for nremergency internal
combustion engines and equipment used in gasolioelge and/or transfer
equipment purchased or modified after May 5, 2006 aeperated by agricultural
sources. The Socio Economic Assessment is fouAgpendix B.

Gasoline storage/transfer and dispensing equipment. Equipment storing
more than 251 gallons will now require a permit. isl expected that gasoline
storage and dispensing equipment subject to Rulemtiild not incur permit and
annual operating fees because agricultural faslitwould switch to using tanks
less than 251 gallons to comply with the exempghold.

Non-emergency internal combustion engines. Engines greater than 50
horsepower in agricultural facilities will requieepermit. Permit fees and annual
operating fees for internal combustion engines®r®41 and $220 respectively
and are the same as those charged for other reduiatilities under Regulation
Il — Fees. A comparison of small agricultural ifdies with small businesses
requiring permits to comply with Rule 1110.2 inde&s that fees that small
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agricultural facilities pay are generally less ofbarden than for other small
businesses with permits under this rule.

CONCLUSION

Rule 219 is an administrative rule that is amenffequently to add, delete or
clarify language regarding equipment that is exeifinpin District permitting

requirements. This amendment attempts to furteéne and clarify the rule
language. Also, the amendment proposes to exeemfaiic equipment with low
emission potential and not to exempt equipmentrthght exceed toxic risk limits.

This amendment also completes the regulatory imgheation of SB 700 that
removes the statewide exemption for agriculturatses.

AQMD A-16 May 2006



Proposed Amended Rule 219 Final Staff Report

APPENDIX A

RESPONSE TO PUBLIC COMMENTS

This section summarizes the issues raised at theudiey 22, 2006 Public
Workshop and written comments received as of thecM40, 2006 deadline for
public comments on this proposal.

Comment:

Response:

Comment:

Response:

Comment:

AQMD

Concerns were raisdry many commenters regarding the proposed
operational permit for a facility that has certapecified equipment,
processes or operations such as cooling towers, toais used in
printing, coating and laminating and cleaning #a&t individually
exempt from permits, but may emit 4 tons or mor¥©fCs or
Particulate Matter (PM10) individually or in aggegg in any one
calendar year. Many of these processes are regudgtsource
specific rules; commenters stated that this wélate an additional
financial burden on facilities. It was commentkdttthe rule
language implies that facilities with current peswill also be
subject to this operational permit if it meets #4h®n criterion.

In view of these concerns and comments received feveral
companies, staff has decided to defer this progosdlirther study.
Exempt equipment that in aggregate emit 4 tonsaverof either
VOC or PM10 may be proposed for permitting in fetamendments
to the rule.

Staff is proposing to require a permit for anhydrammonia
storage/transfer equipment. Anhydrous ammonidasia
substance listed in Rule 1401 and requires staiféwe The District
is proposing this change without regard to the tjtyastored, i.e.
there would be no minimum quantity that would remexempt. We
suggest that staff establish a threshold amouahbydrous
ammonia which remains exempt under this rule.

Staff agrees and has established the thresholdrarab500 Ibs or
less of anhydrous ammonia that can be stored wiithiggering a
permit.

Staff had proposed to permit passive undergroasdcgllection
systems. This is not necessary. New homes andheocral
buildings affected by such underground gases areeguipped with
piping systems under the slabs to collect the gaisdshese are
naturally occurring methane gases.
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Response: After reviewing these collection systems, staf§ dacided to further
study those systems and evaluate the emission tmpac

Comment: Metropolitan Water District (MWD) and Department\biater and
Power (DWP) requests the District to exempt flutios acid
(FSA) storage and transfer equipment along withother exempt
aqueous tanks. FSA is injected into drinking wédeks as a
fluoridation function. Based on staff’'s analysiacontrolled and
controlled emissions are well below the rule 146k levels.

Response: Staff agrees and has proposed to exempt thisofyp@rage tank
provided that the fluorosilicic acid concentratibmes not exceed
30% by weight.

Comment: SB 700 [H & S Code section 42301(c)] specificaltglpbits the
permitting of agricultural equipment that emit Iésan %2 the Major
Source Threshold of any air contaminant (excluduggtive dust)
unless the air district has a compelling reasqgretmit those
sources. The district must make three findingseafessity prior to
amending Rule 219 (California Farm Bureau).

Response: Staff agrees that Health & Safety Code Sectiorddg9 allows
written permits to be required for equipment ai@gtural
operations with emissions of less than one halffille VV emission
thresholds provided the Board finds, at a publ&rimg, that (1) a
permit is necessary to impose or enforce reductidesnissions of
air pollutants that cause or contribute to exceeesuof an ambient
air quality standard and that (2) the requiremermittain a permit is
not significantly more burdensome for the agricatisource
operators than the requirement for other operatosgmnilar sources
to obtain permits and the permit is not alreadyestttio a permit
requirement pursuant to H & S Section 40724.6 damgnfined
animal facilities.).

