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ACRONYMSUSED IN THIS REPORT

AQMD
CARB
CEQA
g/l

IM
MWD
NOx
NPCA
OEHHA
PAR
PCBTF
SCAP
SCM
TBAC
tpd

tpy
U.S. EPA
VOC

South Coast Air Quality Management District
California Air Resources Board

California Environmental Quality Act

Grams per Liter
Industrial Maintenance
Metropolitan Water District

Oxides of Nitrogen

National Paint and Coatings Association

Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessin
Proposed Amended Rule
Parachlorobenzotrifluoride

Southern California Alliance of Publicly Own&édeatment Works
Suggested Control Measure

Tertiary-Butyl Acetate

Tons per day

Tons per year

United States Environmental Protectionrifoye
Volatile Organic Compound
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Rule 1113 - Architectural Coatings was originaldopted by the AQMD on September 2, 1977,
to regulate the VOC emissions from the applicatodrarchitectural coatings, and has since
undergone numerous amendments. Future VOC limitsniny coating categories are to take
effect on July 1 of 2006, 2007 and 2008. The AQMIDE®3 Air Quality Management Plan
concluded that major reductions in criteria politamissions and precursor emissjosisch as
oxides of nitrogen and-precursorpolutants,stelW@Cs, are necessary to attain the state and
national ambient air quality standards for ozorme] eoarse and fine particulate matter ¢gM
and PM ).

The current rule contains a requirement for stafténduct a technology assessment prior to
implementation of the lower limits. As a resulttbe comprehensive technology assessment,
summarized in the 2005 Annual Status Report on RS — Architectural Coatingsstaff has
developed the PAR 1113 to implement the recommendatfrom the report. Staff has
considered public comment on the annual report els ag concerns bought to staffs attention
after numerous consultation meetings with individarchitectural coating manufacturers and
NPCA, in preparing the recommendation for amendmenRule 1113.

The proposed amendments will allow the coating rfeanturers to:

» use TBAc as an exempt solvent in IM coatings (idclg zinc-rich primers),

* have a new high gloss subcategory of the nonflaigoay with a VOC limit of 150 g/I,

» comply with an interim limit for quick-dry enamed$ 150 g/l,

* postpone by one year the final limit of 50 g/l fusth the high gloss nonflat and quick-
dry enamels (quick-dry enamels are high gloss aboflatings that dry quicker), and

* postpone the final limit of 100 g/l one year forespalty primers and establish a new
interim limit of 250 g/l.

In addition, the proposed amendments will:

* modify some definitions for clarity including clefloor coatings where there may be
overlap issues with different coating categoriethwlifferent VOC limits;

* lower the VOC Iimit for the following three coatingategories: concrete-curing
compounds (except for those used for roadways aifyds), dry-fog coatings, and
traffic coatings. These categories, as well asctiegory bond breakers, were identified
by NPCA as future and potential candidates for-effgictive reductions that could be
used to offset VOC emissions forgone due to thaydel implementation of the nonflat
high gloss, quick-dry enamel and specialty primategories. Staff's subsequent
technology assessment confirmed the feasibilitytref proposed lower limits with
exception of the bond breakers;

» eliminate the fire-retardant category requiringsthe&oatings to be subject to the VOC
content limit of the coating category for which yrexe manufactured (i.e., primer, sealer,
flat, nonflat);

» allow fire-retardant coatings and metallic pigmenteatings to be averaged; and

! Presented to the Governing Board on January Gecepted February 3, 2006
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* make some administrative changes to: allow a @ae gell-through provision for small
containers, labeling requirements, annual repotest methods and technology
assessments.

The proposed amendments will result in approxiga@ed tpd of emission reductions postponed
for one year and 0.7 tpd additional emission radostto become effective in July 2007The
cost-effectiveness of the emission reductions stienated at $4,882 per ton.

During the final stages of staff's technology assgnt and the rule development process, staff
was engaged in intensive discussions with reprasees of the architectural coating industry
and the NPCA relative to the state of technolo@uring the process NPCA submitted several
proposals to staff to amend Rule 1113 that seekatttease and delay the VOC limits for many
coating categories in the rule, which would regukémission reductions forgone from 13 tpd to
4.7 tpd and delay over 2 tpd. NPCAs most recempgsal described in more detail in this report
would result in emissions permanently forgone deast 4.7 tpd of VOC and in addition delay
2.03 tpd. Staff is not supportive of this proposalpart because of the significant adverse
emission impacts but also due to the feasibilitgahpliance with current limits based staff's
technology assessment verifying compliant perfogproducts that are already marketed in all
coating categories included in NPCAs proposal wiita exception of those few categories
included in staff’'s proposal where additional titioa time is warranted.

The proposed amendments to Rule 1313 hallebeenreviewed pursuant to CEQA and a Draft
Environmental Assessment has been prepared fordevason with the adoption of PAR 1113.
A socioeconomic assessmentis-bhem beerprepared and-Wibewas available 30 days prior
to the AQMD Governing Board Public Hearing.

BACKGROUND

Architectural coatings including IM coatings is tlaegest VOC emission source category under
the authority of the AQMD and one of the largesbimaobile sources of VOC emissions in the
South Coast Air Basin. Rule 1113 is applicablenemufacturers, distributors, and end-users of
architectural coatings. These coatings are useehtmnce the appearance of and to protect
homes, office buildings, factories and other stiteed, and their appurtenances on a variety of
substrates. The coatings may be applied priméylybrush, roller, or spray gun; and those
applying these coatings include homeowners, padmttractors, or maintenance personnel.
Aerosol coatings are regulated by CARB and arestbes exempt from this rule.

The 2003 Air Quality Management Plan shows the \&d@issions from the use of architectural
coatings in 1997 at 50.9 tpd on an Annual Averageentory, and 60 tpd on the Summer
Planning Inventory. The emissions for 2006 and(2@fe projected at 32.7 tpd and 24 tpd
respectively on the Annual Average Inventory, abh@&5 tpd and 28.3 tpd on the Summer
Planning Inventory. The latest CARB architecturabting survey for year 2000 sales shows
more than 50 tons per day of VOCs are attributetth@oapplication of architectural coatings in
the AQMD based on demographics.

VOC emissions cause the formation of ozone, P{particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in
size) and PN (particulate matter less than 10 microns in sig@ge pollutants for which the
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South Coast Air Basin exceeds the state and na@onlaient air quality standards. They are the
most serious regional air quality problem withirstair Basin and the most difficult to reduce to
healthful levels.

VOCs react photochemically with NOx to form ozon@zone is a strong oxidizer that irritates
the human respiratory system and damages planaiite property. VOCs also react in the
atmosphere to form PM and PM,, pollutants that adversely affect human health Bmat
visibility. Because these small particulates pextetinto the deepest regions of the lung, they
affect pulmonary function and have been linkedrtongreased number of deaths.

Rule 1113 was first adopted in 1977, and has simteergone numerous amendments. When
Rule 1113 was amended on November 8, 1996 it ieduah averaging compliance option
(ACO) for complying with coating VOC limits. Undan ACO, manufacturers are allowed to
average their emissions over a compliance period tooexceed one year provided they
demonstrate their actual cumulative emissions ftlsenaveraged coatings are less than or equal
to the cumulative emissions that would have bekweld under the VOC limits specified in the
Table of Standards. That version of Rule 1113reffehe averaging option for the flat coating
category only. Further amendments to Rule 111B8lapn 14, 1999 (vacated) and subsequent re-
adoption on December 6, 2002, and on December 63,28dded numerous other coating
categories to provide manufacturers additional d@npe flexibility with the future VOC limits
specified in the Table of Standards. The 2004 amemts addressed U.S. EPA concerns
regarding the approvability of the ACO for the Stahplementation Plan and the administration
of the ACO Program.

Other alternative means of compliance are offergdhe rule including the three-year sell-
through provision and the small container exemptiodudging by the fact that many
manufacturers utilize these provisions, staff haisctuded that these flexibility provisions have
allowed manufacturers additional time for produeformulation in a more cost-effective
manner.

CARB developed a revised SCM for architectural iomgt in June 2000 that was largely based
on the interim limits and the averaging provisidrRule 1113, as amended in May 1999. The
provisions in the SCM were developed by a consartiof California air pollution control
districts, CARB, U.S. EPA Region IX, and paint méauturers.

During the course of Rule 1113 implementation, AlEMD Governing Board approved a work
plan that required staff to submit annual statysoms summarizing issues and activities
regarding the implementation of the rule. In addit the rule required technology assessments
for specific coating categories. In preparing #maual status reports, staff has received input
from the Technical Advisory Committee made up @hwduals from manufacturing companies
including NPCA members, CARB, a consulting and eegring firm, a painting contractor and
several members from academia. The 2005 AnnualisSReport and Technology Assessment
completed to date indicate that the paint manufactuhave made significant progress toward
developing future compliant products in practicalllcategories, which perform equally to their
higher-VOC counterparts.

Proposed Amended Rule 1113 4 June 2, 2006
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In 2005 at Chairman Dr. William Burke’s request thQMD Governing Board established an
Ad hoc Committee for the purpose of providing aemporum to discuss key regulatory issues
relative to the coatings industry and improving ommication between the AQMD and the
architectural coating industry to resolve currend duture regulatory issues in a non-litigious
manner. Staff met with NPCA and member manufacsungore than 10 times including some
all day meetings as well as many teleconferencBsiring the discussions, NPCA initially
acknowledged the air quality challenges of theaeg@nd expressed their desire to submit an
alternate proposal that would be emissions neutridwever, none of the proposals submitted
came even close to meeting emissions neutralitye NPCA proposals expanded the number of
coating categories, maintained current limits aredeteéd future effective limits for those
categories and advanced the future limit for aiporof the flat coating category. Proposals
ranged in emissions foregone from 4.7 tpd to 13 woth a delay of 2.03 tpd. The most recent
proposal sent to staff in the form of a Draft Cortstudgment would eliminate the July 1, 2006
effective dates for many categories, foregoing 4pt4 and delaying July 1, 2006 effective dates
for a few categories with emission of 2.03 tpd éme year. Staff is not supportive of this
proposal in part due to the significant impactoeamsged with it, but also due to the feasibility of
the upcoming VOC limits as demonstrated and vetifiy staff's technology assessment
described below. This alternate NPCA proposalissussed under the sectibiPCA Proposal
and Emission Impactsf this report.

Staff also met and teleconferenced on a one-todmess with individual manufacturing
companies more than 20 times.

TECHNOLOGY ASSESSMENT

Rule 1113 requires staff to conduct technology sssents for future VOC limits. The latest
technology assessment was conducted during 2002G@0Hl for the following categories: clear
wood finishes; IM coatings; nonflat coatings; prisiesealers and undercoaters; quick-dry
enamels; quick-dry primers, sealers and undercgatest preventative coatings; exterior stains;
waterproofing sealers including concrete/masonrgless. Many of these categories had
undergone previous technology assessments foritibeimm limits. Beginning in 2004 staff also
contracted with the University of Missouri-Rolla NMIR) to perform further technology
assessments for these same categories. Technadsggsments for floor coatings have been
conducted successfully in the past (KTA Tator 26ting) and were not included in the UMR
study.

In addition, the rule requires staff to considey applicable future CARB architectural coating
surveys. The most recent CARB Survey data availablstaff is the 2001 Survey for 2000
architectural coating sales and emissions.

After the technology assessment a report to the BQ®&bverning Board is required on the
appropriateness of the future VOC limits. Staffs h@resented Annual Status Reports for
architectural coatings to the AQMD Governing Boand2000, 2001, 2002, 2003, 2004 and
2006. The latest Annual Status Report may be oétdafrom the AQMD at the following web
address:

http://www.agmd.gov/rules/support.htmi#Rule%2011 PB¥nnual%20Status%20Report
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Each Annual Status Report shows an increase ifaél@icompliant products for each coating
category. More detailed discussions can be re#ukifull versions of these documents.

TBAC

U.S. EPA has delisted TBAc but indicated that tteges and local districts must analyze any
toxic impacts from the use of TBAc. In October 30CARB exempted TBAc in the Suggested
Control Measure for Automotive Coatings. Staff slowt require chronic toxicity testing for
compounds exempted from the definition of VOC b$UEPA. However, staff does attempt to
compile as much toxicity, global warming, stratosptr ozone depleting potential, etc.,
information as is currently available in the CEQAcdment that is typically prepared when
exempting a compound from the definition of VOQ plerforming the background research for
TBAc, AQMD staff concluded that there is limitedxitaty data available on TBAc and no
chronic toxicity has been conducted on the chemidabr this reason the health risk analysis
prepared for PAR 1113 in the Draft EA used tertybatcohol (TBA), which has been shown to
induce tumors in laboratory animals, as a surrodate TBAc because of the metabolic
conversion of TBAc to TBA. The health risk anayysias prepared for AQMD staff using
standard health risk protocol, health risk values/jpled by OEHHA staff and parameters used
by CARB to estimate risk from TBAc. Estimated rifslictors for TBA provided by OEHHA
staff members were used as a surrogate for detiexgnpotential cancer risk and non-cancer
effects resulting from the limited exemption for A& It should be noted that these surrogate
risk factors developed by OEHHA staff have not béammally approved by the Scientific
Review Panel yet, but have been peer reviewed. edexy they reflect the best available
information from OEHHA at this time, and these tastwere used to conservatively estimate
potential cancer risk and non-cancer effects froBAd used to formulate IM coatings. A
representative for the manufacturer of TBAc hasestahat the company has commissioned a
90-day sub-chronic study that will be peer revieWilag at least five toxicology experts selected
by an independent third party.” This study mayvpe useful sub-chronic effects information
that will be evaluated for use in further healtbkrianalyses. Staff has recommended to the
TBAc manufacturer representative that a long-tetmays be completed in addition to the sub-
chronic study. By limiting the exemption for TBAc IM coatings, the AQMD recognizes the
potential cancer and acute risk exposure due touizeof TBAcC but limits such risk below
AQMDs significant risk threshold while providingeltoating manufacturers with flexibility in
formulating products compliant with the future IMbatings limits in PAR 1113. Staff will
continue to evaluate additional information relatto TBAC’s toxicity as it becomes available
and reevaluate its position as necessary.

Technology Discussions by Category

Clear Wood Finishes

The rule defines clear wood finishes as productsliegh to wood substrates to provide a
transparent or translucent solid film. Severaliresystems are available including acrylic,
polyurethane, alkyd, and various copolymers or firedi including but not limited to latex,
polycarbonate, polyethylene, and urea. Many cyped are also available as one-component
air-dried pre-catalyzed, and two-component postiga¢d. Different cure types are necessary to
assure proper durability for specific applicatiomdether they are for interior, exterior or for
flooring use. Numerous manufacturers have devélapear wood finishes that perform as well
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as the solvent-based varnishes and nitrocellulgseotits in terms of appearance and durability.
Appendix A of the most recent Annual Status Repbdws more than 100 products that have a
lower VOC content than the future limit. The 20CARB Architectural Coatings Survey
(Survey) shows 20% of the products and 36% of éiteesan compliance with 275 g/l. The UMR
study supports the 275 g/I limit for this catego®mn analysis of product data sheets supplied by
various manufacturers supports staff’'s conclustbasthe future limit of 275 g/l VOC and much
lower is currently achievable. Additionally, stafhntinues to visit sites where future compliant
products in this category have been applied shoexagllent performance, even when subjected
to harsh conditions (high traffic) such as manufaoy areas. The availability of numerous
compliant low VOC products in the clear wood finishtegories, confirms staff's previous
conclusion that the small container (one quartess) exemption, which is due to expire on July
1, 2006, is no longer warranted.

Floor Coatings

The rule defines this category as opaque coatimafsare formulated for or applied to flooring;
including but not limited to decks, porches, gymuass, and bowling alleys, but do not include
Industrial Maintenance Coatings. Clear wood flooatings belong to the clear wood finish
category, but clear floor coatings for other sudiss such as concrete are not included in the
definition of floors, and since they do not belolmga specific category the coatings would
default to the 250 g/l limit. There are many prcduwith overlapping functionalities such as
clear wood finishes, stains or waterproofing sealeat may be applied to the same substrate that
is positioned both horizontally and vertically suak walls, floors or ceilings. Whether a
particular product falls under the floor definitiam some other coating definition depends on
how the product is labeled.

For clarification, staff is proposing to amend thefinition of floors to include clear coatings
formulated for or applied to concrete flooring” aadd the words “represented in part for use on
flooring” to the most restrictive provision of thiale. Therefore if the manufacturer labels a
coating as a “clear floor coating for concrete” gwating will have to comply with the VOC
limit for floor coatings. However, if the manufacer states on the label or in the literature afor
coating such as a waterproofing sealer or watefprg@oncrete/masonry sealer that the product
may be applied to floors, then the coating may rtfee=l/OC limit for that category.

For the last several years, staff has observedramgtored the application and durability of clear
and opaque, two component epoxy and polyurethaya ftoatings below 50 g/l used for
residential, commercial and industrial applicatior®me of these products are also offered for
sale in local warehouse stores for the do-it-ydtnsmarket. In March of 2001, the AQMD
awarded a contract to KTA-Tator, Inc. for the studlyvarious coatings. The evaluation
reviewed performance characteristics of 31 produncteur architectural coating categories that
included floor coatings. The best performing aogitivas a two-component floor coating with a
VOC content well below the 50 g/l limit. AQMD statoncluded that the overall results
substantiate current and future limits. The 20&R8 Survey shows 19% of the products and
49% of the sales in compliance with the future VIt of 50 g/l and lists the following resins
for use in formulating floor coatings: acrylic, gloc copolymer, cellulosic, epoxy, polyvinyl
acetate, vinyl acrylic copolymer, and others. Appr A of the Annual Status Report lists 20
coatings that meet the future limit in the flootegory of 50 g/l VOC. An analysis of technical

Proposed Amended Rule 1113 7 June 2, 2006



Final Staff Report

data sheets and material safety data sheets suigpliarious manufacturers supports staff's
conclusions that the future limit of 50 g/l VOCagrrently achievable.

IM Coatings

The rule defines this category as coatings inclyiginmers, sealers, undercoaters, intermediate
coatings and topcoats, formulated for or appliedststrates, including floors, which are
exposed to at least one of five extreme environaterdnditions. The IM coating category
continues to be part of every study conducted leyAQMD and is considered to be the most
challenging. Results of past studies indicate ¢batings meeting the future limit of 100 g/l are
currently available for the IM coating categorytaf§continues to obtain additional information
on IM coatings from technical data sheets and nahteafety data sheets analysis. Included in
that analysis are over 280 IM Coatings (more thigtetthe number reported in the 2003 Annual
Status Report to the AQMD Governing Board) thatvaed below the July 1, 2006 100 g/l VOC
limit. The UMR technology assessment tested 3 tMting systems and the results support
reducing the IM category to 100 g/l.

Various public service agencies have completethgestf low-VOC products in recent years and
have found compliant products with acceptable parémce. For example, SCAP conducted its
own independent evaluation of IM coatings. SCAR mon-profit corporation organized to help
ensure that regulations affecting Publicly Owneéaiment Works are reasonable and in the
publics best interest. Their testing of IM coaingas conducted to identify low-VOC coating
systems suitable for wastewater treatment and gamee facilities. Participants in this study
included the Los Angeles County Sanitation Distribe Orange County Sanitation District, the
Eastern Municipal Water District, Las Virgenes Mupal Water District and the City of Los
Angeles.

SCAP evaluation of the performance of low-VOC atpiesic and immersion coating systems,
completed in February 2003, indicated that compleating systems meeting the performance
criteria for wastewater environments and the 2004 in Rule 1113, performed similarly to
existing coating systems.

MWD initiated its own independent evaluation whistongoing to test new products that meet
their very stringent internal standards for perfante and that also meet the future VOC limit of
100 g/l. As mentioned in previous annual repatspmmittee was formed in September 1999
comprised of representatives from the Los Angelepddtment of Water and Power, the
Department of Water Resources, the California Diepamt of Transportation, and the MWD of

Southern California. The committee, referred tohas*Essential Public Service Agencies”, was
initially tasked with identifying and testing low&®C products and continues with the program
today, through MWDs leadership.

Typical IM coatings are expected to have a 7 yeagevity, whereas under their more stringent
criteria, MWD desires an IM coating to last at keaS years. MWDs list of approved IM
coatings that meet their stringent standards igedi by numerous public agencies. The testing
to date indicates that:

* Available low-VOC IM immersion coatings meeting the 2006 limits, conform to their
stringent standards, and
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* They continue to look for IM coatingtmospheric products that also meet their stringent
criteria.

To allow a higher VOC limit for these very limitegbplications would require the establishment
of numerous subcategories of IM coatings, as tles usnge from chemical immersion, exterior
exposure heavy equipment coating, floors, etc.,.ciwhs difficult to delineate and enforce.
While there are several low-VOC atmospheric proglticat meet the performance standards of
many end users, there are not too many produdtsret MWDs most rigorous standards of 15
to 20 years. However, recently MWD has completsding of some atmospheric IM coatings
formulated with exempt solvents, including TBAc ttmaeet their rigorous performance needs.
TBAc has been recently delisted by U.S. EPA fromirthYyOC definition and many coating
manufacturers are seeking AQMD to follow suit. (B\Ras prepared an environmental impact
assessment for TBAc but has not formally proposedadppted any regulations that have
changed the definition of VOC to exempt TBAc. Heee in October 2005, CARB exempted
TBAc for the Suggested Control Measure for Autom®tCoatings. AQMD staff agrees that
TBAc has low photochemical reactivity and undergtathat TBAc is a desirable solvent from
the formulator’s standpoint. Many IM coating maathirers are seeking delisting of TBAc for
use in IM coatings. At the present time there app& be no other exempt solvent available to
manufacture compliant IM atmospheric coatings wticeptionally long life performance. As
with other projects evaluating the health impactanf air toxics, AQMD staff relied upon
OEHHA/CARB to develop heath risk values, associgtachmeters and procedures. Staff's
analysis utilizing toxicity information availableslative to TBAc indicates the potential health
impacts from this solvent under limited use are.lolierefore, staff is recommending a limited
exemption for use in certain IM coating and zirariprimer applications which can be
reformulated with TBAc to meet the lower VOC coritdimit. Staff did not propose an
exemption for TBAc use in high temperature IM cog$ since their VOC limit remains at 420

gll.

Anti-graffiti IM Coatings

Anti-graffiti coatings are a subset of the IM cogt and are generally divided into sacrificial or
non-sacrificial coatings. Sacrificial coatings argually water based modified wax emulsions
while non-sacrificial coatings are usually basedacrylic and polyurethane resins. Sacrificial
coatings are removed from the substrate along wiéh graffiti. Anti-graffiti coatings are
primarily non-penetrating forming a film to protdbe substrate to prevent penetration of spray
paint, marking pens, chemical attacks, crayons, Btost of the anti-graffiti coatings require the
substrate to be sealed, usually with penetratiadess prior to application to prevent moisture
from being trapped inside. During meetings withnofacturers comments were made that anti-
graffiti coatings at 100 g/l or less VOC can notdreduced that are penetrating and breathable.
Staff has identified both types of anti-graffitiatimgs at 100 g/l or less that are breathable
allowing water vapor transmission. The specifiatoays are: Monochem Permashield Non-
Sacrificial and Permashield Sacrificial coatingsen@sis Coatings Graffiti Melt sacrificial
coating, Spectra-Tone Paint Corp.’s Grafix saaaficoating, Wearlon Plastic Maritime Corp.’s
Wearlon 711 non-sacrificial coating and RainguaM&ndl-Guard non-sacrificial coatings and
Rainguard’s VandITop sacrificial coating.
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Nonflat Coatings

The rule defines this category as registering agylaf 5 or greater on a 60-degree meter and a
gloss of 15 or greater on an 85-degree meter. rilleedoes not delineate various gloss ranges
into distinct categories such as high, medium ar dtoss.

There have been comments received from some mauardexthat a high gloss category should
be developed in Rule 1113, similar to the 2000 CARBM for Architectural Coatings. In the
SCM, high gloss coatings are those that registgoss of 70 or above on a 60-degree meter and
are allowed a higher VOC limit of 250 g/l. Althdud\ppendix A of the Annual Status Report
lists several high gloss coatings that are culyesnhkilable and are below the 50 g/l limit that
will be in effect in July 2006, several coating mtacturers commented to staff that the expected
performance for certain key characteristics sucliigspickup, may not be acceptable to the
consumer. This issue, which is most likely dudh® softer resin technology used for 50 g/l
products in the high gloss nonflat and the companuick-dry enamel category, was brought to
staff's attention within the past year. As a rgsthlis technology assessment focused on more
carefully evaluating these criteria. Subsequestulisions with other manufacturers, however,
indicated that with the latest resin and additeehhologies, they were able to overcome the dirt
pick up issue. Discussions with raw material sigoplalso reinforced the point of view that new
resins that were recently made commercially avbalad the market will address these issues.
Based on the state of technology, it appears thatreasonable to expect that all manufacturers
will be able to soon produce good performing prasluc

Despite this expressed concern with nonflat highsglcoatings, overall, the list of currently
available super-compliant nonflats continues torgas indicated by staff reviews and updates of
information based on technical data sheets and rialateafety data sheets. Several
manufacturers have publicly supported the 50 giltlfor low gloss and medium gloss nonflat
coatings. There are currently over 50 coatingewdlO g/l (super-compliant) and a total of over
80 coatings below 50 g/l listed in Appendix A oétmost recent Annual Status Report. This is
more than double the number of coatings listechéreport to the AQMD Governing Board in
December of 2003, indicating an increasing numbeawailable compliant products. Consumers
in the do-it-yourself market purchase these complmoducts for their personal use on a daily
basis.