Permits for Internal Combustion Engines (ICEs) gasoline storage
and dispensing equipment are necessary to effgcewéorce and
ensure compliance with the requirements of appléecaldes listed in
the staff report including rules 1110.2, 1401, 14021 and 461..
These provisions will apply only to equipment pwaséd or

modified after May 5, 2006:

Rule 461 testing and record keeping requiremewlisated in

the permit conditions
Rule 1401 and 1402 to verify risk limits
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Comment:

Response:

Comment:

AQMD

Staff also believes that requirements to obtgieranit are not more
burdensome for agricultural operations than theiremqents at
similar sources such as small and large retailloggesdispensing
facilities or non-retail such as hospitals, posicet, rental car yards,
lumber yards, construction companies or rentals/ardere their
gasoline tank capacity is more than 251 gallorsua®ntly provided
in Rule 219(m)(9).

ICEs are more widely used by similar large andlisfaailities and
many contractors throughout the District. Theyhale to have a
permit as long as their ICEs exceed the currenthexen of Rule
219(b)(1) of 50 horsepower limit.

Staff’'s experience in implementing Rule 1110.2 Rude 461 has
shown that this equipment requires continuous attey the
operator and vigorous enforcement presence to etisely operate
properly and in accordance to the rules and pexomditions.

We have concerns for the new requirements fompdaarc cutting

equipment. Currently, plasma arc cutting equipmand control

equipment venting such equipment, is exempt pralvitigat no

stainless steel materials are cut and that thewttng is rated less
than 30 KW. The proposed change would exempt @pgounds of
material cut and containing less than 1% by weafhtarcinogenic
air contaminants listed in Rule 1401. A facilitylivbe required to

keep records of the weight of the material cut bhglgating the

length, width, and depth of each cut and the dgmdithe material.

Recordkeeping is a burdensome requirement thaewidil training,

recording/recordkeeping by vendors and contractorsThese

operations do not pose any significant off-sit&.ris

After reevaluating this proposed change, staffdgreed to remove
this new provision, leaving the original exemptidanguage

unchanged. However, staff changed the rating ofK80 to an

equivalent 136 amperes to reflect the current commiadeunit used.

Currently, closed loop solvent recovery systenth vafrigerated on-
site condensers used for recovery of waste solyemérated on-site
are exempt. Staff's language was modified to idelliquid-cooled

and air-cooled condensers (air-cooled only up tgdlidn capacity).

We suggest that staff exempt systems with air-ebotendensers of
up to 40 gallons capacity.
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Response:

Comment:

Response:

Comment:

Response:

Comment:

Response:

Comment:

Response:

Comment:

Response:

AQMD

Staff does not agree. Based on test informataiiable to the staff,
air-cooled systems are not as efficient as liquidrefrigerated
systems. During the last year, tested emissiams fsystems with
larger than 10 gallon capacity were significant.heTproposed
language will be unchanged until further testingcasnpleted and
large air cooled systems have been evaluated.

3-Dimensional objects and patterns of films anostnates using the
roller-to-roller process should be exempt with photrable stereo
lithography equipment.

Staff inspected the equipment and agrees and heysoged to

exempt these special and unique equipment. Thersys using

low-VOC material, less than 25 grams per liter #mel material is

applied by rollers therefore there is no oversppayticulates or

emissions. In addition, the coating is cured giatis.

Test cells and test stands used for testing iatecombustion

engines are currently exempt. We would like to tieetest cell to

test burners for boilers and other combustion appbns and

believe that permits should not be required.

Staff agreed to propose to exempt test cells estdstands for burner
testing provided the burners use less than 800mmlbf diesel fuel

and 3,500 gallons of gasoline fuel per year. Thepgsed

exemptions is found in Section (b)(4).

One company asked that staff propose a Rule 2gghgtion for
pressure washers with a heated water system.

Pressure water washing systems are exempt provi@d#dhe heat
source is also exempt under Rule 219 paragraph (b).

Section (h)(1) of the rule exempts drying but coting systems for
printing and reproduction equipment. We ask thHa turing
equipment be exempt as well.

Staff intends to exempt curing equipment as welliyers as long as
they are exempt pursuant to paragraph 219(b)(2).