In spite of the increase in the availability of togs in this category below 50 g/l, the rule still
incorporates alternative compliance options, swgltha averaging provision and an allowable
three-year sell-through provision for coating maatifirers that allow manufacturers to continue
marketing higher VOC products after the compliade&e. However, since staff's research to
date has found a limited number of low-VOC produntseting the definition of high gloss, and
in light of recent UMR test results with respecthe surrogate dirt pick up tests, AQMD staff is
supportive of creating a new category specificébynonflat high gloss effective July 1, 2006
with a VOC of 150 g/I, reducing to 50 g/l VOC bylyld, 2007. This additional time would
allow manufacturers to utilize the latest resirhtedogies into this formulation. In addition, this
would also include giving the same time extensiod ¥OC limit of 150 g/l for the companion
category of quick-dry enamels (discussed belowktviare also high gloss.
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Quick-Dry Enamels (QDE)

A subcategory of nonflats, QDEs have gloss valueatgr than 70 on a 60° meter and should be
capable of achieving set-to-touch in at least twark, dry-hard in at least eight hours and be
tack-free in at least four hours. AQMD staff renizgs that the same problems associated with
dirt pickup for nonflat high gloss coatings existwthe QDEs, and is recommending the same
interim limit and final compliance date.

Primers, Sealers, and Undercoaters (PSU) and QuidRry PSU

The rule defines primers, sealers and undercos¢parately as well as quick-dry PSUs. Primers
are defined as coatings applied to a surface toiggoa firm bond between the substrate and
subsequent coats. A sealer is defined as coatapgsed to either block materials from
penetrating into or leaching out of a substrateptevent subsequent coatings from being
absorbed by the substrate, or to prevent harmlsesjuent coatings by material in the substrate.
Undercoaters are coatings formulated for or appbeslbstrates to provide a smooth surface for
subsequent coats. Quick-dry PSUs are requiredytdoetouch in one-half hour and can be
recoated in two hours. An analysis of currenthaikable PSUs clearly shows that the future
VOC limit of 100 g/l by July 1, 2006 is attainatttelay. The 2001 CARB Survey shows that for
PSUs 31% of the products and 33% of the sales gomph the 100 g/l limit. The Survey
shows that even 2% of quick-dry PSU products andbPfe sales meet the 100 g/l limit. More
than 100 coatings have been identified, throughrtieal data sheets, material safety data sheets
and on site inspections that are well below thertu.00 g/l VOC. The UMR study supports the
100 g/l limit as well. Those coatings are applleao a wide variety of substrates and provide
physical coating characteristics including staiacking, sandability, adhesion to substrate and
topcoat, which meet or exceed the performance atdadypically expected of products from
industry and consumers. Although not specificaiyled a quick dry product, most standard
PSUs meet the definition of a quick dry coating aotisequently are included in the staffs’
analysis as a primer, sealer or undercoater. Ehiwell supported by various technology
assessments, including the NTS, KTA-Tator, and UdlRlies. Some manufacturers have stated
to staff that they will not have any problems megtihe 100 g/l limit for these categories.

Rust Preventative Coatings

The rule defines this category as being formuldtedise in preventing the corrosion of metal
surfaces in residential and commercial situatioB®\RB surveys continue to show an increase
in the number of rust preventative coatings foe sl VOC levels that meet the future limit of
100 g/l. However, this new category in the 2001RBASurvey showed a limited number of
products, which is expected to grow significantlythe next CARB architectural survey. The
2003 CARB annual report shows an increase in &4l682% over the sales reported in the 2001
CARB Survey for this category. Staff evaluatiowlicates that compliant coatings with low-
VOC are currently available. These are single camept, direct-to-metal (DTM) coatings that
provide corrosion resistance for interior and ertemetal surfaces. The 2001 CARB Survey
shows that 19% of the products are in compliandé thie 100 g/l limit. Appendix A of the
current Annual Status Report lists 28 DTM rust preative coatings that meet the future VOC
limit and are currently available from various mtauurers. The UMR study tested rust
preventative coating systems, comprised of a priamer topcoat, which supports the 100 g/l
limit. Additionally, numerous products labeled ramn-flats, and not specifically listed as rust-
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preventative coatings, have anti-corrosive charesties that make them suitable for application
and use for the prevention of rust on metal sudaees indicated in manufacturer product
literature. An example of a zero-VOC rust prevemeacoating is a product made by Sierra
Performance (Rust-Oleum) labeled Metalmax™ DTM Acryrethane Enamel. During a
random field visit to a Macy's Department Store stouction site in Rancho Cugamonga,
AQMD staff encountered the specification and apion of a rust preventative coating
manufactured by ICI Devoe. The coating is call€d Devflex 4020PF and contains 91 g/l
VOC. An analysis of the technical assessment sipgtaff's conclusion that the future limit of
100 g/l VOC is currently achievable.

Specialty Primers

The rule defines this category as coatings intertdeskal fire, smoke or water damage, or to
condition excessively chalky surfaces. Many of teatings that fall within other categories,
such as PSUs, have characteristics similar to mrexpgints for specialty primers, such as the need
to condition excessively chalky surfaces. A revigthe available specialty primer products are
listed under PSUs and the associated characteriatisppendix A of the current Annual Status
Report indicates a vast amount of coatings avail#iitht meet those needs. One of the major
manufacturers of coatings in this category met githff several times and explained that the
waterbased technology to develop a usable spegahyer at 100 g/l limit which can seal fire
and smoke damage, as well as severe water-soltdies svas not currently possible but the
technology is moving in the right direction and wbgoon be achievable. The manufacturer is
currently working with exempt solvents and majdeydl resin suppliers to reduce the VOC in
their alkyd primers as well as partnering with ajonauniversity to develop new coating
formulations which will meet or be below the 100 lghit in the rule. After reviewing the
available technology and several manufacturer recendations, staff is proposing to establish
an interim VOC limit of 250 g/l effective July 10@6 and delay the 100 g/l limit by one year for
this category.

Stains (Exterior)

The rule defines this category as opaque or sansfrarent coatings which are formulated to
change the color but not conceal the grain patertexture. The 2001 CARB Survey shows
10% of the products and 11% of the sales complwitlg the 100 g/l limit. The 2005 Annual
Status Report, Appendix A lists 30 exterior staimast have a VOC content of 100 g/l or less.
The UMR study conducted accelerated exposure ¢estinltra violet (UV) and condensation
devices simulating the coatings ability to resistedioration of its physical properties caused by
exposure to light, heat, and water (ASTM D4587he Bluminum panels were subjected to UV
and condensation cycles alternating every four fiolvery 200 hours the panels are evaluated
for gloss and color change over a total time ofQLAOurs. Other tests performed were: scrub
resistance, ASTM D2486; stain resistance, ASTM [348ibdified; adhesion, ASTM D3359;
Taber Abrasion, ASTM D4060; and surface tensionTMSD1331. The exterior stains that
were tested were: Cabot, Decking Stain #7400 clédverton, Rhinoguard Wood Defense
Deck & Siding Honey Finish; e3 Coating, EnvirolaSf Wood Stain & Seal; and Fuhr Zero
VOC Exterior Deck Stain & Finish Clear #5900. Thesults support the 100 g/l limit for
exterior stains even though manufacturers havetiaddl time for developing and testing their
products until July 1, 2007.
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Waterproofing Sealers (WPS)
Waterproofing Concrete Masonry Sealers (WPCMS)

The rule defines these categories separately. atding sealers are coatings which are
formulated for the primary purpose of preventingigteation of porous substrates by water.
Waterproofing concrete/masonry sealers are clegquiginented sealers that are formulated for
sealing to provide resistance against water, akadicids, ultraviolet light, and staining.
Appendix A of the current Annual Status Reportslisver 70 coatings that are less than 100 g/l
VOC meeting the July 1, 2006 limits for the WPS &WBCMS categories. During meetings
with manufacturers comments were made that somstrsit#s, such as travertine and natural
stone, do not have the chemistry to react with stypes of waterproofing concrete/masonry
sealers and those coatings for these substratesimpossible to produce at a VOC content of
100 g/l. Staff reviewed the technical data shéetswaterproofing concrete/masonry sealers
with a VOC content of 100 g/l or less and foundenaoatings recommended for use on natural
stone, granite, marble, slate, travertine, limestand sandstone as well as concrete, exposed
aggregate concrete, brick, stucco, block, and ey The nine products are Rainguard Plugger
Water Repellent and Sealer, Duro Shine Invisi-Guarpregnating Sealant, National Chemical
Laboratories Surface Barrier Fluoropolymer ImprégnaEndur-O-Seal EOS NsT Sealer, Behr
Concrete & Masonry Waterproofer No. 980, Degussardd¢iear Special, Monopole Aquaseal
Formula 2000, GE Sealants VIP 1510 Water Repellanti Andek Polaseal M-A. These
products are either film forming or penetrants wdt of them breathable allowing vapor
transmission or having a perm rating greater thaa dr'he UMR study also supports the 100 g/l
limit for this category. The specific tests run the waterproofing concrete/masonry sealers
were: alkali, acid and stain resistance, ASTM 8t 3frohesion test, ASTM G85, Annex A5;
chloride ion screening, CHLOR Test; efflorescend&STM D1736 and water vapor
transmission, ASTM D1653. The 2001 CARB Surveyvwshahat 25% of the waterproofing
sealer products and 20% of their sales meet thegAliénit. The same survey shows 44% of the
waterproofing concrete/masonry sealer products3&3d of their sales meet the 100 g/l limit. A
more thorough analysis of the technology for tlategory can be obtained from the 2003 Staff
Report for the December 3, 2003 amended Rule 118, many of those same coatings listed
are utilized in vertical and horizontal floor amaltions with VOCs that easily meet the future
limit in the floor category of 50 g/l VOC.

Coating Categories Proposed for VOC Limit Reduction

Bond Breakers

Bond breakers are coatings applied between layazsnzrete to prevent the freshly poured top
layer of concrete from bonding to the substrater @xgch it is poured. The primary use for this
type of coating is in site-cast tilt-up concretensiouction. Different types of resins are used in
the formulations such as Oleoresinous binders,fiparavax, polybutene and other polymer
emulsions, acrylics and hydrocarbon. Most are dtaliy active meaning that they bond with
the calcium in the fresh cement paste. The VO@ fion this category is currently 350 g/l and
was proposed to be reduced to 100 g/l effectivgy dul 2007. However, staff met with
manufacturers of these coatings and learned that beeakers manufactured at or below 100 g/l
most always contain waxes and interfere with sulselqtopcoats. In preparation for the
topcoat, applicators may have been required tesabents high in VOC content to remove the
wax. Therefore, staff will continue to monitorghioating category both for an increase in usage
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and technological developments that may allow aeloWOC limit in the future. Emission
reductions from lowering this category from thereat 350 g/l to the proposed 100 g/l limit
were calculated to be 0.02 tpd based on the 200RECSurvey. At this time staff will

recommend that this category remain at the cuiv@@ limit of 350 g/l.

Concrete-Curing Compounds

Concrete-curing compounds are coatings appliedréshfy poured concrete to retard the
evaporation of water promoting the optimum cemeyalr&ation (chemical combination of water

and some other substance in a definite moleculi&x) ienmediately after placement. As cement
hydrates, strength increases and permeability dsese  When hydration stops, strength gain
ceases. Many techniques have long been used stidbeso help prevent evaporation and

provide a good cure, including covering the newlsgcpd concrete with water, wet burlap,

polyvinyl sheeting and the use of concrete-curingipounds for high-production operations

such as paving and large floor placements. Resed in the manufacture of concrete-curing
compounds include acrylic, acrylic copolymer, alkydhenolic, calcium nitrate, hydrocarbon,

lignosulfonate, siliconate, sodium silicate, watyrane acrylate, and polystyrene.

Staff originally had proposed to reduce the VOCitlimor this category to 100 g/l. The
California Department of Transportation (Caltrahejvever, which is one of the principal users
and specifiers of concrete-curing compounds exptesencerns regarding the feasibility of the
proposed limit. Their primary issue was that ceteicuring compounds that they specify must
meet Caltrans Standard Specification 90-7.01B whexjfuires the compounds to conform to
ASTM C309 and water loss, in conformance with gguirements of California Test 534, which
shall not be more than 0.15-kdfim 24 hours. The concrete-curing compounds thegtrthese
requirements for roadways and bridges are not cthyrenanufactured at 100 g/l or below. The
lower-VOC compounds based on silicate salts arencadly reactive in concrete rather than
film forming and therefore, do not meet ASTM C309hese compounds form a hardened
surface and under traffic conditions tend to spaim the bulk of the pavement and create
hazards. The fluorosilicate products are simil@he proposed VOC limit of 100 g/l is suitable
however, for all other curing compounds that Calrases that conform to the requirements of
ASTM C309, Class A used for curbs and gutters, veidles, islands, driveways and other
miscellaneous concrete areas.

Staff also met with manufacturers of concrete-aurmompounds and other than the concerns
raised by Caltrans, the manufacturers said thegsep limit of 100 g/l is viable for industrial
use, such as tilt-up construction, sidewalks, cuebs. In addition staff contacted the Tilt-up
Concrete Association (TCA) which agreed that th@ 40 limit performed at an acceptable level
and in fact, the lower-VOC compounds were betterdooating.

Therefore, staff is proposing to modify the defomtfor concrete-curing compounds to separate
those compounds used for roadways and bridges (duiasclude curbs and gutters, sidewalks,
islands, driveways and other miscellaneous conenetas) by specifying that they meet ASTM
Designation C309, Class B and meet a loss of veatmidard of less than 0.15-kg/im 24 hours

as determined by Caltrans, California Test 534esghconcrete-curing compounds will continue
to have a VOC content of 350 g/l and all other cetezcuring compounds will be required to
meet the proposed VOC limit of 100 g/l, effectivdyJl, 2007. Appendix A of this report lists
products that meet the proposed 100 g/l VOC linfihe emission reductions gained from this
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category are 0.04 tpd. Staff will continue thehteamlogy assessment to determine the availability
of low-VOC compounds for roadways and bridges lier future.

Dry-Fog Coatings

Dry-fog (dry-fall) coatings are applied by sprayphgation only so that the overspray droplets
dry before falling on floors and other surfacesvef@pray generated during atomization of a
protective coating or paint can collect on adjasemfaces or fall, potentially damaging surfaces
not intended to be coated, and resulting in extensiean-up procedures. Dry-fog coatings were
developed to reduce the amount of clean-up effedessary, particularly when spraying
overhead surfaces like ceilings inside plants drepotfacilities. With dry-fog coatings, the
overspray releases all of its solvents (dries} &lls through the air, such that it is dry when i
contacts the surface(s) below. This minimizesrtbed for installation of protective coverings
and allows the contractor to literally sweep-uwacuum the overspray from these surfaces once
the application is complete. The VOC limit fordloategory is currently 400 g/l. Appendix A of
this report lists products that meet the propos@® g/ VOC limit. Resins used in
manufacturing dry-fog coatings include acrylic, ydicr copolymer, alkyd amines epoxy, vinyl
toluene, and vinyl acrylic copolymer.  Waterborneryic dry-fog coatings are an
environmentally acceptable alternative to tradaicsolvent-based ceiling coatings. They emit a
very low odor during application, and have a loasfi point. Waterborne acrylic dry-fog
coatings are especially well suited for spaces mithicast concrete or steel beam ceilings. They
can save time and make application easier in anpded space.

After staff contacted and met with manufacturerslgtfog coatings, the main issues discussed
were potential slower dry times associated with-MW@&C coatings especially during high
humidity conditions and adherence of the coatinditty surfaces. It was generally agreed that
low-VOC dry-fog coatings might require more subqareparation than a solventborne coating.
Staff had initially proposed lowering the VOC camttéor dry-fog coatings to 100 g/l and after
discussions with and input from industry has revidee proposal, with manufacturer support, to
allow coatings in this category to meet 150 g/fdetive July 1, 2007) to address the dry time.
The emission reductions gained are 0.35 tpd.

Fire-Retardant Coatings

Fire-retardant coatings retard ignition and flarpeead. The coating has to be fire tested and
rated by a testing agency approved by building auffieials for use in bringing building and
construction materials into compliance with fedesthte, and local building code requirements.
The fire-retardant coating and the testing agenagtrbe approved by building code officials.
The coating must be tested in accordance with AST&&st Method E-89 or listed by
Underwriter's Laboratories, Inc. as a fire-retardewating with a flame spread index of less than
25. Staff has identified several low-VOC fire-mefant coatings with comparable performance
to their higher VOC counterpart. Additionally, ftavas contacted by several coating
manufacturers expressing concern regarding theeatiuthis category due to significantly high
VOC limits. Their concern was confirmed by AQMD nepliance staff through a recent
enforcement action.

To determine if the fire-retardant low-VOC produptsformed as well as high-VOC products,
AQMD contracted with SGS U.S. Testing Company, togerform ASTM Test Method E-84 —
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Standard Test Method for Surface Burning Charastiesi of Building Materials on four fire-
retardant coating systems. The substrate chosethdotests was & inch fire rated gypsum
board. The coatings were applied according tomheufacturer's recommendations including
primer coats if specified as well as coverage rafBse four fire-retardant systems tested were:
a) Dunn Edwards Aristoglo Interior Fire Retardakydl Semi-Gloss Enamel 74 and Super U-
365 Interior Fire Retardant Alkyd Enamel Underco&e2-1V; b) Benjamin Moore 220 Latex
Fire-Retardant Coatings and Regal FirstCoat 2l16migra Primer; c) Pittsburgh Paints
Speedhide Interior Fire Retardant Flat Latex (imer coat recommended); and d) FA%on-
Flammable Paint IP Series Paint and TRRatshedder Insulative/Non-Flammable HS Series
Coatings. The Dunn-Edwards and FPRe-retardant coatings are non-intumescent cgatin
and the Benjamin Moore and Pittsburgh Paint fiterdant coatings are intumescent coatings.
Intumescent coatings generally consist of a prifoeadherence, the intumescent base coat, and
some type of decorative topcoat to serve as a gire¢ebarrier. When exposed to fire, the
intumescent base coat expands, forming a thickr lagjdoam that protects the substrate by
thermally insulating it and shielding it from thedt. Intumescent fire resistive coatings are
designed to expand up to 15 to 30 times duringea fin addition, most intumescent coatings
generate an ash-like or char layer during theiaasmpn process. As the fire exposure continues,
the ash coating erodes exposing the remaining egoent coating. The technical data sheets
list the VOC content for Dunn-Edwards, both topcaad primer coat, to be less than 350 g/lI; the
Benjamin Moore topcoat at zero and the primer ebdi00 g/l or less; the Pittsburgh coating at
32.4 g/l; and the TPRcoatings at zero g/l. All the coating systemsemglaced in the ceiling
position for the 10 minute test. Since the nawir¢he substrate may significantly affect the
performance of the fire-retardant coating, an iatlan of the performance of a fire-retardant
coating can be determined by comparing the surflacemability of the coated substrate with
that of the uncoated, specific substrate which egaspleted during the testing. In summary the
two non-intumescent coatings had a flame spreddawid a smoke density of 5 compared to the
intumescent coatings with a flame spread of zetbasmoke density of 20 to 25 with all four
coatings performing equally well illustrating tredt of the low-VOC products performed equally
well to the standard high-VOC product whether thag intumescent or non-intumescent
coatings.

The VOC limits for this category are currently diged into clear coatings at 650 g/l and
pigmented coatings at 350 g/l. Most fire-retardaodtings are either flat or nonflat coatings and
staff initially proposed lowering the VOC limit foinis category to 50 g/l to coincide with the flat
and nonflat VOC limit. However, fire-retardant tiogs could also be manufactured to meet the
definition of other coating categories. Therefataff is proposing to eliminate this category on
January 1, 2007 and allow these coatings to be faetowed to meet any coating definition with
the applicable VOC limit. It is not the intent thfis proposal to allow fire-retardant coatings to
default to the general VOC Ilimit of 250 g/l as po®d in paragraph (c)(1) of Rule 1113.

Traffic Coatings

Traffic coatings are applied to public streetshingys, and other surfaces such as curbs, berms,
driveways, and parking lots. Resins include acrydicrylic copolymer, alkyd, oleoresin, vinyl
toluene, and vinyl acrylic copolymer. The 2001 ARurvey shows traffic coatings at or
below 100 g/l to make up 32% of the sales and 48% e products sold. Appendix A of this
report lists products that meet the proposed 100@C limit. Staff contacted Caltrans and all
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the traffic coatings they use are at or below 100 ¢taff has not received any comments
regarding this proposal. The VOC limit for thigegory is currently 150 g/l and is proposed to
be reduced to 100 g/l effective July 1, 2007.

Market Penetration

Except for the fire-retardant coatings, the coatatggories proposed for lower VOC limits were
derived from a list of coatings that was originafliybmitted to staff by NPCA as tentative
candidates for further reduction during Ad hoc submittee meetings. Staff reviewed these
categories based upon availability and their paientor emission reductions after a

comprehensive technology assessment. Staff eedludie results of the 2001 CARB

Architectural Coating Surveys for sales volume,ssioin inventories, and market penetration for
those coatings meeting the proposed limits, andewvdluate the CARB 2004 Survey, should it
become available before rule adoption. A prelimyrevaluation of the emission inventory and
available VOC technology for these categories sgfisonndicates potential significant cost-

effective emission reductions.

Staff compiled Table 1 below, showing the marketgietion of coatings already compliant
with the proposed VOC limits, based on the datenftbe 2001 CARB Survey. Since the survey
was taken in 2000, additional low VOC products teate been developed and marketed are not
reflected in these results. Therefore the markeefration percentages listed in the table for the
low-VOC products are probably higher today. Thesvevident when staff compiled Appendix
A and several low-VOC products were found in additio those listed in the 2001 CARB
Survey for the categories proposed for lower VO@itB. Table 1 also lists the number of
manufacturers and products for each VOC segmerdr (aelow the proposed limit and above)
for each coating category. The market penetratias calculated based on sales volumes listed
in the 2001 CARB Survey for all coatings in eackegary, excluding quart containers or less
and low-solids products.

Table 1
California Market Penetration
Ve # of # of PR sl % of Sales | Current Proposed
Range Manufacturers | Products el el Volume Limit Limit
(a/l) Products | (gallons)
Concrete Curing Compounds*

0-100 10 41 38% 335,591 48% 350 100
>100 16 67 62% 356,694 52%

Dry-Fog Coatings
0-150 8 36 40% 154,288 34%
>150 9 53 60% 305,468 66% 400 150

Traffic Coatings
0-100 20 129 48% 1,080,400 32% 150 100
>100 18 141 52% 2,258,36[7 68%

* Includes all concrete-curing compounds includihgse for roadways and bridges
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PROPOSED AMENDMENT

AOQOMD Staff Proposal

Consistent with the findings of its technology asseent, staff has determined that manufacturer
testing of some reformulated coatings is warrandefdcilitate transition to the new limits for a
few categories. Staff has expanded its origimgtl 0 also include specialty primers due to
compelling information presented by manufacturdrsjng the rule development process. The
coating categories listed in Table 1 warrantedhierriconsideration for lower VOC limits, since
they have some of the highest VOC limits of the aemmg coating categories and lower VOC
products are available.

Based on this approach and data discussed abaffepreiposes amending Rule 1113 as follows:

* Modify the definition of concrete-curing compountyg adding the sentence “Concrete-
curing compounds manufactured and used for road¢es not include curbs and gutters,
sidewalks, islands, driveways and other miscellaremoncrete areas) are those concrete-
curing compounds that meet ASTM Designation C308s€£B, and meet a loss of water
standard of less than 0.15-kg/m2 in 24 hours asrakied by the Caltrans, California Test
534.

» For clarification, staff is proposing to amend thedinition of floors to include clear coatings
formulated for or applied to concrete flooring” aadid the words “represented in part for use
on flooring” to the most restrictive provision dfet rule. This clarification is necessary to
keep the intent of the original definition which svaneant to include both opaque and clear
coatings. Also, staff is proposing to delete “gwsinms, and bowling alleys,” from the
definition of floor coatings, since clear wood &hes are usually applied to these types of
floors.

* Add to the definition of clear wood finishes therd® “including floors, decks and porches.”

* Modify the nonflat definition to specify that theye coatings that are not defined under any
other definition in this rule and meet the requigldss according to ASTM Test Method
D523.

* Add a new definition for nonflat high gloss by segimg this category from the general
nonflat category and setting an interim VOC limfiti®0 g/l which is the current VOC limit.
Then extending the future 50 g/l VOC limit effeaidate from July 1, 2006 to July 1, 2007.
Include in the definition that nonflat high glossatings are required to register a gloss of 70
or above on a 60 degree meter according to ASTM Nlethod D523.

» Clarify the definition of quick-dry enamels to ®tdhat they are nonflat high gloss coatings.

* Modify the definition of shellacs to clarify thdte resinous secretions come from an “insect”
rather than a beetle. Drop the words “thinned \aitohol.” Add the words “providing a
quick-drying, solid, protective film for priming dnsealing stains and odors, and for wood
finishing.”

* Modify the definition of VOC to exclude TBAc whensed in formulating IM coatings
including zinc-rich primers.
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* Amend the requirements in paragraph (c)(2) to allogvuse of anti-graffiti IM coatings for
residential, commercial, or institutional facilinge.