The rule exempts solvent reclamation systems dmed durrent
language does not address coating reclamatiomsyste

Staff visited some coating facilities and inspdctheir coating
reclamation systems and determined that, the re¢iamsystem is a
part of the coating equipment and should be pathefpermit unit.
In addition, if the reclamation system is not at fdirthe permit unit
it will be exempt under paragraph (m)(9).
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Comment:

Response:

Comment:

Response:

Comment:

Response:

Comment:

Response:

AQMD

The process of recycling exempt compounds as ekfim Rule 102
should be exempted under Rule 219.

An exempt compound does not require a permit uRdézs 201 and
203. Rule 219 exempts small equipment that reg@ngermit under
Rules 201 and 203. Exempt compounds are not cemesidair
contaminants; therefore, the recycling of exempnpounds need
not be specified as exempt under Rule 219.

Modified atmosphere food packaging equipment shdd exempt
since there are insignificant emissions. This gap@nt is used to
increase the shelf life of the food products.

Staff has agreed to exempt such equipment andptbposed
exemption is found in Section (i)(11). This equgmhis used to
replace atmospheric air inside the package withsangixture that is
certified by the USDA to ensure no more than 0-4%0.

Publicly Owned Treatment Works (POTWSs) requestedxemption
for small portable carbon drums with a capacit$®fgallons or less
to vent and treat foul air or digester gas leaklngng maintenance.
The carbon is recycled, recharged and used agaooritrol these
gases.

There are currently no permits issued for thisiggent; however
staff needs time to analyze the operation and tasukmissions.
This, staff is not ready at this time to propose #xemption. This
can be considered in future proposals.

Flash-off ovens and curing ovens should be addethe¢odrying
equipment exempted in paragraph (1)(6), in addjtaartomatic spray
enclosures should also be exempt.

Staff agrees and proposes an exemption for flfflsbwens, drying

ovens and curing ovens, provided that the coatauipesives and
laminating equipment use the limits specified inragaaphs
O@ADA) to ()(11)(E). The drying equipment Wilhave

insignificant emissions since the majority of th@® and particulate
emissions are inside automatic spray enclosuree grovision of
paragraph (1)(6) provides an exemption for outsidating, adhesive,
or laminating application. The subject automagicag equipment is
a closed system which operates as a regular sprath bwhich

requires a permit. Permitting is necessary to sepoperating
conditions that verify compliance with particulatesyxd VOC

emissions under existing District rules and regoetAPPENDIX B
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SOCIOECONOMIC ASSESSMENT

Compliance Costs

The primary socioeconomic impact of the proposedraiments to Rule 219 is in
requiring permits for agricultural facilities witamissions less than one-half the
major source threshold and requiring permits fom-emergency internal
combustion engines greater than 50 horsepower asblige storage and
dispensing equipment greater than 251 gallons.ilities with these equipment
categories are already regulated but not requodiiet permits under Rule 1110.2
— Emissions from Gaseous and Liquid Fueled Inte@@hbustion Engines and
Rule 461 — Gasoline Transfer and Dispensing. Taeralso a small but unknown
number of facilities with anhydrous ammonia tanks already permitted that will
now require permits, and facilities that will incuminor cost savings from
equipment that is being exempt. However, theséscasd savings cannot be
estimated since the number of equipment involvesbich category is unknown.

PAR 219 Agricultural Facilities

In April and June 2004 AQMD conducted an agric@twperations mail survey to
1,925 agricultural facilities. Of the 885 survegsurned (46% response rate), 473
surveys reported having animals or various typegsafipment (non-emergency
internal combustion engines, boilers/heaters, gssastorage, and dispensing
equipment, grain conveyotr/silo, paint spray equipinte degreasers). Out of the
473 surveys reporting animals or equipment, 19%esisr reported non-emergency
internal combustion engines or gasoline storagedsensing equipment. It is
impossible to definitively determine which of thedaeilities have emissions below
one-half of major source threshold.

The 2004 Dun and Bradstreet data has employmengrass revenue information
on 82 (43%) out of the 191 agricultural facilitieporting non-emergency internal
combustion engines or gasoline storage and dispgmrsjuipment. It is expected
that gasoline storage and dispensing equipmenesulp Rule 461 would not
incur permit and annual operating fees as agriclltiacilities would switch to
using tanks less than 251 gallons to comply witls thle. These 82 affected
facilities are in the industries of NAICS 111 — @rBroduction (29%), NAICS
112120 — Dairy Cattle and Milk Production (60%)daAICS 112310 — Chicken
and Egg Production (11%).

Permit fees and annual operating fees for intem@hbustion engines are

$1,541.34 and $220.29, respectively and are the sthose charged for other
regulated facilities under Rule 1110.2.
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In addition to permit application and annual operatees, additional fees may be
incurred in hiring technical assistance for peramplication preparation and time
spent in permit recordkeeping and maintenance mexqpeints. These additional
fees cannot be determined conclusively, but sttffrates that permit application
preparation would be approximately 2-3 hours ofoeffand that permit
recordkeeping and maintenance requirements wouwjdires at least 50 hours of
effort annually. These activities would not neeesg require the work of a
consultant but might be handled internally. It possible to estimate permit
application, recordkeeping and maintenance req@némosts since these would
vary based on the number, types, and age/condifiequipment at an agricultural
facility.