» Clarify that all clear wood finishes regardlesstadir chemistry are to meet the 275 g/l limit
by adding “275” to the Table of Standards. Staf§ been requested to clarify the VOC limit
for those waterborne clear wood finishes that domeet the strict definitions of varnish,
sanding sealers or lacquer.

* Add a new category to the Table of Standards fockie-curing compounds for roadways
and bridges with the current VOC limit of 350 gilgeparate these compounds from all other
types of concrete-curing compounds that are praptaséave a lower VOC limit of 100 g/l
effective July 1, 2007.

* Lower the VOC limit for dry-fog coatings from 400 ¢p 150 g/l effective July 1, 2007.

e Add an interim VOC limit for quick-dry enamels dbQ g/l effective July 1, 2006 and delay
the 50 g/l limit until July 1, 2007 to coincide withe new nonflat high gloss VOC limits.

* Lower the VOC limit for traffic coatings from 150@lgo 100 g/l effective July 1, 2007.

* Add a footnote to the Table of Standards that ittleerétardant coating category will be
eliminated on January 1, 2007 and subsumed byaiteng category for which they are
formulated.

* Include a one year sell-through provision for snoalhtainers of one quart or less that are not
exempt under subparagraph (g)(1)(A).

* Include fire-retardant coatings with a maximum V©@htent of 650 g/l for clear coatings
and 350 g/l for pigmented coatings and metalliarggted coatings with a maximum VOC
content of 500 g/l to the rule provisions allowiogatings to be included in averaging plans
effective July 1, 2006, to provide additional flekity to manufacturers.

» Delete the labeling requirements for brushing lacgisince they now have the same VOC
limit as all clear wood finishes.

* Add a labeling requirement for concrete-curing coommpls manufactured and used for
roadways and bridges to include the statement “lRCRDWAYS AND BRIDGES ONLY
(Not for Use on Curbs and Gutters, Sidewalks, Bdambriveways and Other Miscellaneous
Concrete Areas)” that shall be prominently dispthgé&ective July 1, 2007.

» Remove the requirement to submit an annual remorthé Executive Officer for clear
brushing lacquers and rust preventative coatingsesthe VOC limits are reduced and
tracking the sales volume and emission data carbtaened from the CARB surveys.

* Include a requirement for manufacturers of shellacssubmit an annual report to the
Executive Officer by April 1 of each calendar year.

* Update administrative requirements such as teshadsi technology assessments and
acronyms.

* Modify Appendix A of the rule to allow manufactuseto include small containers of
varnishes and sanding sealers with a maximum VQ@eaob of 450 g/l in their averaging
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program, provided the manufacturer has submittedagbpropriate small container annual
reports.

Changes to the Table of Standards are shown below.

TABLE OF STANDARDS
VOC LIMITS
Grams of VOC Per Liter of Coating,
Less Water and Less Exempt Compounds

Current Effective Date
(H0Z NS Limit* 711106 711107

Concrete-Curing Compounds 350 100
Concrete-Curing Compounds 350

For Roadways and Bridges =
Dry-Fog Coatings 400 150
Fire Retardant Coatings***

Clear 650

Pigmented 350
Nonflat High Gloss 150 50
Quick-Dry Enamels 250 —3®%0 50
Specialty Primers 350 —1060 100
Traffic Coatings 150 100

*kk The Fire-Retardant Coating Category will béngihated on January 1, 2007 and subsumed by thingoa
category for which they are formulated.

NPCA PROPOSAL AND EMISSION IMPACTS

During the past several months, NPCA submitted re¢veroposals to amend Rule 1113.

NPCAs last proposal was offered to staff in therfmf a consent judgment on March 3, 2006.
The following are the recommendations extractednftbe Draft Consent Judgment to amend
Rule 1113 and their emission impact. AdditionalO¥Pissues are discussed in the comments
and responses section of this report.

1. Maintain the existing VOC limits for the follomg coating categories:

€)) Maintain 250 g/l for IM coatings and delay implentation of the 100 g/l VOC
limit until July 1, 2007 to allow identification dnbreak out of subcategories
requiring VOC limits higher than 100 g/l;

(b) Maintain 400 g/l for rust preventative coatirgysd delay implementation of the
100 g/l VOC limit until July 1, 2007 to allow adaihal performance testing;

(© Maintain 250 g/l VOC limit for exterior stains;
(d) Maintain 250 g/l VOC limit for waterproofing alers;
(e) Maintain 400 g/l VOC limit for waterproofing norete/masonry sealers;

)] Maintain unlimited VOC limit for small containelear wood finishes (varnishes-
clear and semi-transparent, sanding sealers, amplides including pigmented
lacquers); and

(9) Maintain 350 g/l VOC limit for specialty primgr
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2. Adopt “Interior” and “Exterior” categories fohe following coatings, and the following
VOC limits, effective July 1, 2006:

(@)
(b)
(€)
(d)
(e)

)] Floor Coatings (Interior 50 g/I; Exterior 10d)g

3. Adopt “Interior” and “Exterior” categories fohé flat coatings with the following VOC
limits and effective dates:

(@)
(b)

Interior flat coatings 50 g/l effective July2Q007 and
Exterior flat coatings 100 g/l (no change ia tturrent limit).

Non-Flat Coatings (Interior 50 g/l, ExteriorQL§/I, High Gloss 150 g/l);
Primers, Sealers & Undercoaters (Interior LO0EXxterior 200 g/l);
Quick Dry Primers, Sealer & Undercoaters (limiet00 g/l; Exterior 200 g/l);
Quick Dry Enamels (Interior 150 g/l; Exterics@g/l);

Stains (Interior 250 g/I; Exterior 250 g/l);can

Table 2 summarizes the emission impact of the NPp@posal. Emission data for the NPCA
alternative proposal is based on the 2001 CARB &urupdated sales volumes from 2003
annual reports submitted to CARB and AQMD makingi&po of the California population.

Table 2
Emission Impact of NPCA Alternative Proposal
AQMD Emission Emission
. Future AQM.D NPQA Reductions Reductions NPC.A
Categories L Effective Limit Effective
Limit Date g/ Permanently Delayed Date
(g/l) 9 Foregone (tpd) (Gained) (tpd)
CWF-Small Containefs 275 7/1/06 Unlimited 0.91 Open
Flat, Interp? 50 211/08 50 (1.69) 711/2007
Flat, Exterior 100 0.93 Open
Floor, Interior 50 7/1/2006
: 7/1/2
Floor, Exterior 50 112006 100 0.02 Open
M3 100 7/1/2006 250 2.44 7/1/2007
Nonflat, Interior 50 7/1/2006
Nonflat, Exterior 50 7/1/2006 150 0.64 Open
Nonflat, HG (I/E) 150 0.46 Open
PSU, Interior 100 7/1/2006
' . 100 7/1/2006
PSU, Exterior 200 0.28 Open
QDE, Interior 150 0.19 7/1/2006
7/1/12
QDE, Exterior 50 112006 250 0.03 Open
QDPSU, Interior 100 7/1/2006
. 100 7/1/2006
QDPSU, Exterior 200 0.01 Open
Rust Preventative 100 7/1/06 400 1.28 1 yrorm
Specialty Primers 100 7/1/06 350 0.14 Open
Stains, Exterior (HS) 100 7/1/200 250 0.57 Open
WPCMS (HS) 100 7/1/2006 400 0.25 Open
WPS (HS) 100 7/1/2006 250 0.26 Open
Net Total Emission Reductions forgone and delayed .70 tpd 2.03
Proposed Amended Rule 1113 21 June 2, 2006
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Includes Lacquers, Sanding Sealers, and Varnish
Gain for 1 year
TBAc exempt for IM coatings, emissions postponadifgear.

Staff is not supportive of the NPCA proposal beeauss concluded by staff's technology
assessment summarized in previous sections ofdpmt, compliant performing products are
available and in increasing numbers practicallyaiincategories proposed for amendment by
NPCA and the significant emission reductions dedayepermanently forgone resulting from the
proposal. Furthermore, NPCA has not supplied ankrtical data sufficient to demonstrate the
contrary, that the current rule limits are unfekesibThis would not comply with the terms of a
federally enforceable Consent Decree that onlyalthe AQMD to delay or roll-back limits if
the Governing Board finds they are technically asible based on substantial evidence in the
whole record See Consent Decree for Coalition for Clean ABGAQMD, -based-en-substantial
evidence-ihr-the-whHerecoerdU.S. District Court for Central District of Califioia, Case No. 97-
6916HLH (SHx) entered 2/23/2000.

EMISSION INVENTORY AND EMISSION REDUCTIONS

CARB Surveys

CARB has conducted architectural coating surveysryeyour or five years with previous
surveys conducted in 1976, 1981, 1985, 1989, 18933 and 2000. The purpose of the surveys
is to gather current information on the VOC contandl sales volume of architectural coatings.
CARB is currently evaluating data collected in lest survey for sales in 2004. The data from
this survey is not currently available, and will imeorporated should it become available in
point in time.

The surveys are used in the development of reguastor rules throughout California to reduce

the VOC emissions from these products. CARB hawiged technical assistance to the air

pollution control districts in the form of industsurveys and research. To track the emission
contributions of architectural coatings, an invenptwas created that is based on the surveys.
CARB has also provided regulatory and policy guaathrough the development of a SCM for

architectural coatings, which was first adopted1l8v7, and subsequently amended in 1985,
1989, and 2000.

The 2001 CARB Survey listed all architectural cogsi into 51 coating categories. These 51
categories are integrated by definition into thecdating categories in the Rule 1113 Table of
Standards. The 2001 CARB Survey identified mo@ntB8 million gallons of architectural

coatings sold in California in 2000, with 83 percen that volume coming from waterborne

products and 17 percent from solventborne produBtistewide emissions from these coatings
are approximately 40,000 tons of VOC per year ooudbl10 tpd as an annual average.
Although waterborne products represented 83 perktite volume, they only contributed 41

percent of these emissions, while the solventbgroelucts representing 17 percent of the
volume sold contributed 59 percent. If emissioramf solventborne thinning and cleanup
products are included (assumed to be one pint gkongof solventborne coating and zero for
waterborne coatings), the average annual emissiangpproximately 128 tpd, with 35 percent
of the emissions contributed by waterborne prodaats 65 percent coming from solventborne
products. Information on VOC content was alsoemiéid for all 51 coating categories. Coating
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sales in the AQMD are estimated based on populatmah represent 45 percent of those sold
statewide. It is assumed that the distributionwafterborne and solventborne coatings is
consistent throughout the state.

Values for VOC content summarized in the 2001 CARBvey were determined by calculating
the sales-weighted average. The VOC content valppsar as VOC Actual (A-VOC) and VOC
Regulatory (R-VOC). A-VOC, also know as MateridD¥, is a ratio of the weight of VOCs per
a given volume of coating. A-VOC is the value usedlusively to determine the emission
inventory. R-VOC is a ratio of the weight of VO@sr a given volume of coating with water
and exempt VOCs subtracted from both the nume(ateight) and denominator (volume) and is
what appears as the VOC limit in all coating ruleBhe original rational behind the R-VOC
value was to reflect the relationship of coveragetdtal solids content and to provide an
equivalent basis for comparing the polluting partiaf solventborne and waterborne coatings.
Also, it was believed that the R-VOC approach woptdhibit coating manufacturers from
simply diluting a coating with water in order to etestandards specified in coating regulations.

Under a Confidentiality Agreement, AQMD has obtainthe detailed data submitted by
manufacturers to CARB for compilation. The AQMDshsigned a confidentiality agreement
with CARB agreeing to comply with the provisions thfe California Public Records Act
(California Government Code Section 6250 et Seapyl specifically with Government Code
Section 6254.5(a), regarding the disclosure of idential data provided by architectural coating
manufacturers in the 2001 CARB Survey, which wasnstied to CARB under a claim of
confidentiality. The AQMD also agreed that, as &eth in California Government Code
Section 6254.5(e), the above-referenced informasioall only be used for purposes that are
consistent with existing law. Both the emissiowentory and the emission reductions are
calculated from data provided in the 2001 CARB 8yrvHowever, the emissions inventory is
calculated from total sales volume for all contair@zes, whereas emission reduction
calculations are based on an adjusted emissiomtome calculated using an adjusted sales
volume omitting quart containers or less, since/ thee exempt from the current provisions of
Rule 1113 and for containers greater than quartsr dielow the current VOC limit. The
additional processing of the 2001 CARB Survey dagéds numbers that may not be available
from the published Summary.

Emission Inventory

The California sales volume and emission inventaryrable 3 has been taken from the 2001
CARB Survey except for specialty primers wherefsiaéd the CARB 2003 annual report sales
data. The emission inventory for specialty primges derived by using the same ratio of sales
to emissions as the CARB 2001 Survey data. Bathstiles volume and emission inventory
include all container sizes. The emission invenisrcalculated by multiplying the sales volume

by the sales weighted average actual-VOC. The AQ@dIes volume and emission inventory is

based on demographics taken from the 2000 U.S.uSend\lthough the census shows the

population of all of Los Angeles, Orange, Riversatel San Bernardino Counties at 46 percent
of the California population, staff used a factérdd percent to discount the portions of the

counties not within AQMD jurisdiction. The invemyaincludes sales for all container sizes.
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Table 3
Emission Inventory for Selected Coating Categorieom the 2001 CARB Survey
CA 2000 CA AQMD AQMD AQMD
Coating Category Sales Emissions 2000 Sales Emissions Emissions
(gallons) (tpy) (gallons) (tpy) (tpd)
Concrete-Curing Compounds 692,419 135.4 311,589 9360. 0.17
Dry-Fog Coatings 459,756 400.3 206,890 180.14 0.49
Nonflat, High Gloss 1,926,436 1,332.1 866,896 599.4 1.64
Quick-Dry Enamels PbH 909.1 PD 409.10 1.12
Specialty Primers 1,918,556 571.2 863,350 257.00 0.70
Traffic Coatings 3,338,918 1,107.7 1,502,513 498.47 1.37
Totals 4,454.8 2,005.09 5.49

PD is protected data, fewer than 3 companies repadles
Sales updated from CARB 2003 Annual Reports

Adjusted Emission Inventory for Calculating Emissicn Reductions

Staff adjusted the 2001 CARB Survey baseline inmgnto account for sales of: (a) coatings
below the proposed VOC limit which were excludezhirthe inventory, since these coatings are
already compliant; (b) California coatings above turrent AQMD VOC limits, which were
assumed to be at the current AQMD compliance limitd (c)_by excludinggmall exempt
containersaleswhich are not subject to the rule requirements.

This establishes different volume fractions of VO@htent, solids, and water/exempt solvents
used to adjust both sales and the emission inventd'hen the VOC content is reduced, it is
replaced by water or exempt compounds and thisajlgilowers the solids content, reflecting a
greater sales volume but usually an overall emmsetoluction. The adjusted sales volume and
emission inventory are used to calculate projestdds and emission inventory at the proposed
VOC limit established through technology assessrapdtdata from the 2001 CARB Survey.

The detailed emission inventory calculations maydomd in Appendix B. Table 4 summarizes
the 2000 adjusted emissions inventory for bothf@ailia and the AQMD based on the elements
previously stated, and with the assumption thatpéfcent of the state sales are within the
AQMD jurisdiction.

Table 4
2000 California and AQMD Adjusted Emission Inventory
California Adjusted AQMD Adjusted
Coating Category Emission A
Proposed VOC g/l Sales Inventory Emission Inventory
Gallons tpy tpy tpd

Concrete-Curing Compounds-100 248,648 59 27 0.07
Dry-Fog Coatings-150 305,557 385 173 0.47
Nonflat, High Gloss-50 1,961,924 549 247 0.68
Quick-Dry Enamel-150 932,806 439 198 0.54
Quick-Dry Enamel-50 828,113 235 106 0.29
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California Adjusted AQMD Adjusted
Coating Categor Emission o
Proposged VO?: 93;' Sales Inventory Emission Inventory
Gallons tpy tpy tpd
Specialty Primer-250 97,132 125 56 0.15
Specialty Primers-160 99,595 94 42 0.12
Traffic coatings-100 2,249,225 839 377 1.03
Totals 2,725 1,226 3.36

! To adjust the sales volume and emissions focrede-curing compounds for roadways and bridgesf, Ishs removed the solvent based
and waterbased products at 270 g/l and above tierstate inventory.

Emission Reductions For Coating Categories Proposdebr Amendment

The emission reductions are calculated by subtrgdhie projected emission inventory from the
adjusted emission inventory.

The proposed amendments will achieve an overall \&@ssion reduction of 0.81 tpd from

concrete-curing compounds, dry-fog coatings, aaffit¢rcoatings beginning July 1, 2007. The
VOC emission reductions postponed for one year valfrom the nonflat high gloss category -
0.48 tpd, from the quick-dry enamel category - Q&) and from the specialty primer category
— 0.08 tpd. The postponed VOC emission reductwilisbe regained beginning July 1, 2007.

Table 5 summarizes the AQMD VOC emission reductiom® PAR Rule 1113.

Table 5
Summary of AQMD Emission Reductions

Coating Category Pr?_?r?]?te? voc FForrs]tI;(s)lr?gds g?%lrﬁuggzr Adgg?unci:oiggij;on

o/ (tpd) July 1, 2007

Concrete-Curing Compounds 100 0.04

Dry-Fog Coatings 100 0.35

Nonflat, High Gloss Coatings* 50 0.48

Quick-Dry Enamel* 150/50 0.20

Specialty Primers* 250/100 0.08**

Traffic Coatings 100 0.29

Total 0.77 0.69

* The emission reductions from these categdra& been accounted for in prior rule amendments.
** The emissions are based on sales volume frétRE 2003 annual reports.

COST AND COST-EFFECTIVENESS

The data compiled in Appendix A, which summarizeshhical data of the many products
already being manufactured and sold in today’'s wores market for the categories proposed for
amendment clearly demonstrate that the proposed WOI®& are not technology forcing, but
technically feasible and cost-effective. In orderobtain relevant pricing to determine cost-
effectiveness of the proposed amendments, statbctad architectural coating manufacturers to
obtain the cost per gallon for products that compith the current VOC limits, as well as the
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proposed VOC limits. Appendix A shows the averegfail cost per gallon obtained from the
manufacturers or distributors.

All sales volumes are reflected as adjusted 200RE Survey values based on current AQMD
VOC limits. Furthermore, these adjusted volumes teainslated into future gallons as a ratio
between the solids content of the current adjusteentory and the future solids content. This
cost is then multiplied by the number of gallonklso

The annual cost increase is derived as the diféerdretween the projected cost of future
coatings and the cost of the current coatings.ceéSthe emission inventory is stated in terms of
daily emissions or tpd, the emission reductiondthrthe coating categories is converted to a
yearly figure by multiplying by 365 operating daysr year. The cost-effectiveness in dollars
per ton is calculated by dividing the annual cosrease by emission reductions in tpy and is
represented by the following equation. Table fies these costs.

Annual Cost Increase
Emission Reductions in tpy

Cost-Effectiveness =

Table 6
Cost Based on the Current Sales Price
Current Rule Cost Future Cost
Coating Categories with | Average Per| AQMD 2000 Dollars Average PerlAQMD Projected Dollars
Proposed VOC Limit Gallon® |Sale$ (gallons) Gallon® | Sales’ (gallons)

f:fggrge}le'cu””g Compounds 411 22 111,811  $1,254519  $6.18 102,083 $631,089
Dry-Fog Coatings - 150 g/l $28.12 137,501  $3,865,84 $20.84 179,013  $3,729,989
g/'lre'Retarda”t Coatings 50| ¢/ cq 7,771 $346,276  $50.01 7,810 $390,578
Traffic Coatings - 100 g/l $15.82 1,012,151 $16,222 $17.98 998,981 $17,958,557

Totals 1,269,234 $21,478,86b 1,287,892 $22,780,p1

Average cost per gallon for products listedppendix A, above the proposed VOC limit.

AQMD adjusted 2000 sales volume in Appendib&sed on current VOC limit.

Average cost per gallon for products listed\ppendix A, at or below the proposed VOC limit.

AQMD projected sales volume in Appendix B, lthea the proposed VOC limit.

Since Fire-Retardant Coatings are proposee &itminated on January 1, 2007 and subsumed hyoiteng category for which they are
formulated, the cost-effectiveness analysis assuvoest case that all fire-retardant coatings wallé a future VOC limit of 50 g/l. This cost
is as determined in the socioeconomic assessment.

aoA W NP

Annual Cost Increase = $22,710,213 — $21,478,865,231,349
Emission Reductions = 0.6910 tpd * 365 days per y&2b2 tpy

$1,231,349
252 tpy
The cost-effectiveness without fire-retardant auggiis $4,740 per ton of VOC reduced with

emission reductions of 250 tpy. These figure wesed in calculating the incremental cost-
effectiveness for this report, excluding fire-ref@nt coatings. The fire-retardant coatings are

Cost-Effectiveness = = $4,882 per ton VOC reduced
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excluded because they will be subsumed by thergpattegory for which they are formulated
and therefore, there is no alternative control late.

INCREMENTAL COST-EFFECTIVENESS

Health and Safety Code Section 40920.6 requiresaiemental cost-effectiveness analysis for a
proposed regulation to at least one other contmilon that would achieve the emission

reduction objective. Incremental cost-effectivenissdefined as the difference between the costs
of two potential control options, divided by thdfeience in emission reductions between those

control options.

Compliance with the proposed amendments to Rul8 islachieved through lowering the VOC
content of the coatings. Since only this singletad option exists for architectural coatings, it
is not possible to calculate incremental cost-e¢iffeaess for different control options for the
proposed amendments to Rule 1113. Nevertheleggptade additional information, staff has

provided the incremental cost-effectiveness valreaf less stringent proposal excluding fire-
retardant coatings. Assuming VOC reductions oB@pt from less stringent VOC limits for

concrete-curing compounds (excluding those useddadways and bridges), dry-fog coatings
and traffic coatings, the incremental cost-effemti@ss is estimated at $11,440 per ton.

Table 7

Cost Based on Optional Proposal

Coating Categories with
Alternative Proposed

Current Cost

Future Cost for Optional

Proposed VOC Limits

VOC Limits Average | AQMD 2000 Average AQMD
Cost Sales Volumé Dollars Cost Projected Sales| Dollars
Per Gallon* (Gal) Per Gallon®| Volume® (Gal)
fgg‘;llete'cu“”g Compounds ¢ 5, 93,965 $1,082,306  $6.47 122,670 $793,062
Dry-Fog Coatings - 250 g/ $28.12 132,933 $3,737,41 $20.84 168,690 $3,514,904
Traffic Coatings - 125 g/l $17.55 1,009,199 $17,208 $17.55 1,045,067 $18,336,223
Totals 1,236,097 $22,526,618 1,336,427 $22,644,18

1 Average cost per gallon for products listed\ppendix A, above the proposed VOC limit.
2 AQMD adjusted 2000 sales volume in Appendidb&sed on current VOC limit.
3 Average cost per gallon for products listed\pendix A, at or below the proposed VOC limit.
4 AQMD projected sales volume in Appendix B, lthea the optional proposed VOC limit.

Annual Cost Increase = $22,644,189 - $22,526,6%817,571

Emission Reductions = 0.43 tpd * 365 days per yeHs7 tpy

. $117,571
Cost-Effectiveness = = $749 per ton VOC reduced
157 tpy
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Incremental Cost-Effectiveness Formula

Incremental Cost- Annual Cost Increase of Annual Cost Increase of
Effectiveness (§/ton = | P_roposal ($)_ - Op.tlohal Proposc_”:tl %)
of VOC reduced) Emission Reduction of Emission Reduction of
Proposal(tpy) Optional Proposal (tpy)
Incremental Cost- $1,187,047 - $117,571 _ $11,440 per ton of
effectiveness B 250 tpy - 157tpy  VOC reduced

SOCIOECONOMIC ASSESSMENT

A socioeconomic analysis of the amendments to RL1&3 will be performed. The
socioeconomic impacts associated with the CEQAradteves (if any) will also be analyzed.
The socioeconomic report will be released no Idtan 30 days prior to the AQMD Governing
Board hearing.

COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ARCHITECTURAL COATING RULES

The following analysis compares Rule 1113 withth8. EPA Architectural Coatings rule. The
comparison includes proposed changes to Rule 1h&Banapplicable.

40 CFR, Subpart D — National Volatile
Rule 1113 — Architectural Coatings Organic Compound Emission Standards for
Architectural Coatings

Any person, who supplies, sells, offers for sale, Each architectural coating manufactured on or
or manufactures architectural coatings to be  after September 13, 1999 for sale or
field applied to stationary structures or their distribution in the U.S., except architectura

Applicability appurtenances, and to mobile homes, coatings registered under the Federal
pavements or curbs as well as any person who Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Agt
applies or solicits the application of manufactured on or after March 13, 2000
architectural coatings in the District. for sale or distribution in the U.S.

Clear Wood Finishes include floor coatings.
Concrete-curing compounds for roadways and

bridges required to meet standard Floor Coatings — means an opaque coating.

| speC|f|c_at|ons. include cl . f Nonflat Coatings — includes all sheens.
Definition F oggggzggs —to include clear coatings for | ghe|ac definition includes use for stain

blocking.
Volatile Organic Compound — excludes TBAq
while pursuing additional toxicity testing.

Modifications | \onfiat High Gloss — register 70 or above on a

60 degree meter.
Shellac definition includes uses.
Volatile Organic Compound — excludes TBAc as
a VOC for IM coatings.

250 g/l default or
VOC limits specified in the Table of Standards
on listed effective dates.