Table 1 shows total compliance costs for permit andual operating fees to be
$0.303 million for the 82 agricultural facilitiesOf the 82 facilities, dairy farms
incur the highest portion of fees (51%), followeddoop farms (37%), and poultry
farms (12%).

Table 1-Compliance Costs for Agricultural Facilities

Category Cost (2006 $)

Permit Fees (One-time) $265,052
Crop/Nursery 98,624
Dairy 134,067
Poultry 32,361
Other Animal Production 0
Annual Operating Fees $37,840
Crop/Nursery 14,080
Dairy 19,140
Poultry 4,620
Other Animal Production 0
Permit and Annual Operating Costs $302,892

AQMD permitting data indicates that some of thegecaltural facilities may have
retired certain pieces of equipment to avoid peramtl annual operating fees.
Alternatively, facilities may not have reportedsbegieces of equipment or permits
are being processed for this equipment. Hences aegiorted for permit and
annual operating fees may be an overestimate oélbcbsts.

Individual facilities pay $1,761 - $14,088 in feesidd have 1-8 pieces of
equipment. Their fees as a percentage of reveanges from €.01% to 5.87%,
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with crop/nursery and dairy facilities paying a lieg percentage of revenue as
shown in Table 2.

Table 2—-Fees as a Percentage of Revenue for Agricubl Facilities by

NAICS
Industry
(NAICS) Category Revenue % Fees/Revenue
111 Crop/Nursery 73,754,897<0.01% - 5.87%
112111 - Dairy
112120 58,692,665 0.01% - 4.63%
112310 Poultry 23,957,000 0.05% - 2.26%
112410 - 112990 Other Animal Production N/A N/A

TOTAL $156,404,56:

Smilar Facilities

For the purpose of findings related to SB 700 kis ainalysis, similar sources are
considered by the District to be facilities subjextpermit requirements of Rule
1110.2.

Rule 1110.2 Agricultural Facilities

Six agricultural facilities have filed permits fonon-emergency internal
combustion engines. Of these six Rule 1110.2 aljui@l facilities, there is Dun
and Bradstreet revenue data on three dairy farmtiex Individual Rule 1110.2
agricultural facilities pay $1,762 - $10,566 in seand have 1-6 pieces of
equipment. For individual facilities, fees as aceatage of revenue ranges from
0.28% to 0.73% which is within range of fees paydtibe PAR 219 agricultural
facilities.

Rule 1110.2 Non-Agricultural Facilities

Non-agricultural facilities filing permits under Ru1110.2 were chosen from a
variety of industries based on their similarity ttee 82 agricultural facilities.
These facilities were selected based on having voenthan $10 million in
revenue, since none of the 82 agricultural faesithad greater than $10 million in
revenue. There are 41 facilities with 92 interoaimbustion engines and $116
million in revenue, paying $0.162 million in feesTable 3 shows fees as a
percentage of revenue paid by the 41 businessB&\l§yS code.
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Table 3—-Fees as a Percentage of Revenue for Ruld QP Facilities by NAICS

Industry No.

(NAICS) Category Engines % Fees/Revenue
21 Mining 9 0.86% - 1.21%
22 Utilities 26 0.06% - 2.74%
23 Construction 10 0.02% - 8.81%

31to0 33 Manufacturing 9 0.03% 1.96%
42 Wholesale Trade 1 0.12%

45 Retail trade 2 0.04%

48 Transportation 4 0.02% -0.20%

52 Finance/lnsurance 1 1.04%

53 Real Estate 3 1.76% - 3.52%

61 Educational Services 3 0.03% - 0.49%

62 Health Care & Social Assistance 2 0.06% - 1.60%

71 Arts, Entertainment & Recreation 8 0.03% -11.74%

72 Accommodation & Food Services 11 0.04% - 1.10%

81 Other Services 3 0.04% - 5.50%
TOTAL 92

A comparison of PAR 219 agricultural facilities wibusinesses requiring permits
and having an annual revenue less than $10 milliter Rule 1110.2 indicates
that fees that the 82 agricultural facilities pag generally comparable and do not
impose a significantly larger burden than for thdeR1110.2 businesses, who pay
a range of 0.02% - 11.74% of their revenue as f@dss is in comparison to the
range of revenue paid as fees for the PAR 219tiasil from 0.01% - 5.87%.
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