VOC content not to exceed applicable limit in
Table 1 to Subpart D.

VOC Content
Limits
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Rule 1113 — Architectural Coatings

40 CFR, Subpart D — National Volatile
Organic Compound Emission Standards for
Architectural Coatings

Coatings
Proposed for
lower VOC limits
in AQMD

Concrete-Curing Compounds — 100 (excludes
those for roadways and bridges)

Dry-Fog Coatings — 150

Traffic Coatings - 100

Concrete-Curing Compounds — 350
Dry-Fog Coatings — 400
Traffic Coatings - 150

Most Restrictive

Lowest VOC limit applies if a coating label or
literature implies that the coating may fall

Lowest VOC limit applies if a coating label or
literature implies that the coating may fall

gs

VOC Limit into two or more categories. into two or more categories. 17 exemptio
Sell-Throuah If manufactured prior to effective date of
Provisior? applicable VOC Ilimit in Table, 3-year sell- | None
through including application.
An annual averaging program that allows
coatings to be sold with a VOC content .
: o Exceedance fees for manufacturers of coatin
greater than the applicable limit, that are : o
: . above the applicable VOC limit.
. offset with a greater volume of sales with a L . .
Compliance . - Tonnage exemption if VOC contained in
. VOC content below the applicable limit. . N
Options o o coatings selected for exemption is equal t
Emissions must be at or below levels as if all
: or less than 10 tpy.
sales were compliant, No Averaging Provision Requirements
Appendix A - Requirements for Averaging ging g '
Provision.
Date of Manufacture or code that displays the
_da_te of manufacture_. . Date of Manufacture or code that displays the
Thinning recommendations, does not include
LS . date of manufacture.
thinning with water. A . .
; . Thinning recommendations, does not include
: Coating VOC content as supplied and after oS .
Container manufacturers recommended thinnin thinning with water.
Labeling g Coating VOC content as supplied and after

Requirements

Coating VOC content and Material VOC conte
for low-solids coatings.

Special labeling for quick-dry primers, sealers
and undercoaters, quick-dry enamels, rust

preventative coatings and specialty primersd.

Proposed labeling for concrete-curing compou

nt L
manufacturers recommended thinning.

Material VOC content for low-solids coatings
Special labeling for IM coatings and recycled
coatings.

nds

Reporting
Requirements:

Averaging Compliance Option recordkeeping &
reporting.

Annual reports for sales in gallons of recycled
coatings and specialty primers.

Recycled paint manufacturers must submit a
letter certifying they are manufacturers of
recycled coatings.

lr}gecycled coatings records.

Exceedance fee records.

Tonnage exemption records.

Initial notification report from each
manufacturer and importer of any
architectural coating.

Test Methods

Determination of VOC content:
U.S. EPA Reference Test Method 24 and fq
exempt compounds by AQMD Method 303
AQMD Method 304.

Acid Content of Coatings:
ASTM Test Method D 1613-85.

Metal Content of Coatings:
AQMD Method 311.

Flame Spread Index:
ASTM Test Method E 84-99.

Determination of VOC content:
or  U.S. EPA Reference Test Method 24
or (Method 24 prevails).

Formulation data or any othezasonable mean
for predicting that the coating has been
formulated as intended (e.g., quality
assurance checks, recordkeeping.

Alternative Methods:

The Administrator may approve, on a cas
by-case basis, a manufacturer's or import

[72)
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Rule 1113 — Architectural Coatings

40 CFR, Subpart D — National Volatile
Organic Compound Emission Standards for
Architectural Coatings

Test Methods
(continued)

Drying Times and Tack—Free Time:

ASTM Test Method D 1640 and ASTM Test

Method D 1640 (Mechanical Test Method)
respectively.

Gloss Determination:
ASTM Test Method D 523.

Compounds for Curing Concrete
ASTM Designation C309, Class B

Water Retention Efficiency
California Test 534

Equivalent Test Methods:
Other test methods determined to be
equivalent by the staffs of the District, the
CARB, and the U.S. EPA, and approved in
writing by the District Executive Officer may
also be used.

use of an alternative method in lieu of
Method 24 for determining the VOC

is demonstrated to the Administrator's
satisfaction to provide results that are
acceptable for purposes of determining
compliance with this subpart.

Technology

For future VOC limit for flat coatings None
Assessments
Containers of one quart or less. Clear wood
finish quart_ container exemption will beA coating that is manufactured for sale or
phased out in 2006. distributi hi I ; K
Coatings manufactured for sale outside AQMD Istribution to architectural coating market
I outside the United States; such a coating
jurisdiction. o e
; I must not be sold or distributed within the
Emulsion type bituminous pavement sealers. : ; :
. United States as an architectural coating.
Aerosol coating products. : .
. . . coating manufactured prior to September 1
) High altitude use of stains/lacquers above 4,3&)
Exemptions feet. 1999.

Thinning to avoid blushing with humidity aboy
70% and temperature below 65 degrees

certain times of the year and with a maximiim

VOC content if the coating contains aceton
Extended VOC limits for Small Business
meeting specific criteria.

eA coating that is sold in a non-refillable aeros
- ot container.

R coating that is collected and redistributed &
[ paint exchange.

L4 coating that is sold in a container with
volume of one liter or less.

content of coatings if the alternative method

7]

Research and development test specimens.

DRAFT FINDINGS UNDER CALIFORNIA HEALTH AND SAFETY CODE

Health and Safety Code Section 40727 requiresphat to adopting, amending or repealing a
rule or regulation, the AQMD Governing Board shaldbke findings of necessity, authority,
clarity, consistency, non-duplication, and refeesth@ased on relevant information presented at
the hearing. The draft findings are as follows:

Necessity -The AQMD Governing Board has determined that a reegsts to amend Rule 1113

- Architectural Coatings to achieve VOC emissioduetions to meet the federal and state
ambient air quality standard for ozone, to provadiitional transition time with respect to a
limited number of coating categories and to clanfie language.
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Authority - The AQMD Governing Board obtains its authorityaopt, amend, or repeal rules
and regulations from Health and Safety Code Sest39902, 40000, 40001, 40440, 40702, and
41508.

Clarity - The AQMD Governing Board has determined that treppsed amendments to Rule
1113 - Architectural Coatings, are written and igpd so that the meaning can be easily
understood by persons directly affected by them.

Consistency -The AQMD Governing Board has determined that PAR3L- Architectural
Coatings, is in harmony with, and not in confliattwor contradictory to, existing statutes, court
decisions, federal or state regulations.

Non-Duplication - The AQMD Governing Board has determined that tlegppsed amendments
to Rule 1113 do not impose the same requiremeahy®xisting state or federal regulation, and
the proposed amendments are necessary and progezdote the powers and duties granted to,
and imposed upon, the AQMD.

Reference -In adopting these amendments, the AQMD Governirgar® references the
following statutes which the AQMD hereby implemernitderprets or makes specific: Health and
Safety Code Sections 40001 (rules to achieve ambiemuality standards), 40440(a) (rules to
carry out the Air Quality Management Plan), and 414) (cost-effectiveness), 40725 through
40728 and Federal Clean Air Act Sections 171 etlf1 et seq., and 116.

COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

During the rule making process, both oral and emitjuestions, comments, and suggestions
were received and reviewed by staff and are sunzexdhin this section. After the review, staff
revised the proposed amendments to reflect manyhefcomments and suggestions. If
comments regarding the same topic were received thfferent individuals, staff summarized
the topic into one comment and response.

EPA sent a rule review comment letter on the Prepdsmended Rule 1113, work shopped on
January 26, 2006 and did not have any commentsl lmastheir preliminary review.

CARB sent a comment letter on Proposed Amended R1L4& and the Preliminary Draft Staff
Report. AQMD Staff has addressed issues relatétet@001 CARB Survey data.

Comment.  An exception was taken to the comment in the CEQ#al Study Review stating
that recent survey data and tests have demonstthéed are sufficient compliant coatings
available on the market in all coating categoriest will meet the VOC limits of Rule 1113
without the use of TBAc. The facts do not suppbet. A few architectural firms and trade
association comments about varnishes and lacquagreass to imply that other coating
categories require the use of TBAc as well as tie chtegory. One trade association
commented that AQMD Staff stated that it is notascerned with the health affects of TBAc as
previously because it has been shown that theeeartk assessment had overstated the risk.
Requests were made to consider TBAc as an exenipénsofor all architectural coating
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categories especially clear wood finishes, cleaorflcoatings, rust preventative coatings and
chlorinated rubber swimming pool coatings.

Response: One trade association has requested that TBAcxeenpt for lacquers
and varnishes, in addition to the IM Coatings. @Aiscussed in the Technology
Assessment section of this report, as well as 063 Staff Report and several Annual
Status Reports, staff's evaluation of the currelgaic wood finish technology has
identified numerous products, including lacquersl asarnishes that are below the 275
g/l VOC limit formulated without TBAc. The AQM@stinical assessment, specifically
the recently completed UMR study, indicate that weterborne products that are
formulated without TBAc perform equally or eventdretfor certain key coating
characteristics. However, staff does not agred whe comment that staff is “no longer
concerned with the health affects of TBAc.” Sgafitatements were based on its risk
assessment for use in IM Coatings, where applisatgpically use Personal Protective
Equipment (PPE) including respirators, and the agte to sensitive receptors is
sufficient to mitigate the acute risks. Howevhis risk assessment does not apply to all
the categories in the rule, especially coatingsduse residential or commercial
environments, where applicators do not use respigatand distance to sensitive
receptors is typically limited. Furthermore, trechnology assessment shows a need for
TBACc in IM Coatings for extremely long durabilibyt does not indicate a need for other
coating categories. In performing the backgrouresaarch for TBAc, AQMD staff
concluded that there is limited toxicity data aahie on TBAc and no chronic toxicity
has been conducted on the chemical. For this medlse health risk analysis prepared
for PAR 1113 in the Draft EA used tert-butyl alcbfitBA), which has been shown to
induce tumors in laboratory animals, as a surrogéie TBAc because of the metabolic
conversion of TBAc to TBA. The health risk analygs prepared for AQMD staff using
standard health risk protocol, health risk valuesoypded by OEHHA staff and
parameters used by CARB to estimate risk from TB¥scwith other projects evaluating
the health impacts from air toxics, AQMD staff edliupon OEHHA/CARB to develop
heath risk values, associated parameters and puwesd Staff also analyzed CARB
documents that assert the benefits of ozone redufitom the use of TBAc. Staff will
continue to monitor the additional toxicity studiesnducted by the manufacturer of
TBACc, Lyondell, and will re-evaluate expanding &xemption to other categories after
OEHHAs review of those pending studies.

During the Public Workshop one manufacturer spealify requested that TBAc be
allowed for use in floor coatings, rust preventatigoatings and chlorinated rubber
swimming pool coatings. After meeting with staifl aeviewing alternative methods of
compliance, the manufacturer sent staff a lettatirsg that they are no longer seeking an
exemption for TBAc for these categories. Theiarciedustrial floor coatings will meet
the 100 g/l limit, the rust preventative coatings d®e relabeled and sold as IM coatings
for which staff has proposed exempting TBAc, amrdstile of non-chlorinated rubber-
based compliant swimming pool coatings have grdguatreased making an exemption
for TBAC no longer necessary.

Lastly, the proposed exemption of TBAc for IM Quggiwas discussed over five months
ago, and the AQMD Governing Board adopted a simplartial exemption for TBAc in
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Rule 1151 — Automotive Refinishing Coatings la#t faFurthermore, IM Coatings
formulated with TBAc were first tested by MWD thyears ago. Additionally, raw
material and additive suppliers have informed statit they can provide resins and
additives (e.g., Rheology Modifiers, Anti-FoaminglBAc) if there is sufficient demand
from the coating manufacturers. However, if sonaaufacturers are still not ready to
commercialize IM coatings with TBAc, they can curgi to market their compliant
waterborne IM coatings, which perform well for mtdtuses, as well as take advantage
of alternative compliance options in Rule 1113,luding the Averaging Compliance
Option and the Sell-Through Provision.

Comment: There is sufficient evidence to conclude that TBxas low overall acute toxicity.
The AQMD should contact OEHHA/CARB regarding theirggested relative exposure level
(REL) as it appears that it should be higher thay®d0 pg/m and more likely on the order of
55,000 pg/m It is unlikely that using either REL will inditathat TBAc poses a short-term
health risk in any architectural coating categoffeded by Rule 1113. If AQMD staff is
concerned about a potential long-term risk basedoonpational use of a few coating categories,
we urge staff to use OEHHAS very conservative tisk factor (URF) to estimate this risk under
a reasonable use scenario for that coating categ@iven the very conservative exposure
assumptions used in Rule 1151, it is unlikely tinat speculative chronic risk for TBAc would
rise above the CEQA level of concern in any Rul&3ldoating category.

Response: AQMD staff relies on conclusions and potency factgenerated by
OEHHA for our health risk assessments. The Drafvi®nmental Assessment (EA)
analyzes the potential acute toxicity using a sdenaf painting a large storage tank
with IM coatings formulated with TBAc using infotmoa from a facility operator. The
analysis of this scenario concluded the impactslevoot be significant. There exists a
potential cancer risk from TBAc reformulated in Bdatings applied at facilities that
continuously paint throughout the year resulting lamg-term exposure to downwind
sensitive receptors. Such facilities include seavagatment plants, refineries, and
water/power facilities. Although a company may lgdM coatings around the facility
throughout the year, the location within the sitd wary and, thus, the distance to the
downwind sensitive receptor changes for each agptn. Using information from
facility operators, the potential carcinogenic andn-carcinogenic acute risk from using
IM coatings formulated with TBAc at these threeeypf facilities was determined to be
less than the AQMDs significant threshold for cantsk. It is conceded that a similar
analysis with respect to allowing TBAc in other tog categories may also arrive at
chronic and acute risks that are less than AQM@sisicant thresholds.

Nevertheless, AQMDs goal is to minimize toxic ingpéx the extent possible. And since
compliant, well performing products that rely ontemhative chemistries without the
potential impacts associated with TBAC'’s toxiciist staff believes the most responsible
approach is limiting TBAc's exemption only to thasiical categories where there are
no alternatives and the public and applicators a@ exposed to undue risk. Once
additional information regarding TBAC's toxicity ¢mmes available, staff will be
prepared to reconsider its current position.
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Comment. The lack of chronic exposure testing for TBAc ddawt be used as an argument
for not exempting TBACc in the other architecturahting categories. Those concerns are totally
irrelevant where only acute exposure exits. Tha&eatoxicity of TBAc does not warrant the
proposed limitation to the IM category only. It wd appear that waterborne technology is
being forced which may not be legitimate. If tisthe intent then waterborne technology must
be scrutinized to the same degree for toxicologaical environmental impacts as TBAc.

Response: The proposed amendments limit the use of TBAMtodatings and the
toxics analysis in the Draft EA examines both camcel non-cancer health effects from
IM coatings, which could be reformulated with TB#icmeet the lower VOC content
limit. There is little available information on éhtoxicity of TBAc, but there is some
toxicity information available on one of its metétes, tert butyl alcohol (TBA).
Estimated risk factors for TBA provided by OEHHAffstmnembers was used as a
surrogate for determining potential cancer risk amah-cancer effects resulting from the
limited exemption for TBAc. It should be notedttkizese surrogate risk factors
developed by OEHHA staff have not been formally@apga by the Scientific Review
Panel yet. However, they reflect the best avadlabformation from OEHHA at this
time. Using conservative assumptions, these faatere used to conservatively estimate
potential cancer risk and non-cancer effects frdBA¢ used under the proposed project.

The AQMDs technical assessment, including the atialu conducted by MWD and

UMR, indicate that the waterborne products that &memulated without TBAC perform

equally or even better for certain key coating @weristics for most categories of the
rule, except for some IM uses where exceptionaltg Idurability is needed to protect

public infrastructure. Therefore, staff has idéetl the need for TBAc for IM Coatings,
and will continue to monitor the additional toxicistudies conducted by Lyondell, and
will re-evaluate expanding the exemption to othategories after OEHHASs review of
those pending studies.

The response to the previous comment is incorpdratéerms of TBAc toxicity.

Comment: Despite claims that low-VOC water based coatings available for most
architectural coating categories, many are stdéldpminantly solvent-borne. There are many
reasons for this, including faster and more repcdde dry times, lower cost, improved
durability and overall performance. Architectuaating categories are shown in Table 1,
ranked according to the percentage of solvent booaéings. Over half (25/44) of the categories
are above 80% solvent borne and 70% are majoritqesbborne. This is not a coincidence. If
cost-effective water-based coatings that meet pedoce requirements in these categories could
be formulated, producers would make them and paspldd buy them. Even in categories that
are predominantly water-based categories such afficTMarkings, compliant solvent-based
coatings must remain available because water-bassthgs do not dry fast enough in cold and
humid conditions. Many of these coating categowdssoon be subject to lower VOC content
limits. It is, therefore, urgent that TBAc be exdetin all architectural coating categories,
unless ARB staff can demonstrate that there is tanpial health risk under a realistic use
scenario.
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Response: Rule 1113 does not specify the type of solventahaanufacturer must
use in formulating their coatings. The rule dopedfy that the coating category meet a
VOC content limit by a certain date. Staff has diated numerous technology
assessments that have shown waterborne coatingrpexhce characteristics to be
equivalent and in some cases better than the pwedoce characteristics of the
solventborne coatings. Staff is not sure whichl§dbthe commentator is referencing.
Regarding traffic marking coatings, as stated ia technology section of this report, all
traffic marking coatings used by Caltrans are lgban 100 g/l. The alternative
compliance options, such as the Averaging Provijsatiow the manufacturers to retain
the sale of certain coatings for niche applicatidhat are above the compliance limit.

Comment: It has come to our attention that, if TBAc is maiempted in concrete cure and
seal coatings, some paint manufacturers will usehyfene chloride (MC), a Toxic Air
Contaminant (TAC) and probable human carcinogerptoply with the proposed VOC content
limits in PAR 1113. CARBs 2001 Architectural Coas Surveyshows that several TAC
solvents are used in architectural coatings, ardrélcent survey update from CARBNfirms
that tetrachloroethylene (perc) and MC are use8itiminous Roof Coatings, Bituminous Roof
Primers, Clear Brushing Lacquerfecycled CoatingsRust Preventative Coatings, and,
Specialty Primers, Sealers, and Undercoaters. PEER does not prohibit or limit the use of
TACs in architectural coatings because, as AQMestan the NOP of a Draft Environmental
Assessment for PAR 1118pn-occupational use of these solvents does n@ pasgnificant
health risk to users or the general populationn¢8ithe application of architectural coatings
does not occur continuously over a long period iofef carcinogenic risk and long-term
(chronic) non-carcinogenic effects will not be azald since they are both based on long-term
exposure.”

Even using a hypothetical worst-case scenario, TBAess potentially hazardous than either
perc or methylene chloride. The net effect of lingtthe exemption of TBAc will be to increase

the use of these more hazardous VOC-exempt TACshencbntinued use of highly reactive but
inexpensive VOCs such as toluene and xylene.

Once again, the AQMD is proposing to give up real substantial reductions in ozone and TAC
emissions because of inflated concerns about TBAbt®nic toxicity. This is especially
puzzling since the AQMD acknowledges that thesertbreffects are irrelevant to short term
risk assessment. Clearly, limiting the exemptioBACc is not health protective in this case and
will cause an increase in exposures to more harsaivents and ozone. To the extent that Rule
1113 allows the use of exempt TACs that are knowivég more hazardous than TBAc, the
AQMD must exempt TBAc in these coating categorgsvall or provide a clear rationale for not
exempting it based on a demonstrated public heakh Either chronic toxicity concerns are
relevant to short term risk assessment or theyhate They cannot be relevant for TBAc only
and they must be demonstrated.

Lyondell Chemical objects to this proposed arbytr@xclusion of the VOC exemption for TBAc
from architectural coatings. We request that TBAckempted in all categories where the use of
more hazardous TACs is allowed.
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Response: Perc, MC and even TBAc can currently be used atieg formulations
but the commentator’s opinion regarding the us@earft and MC in future formulations
is speculative and unknown. Staff has not obsetivedrend of using more hazardous
products to formulate coatings as the VOC limitaduced for other coating categories.
The potential hazardous impacts will be dependenthe amount of perc, MC or TBAC
used in the formulation, the location of applicatidhe personal protection equipment,
etc., and, thus, the impacts are not definitive.

Based on the potential, but unknown toxicity of @ BAe proposed limited exemption of
TBAc is more health protective compared to the detragxemption while providing the
coating manufacturers with flexibility in formulag compliant products with the future
limits of PAR 1113 for IM coatings. IM coatingsvieaexceptionally long durability,
typically require personal protection equipment idgr application, and some are
required to adhere to stringent MWD criteria. Wigard to expanding the exemption
to other coatings, according to 2001 CARB surveylts as listed in Table 2 of the 2005
Annual Status report, some coatings have alreadgroed high sales data of coatings
complying with the lower future VOC content limitor example, 36 percent of the clear
wood finishes had already achieved the future low&C content limit. Further,
applicators of other coating categories do not tghly wear personal protection
equipment worn by professionals who apply IM captin Staff is opposed to allowing
TBACc use in residential and commercial applicatiamgil final conclusions regarding
the toxicity of TBAc have been reached.

Comment: TBAc should not be allowed for use in any architeal coating category. TBAc
forms a metabolite called tert-butyl alcohol (TBwhich is a carcinogen. Based on the cancer
potency factor developed by the Office of Enviromta¢ Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA)
and the worker exposure levels set by Cal/OSHAOSf 2arts per million, the Hazard Evaluation
Systems and Information Service calculated thatomker who used TBAc at the worker
exposure level would face a risk of 70,000 in dianl Because TBAc is a carcinogen, it should
not be exempted for any purpose. The staff repmposes an exemption of TBAc for IM
coatings yet indicates that there are over 280ymtsdalready that meet the July 1, 2006 VOC
limit. The staff report indicates that there iprablem formulating atmospheric IM coatings at
100 g/l. A suggestion would be to not allow TBAseun IM coatings, but extend the 250 g/l
limit for just atmospheric IM coatings. TBAc shduhot be exempt in any rule until the
manufacturer is required to conducts chronic toximsts. After OEHHA evaluates the toxicity
tests, then the AQMD can decide whether or nokemgt TBAC.

Response: The commentator states that the exemption of TB&w the VOC
definition is not needed to achieve the VOC contenits in PAR 1113 because
waterborne coatings are available for use. Whihgstis true for a number of IM
coatings, staff recognizes that there is a lackswofficient atmospheric IM coatings
available that meet MWDs most rigorous standard$éowever, MWD has completed
testing of some atmospheric IM coatings formulatedh TBAc, which yielded
performance characteristics that met even MWDs mgstous standards. Many IM
coating manufacturers have requested that the AQMIst TBAc for use in coatings
critical to the support of the public infrastructur At the present time there appears to
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be no other exempt solvent available to manufaatorapliant IM atmospheric coatings
with exceptionally long life performance.

To allow a higher VOC limit for these very limitegbplications would require the

establishment of numerous subcategories of IM pgafi as the uses range from
chemical immersion, exterior exposure heavy equiproeating, floors, etc., which is
difficult to delineate and enforce. Further, whitee challenges with atmospheric
coatings use have been determined, there mightilbsategories of immersion and other
uses of the coatings that may also need to use TBAexceptionally long life

performance. However, since TBAc is sold at higst,cthere is no financial incentive
for a compliant coating not using TBAc to reformalaith TBAC.

Although staff does not require chronic toxicitgtbeg for compounds exempted from the
definition of VOC by U.S. EPA and CARB, staff daesmpt to compile as much toxicity,
global warming, stratospheric ozone depleting pté&knetc., information as is currently
available in the CEQA document that is typicallgmared when exempting a compound
from the definition of VOC. In the case of TBAere is little available information on
the toxicity of TBAc, but there is some toxicitjoimation available on one of its
metabolites, TBA. While there are studies thatcete tumors in rats and mice when
exposed to high concentrations of TBA, TBA has be#n classified as a human
carcinogen yet. Estimated risk factors for TBAyded by OEHHA staff members were
used as a surrogate for determining potential candek and non-cancer effects
resulting from the limited exemption for TBAc.sHtould be noted that these surrogate
risk factors developed by OEHHA staff have not Heemally approved by the Scientific
Review Panel yet, but have been peer reviewed. etmwthey reflect the best available
information from OEHHA at this time, and these dastwere used to conservatively
estimate potential cancer risk and non-cancer &féom TBAc used to formulate IM
coatings. In analyzing TBAC'’s impacts staff alsnsidered CARB documents that assert
TBAC's ozone reduction benefits. Staff's very eoragive analysis from the use of TBAc
based products only, indicates that the potentiaonic cancer risk and acute risk is
below the AQMDs significant risk threshold. Stddkes not recommend expanding the
exemption for TBAc to other categories becauserata’e compliant products that do
not pose the added potential risk exist. By lmgitthe exemption for TBAc to IM
coatings, the AQMD recognizes and limits the padéwctncer risk exposure due to the
use of TBAc while providing the coating manufaasinith flexibility in formulating
products compliant with the future IM coatings lisnn PAR 1113. Staff will continue to
evaluate additional information relative to TBAdtxicity as it becomes available and
reevaluate its position as necessary.

Comment. There has been some speculation that if TBAc tadly exempted for use in

Rule 1113 coatings that TBAc-based coatings witlaee latex paints and solvent emissions
would increase. Instead, TBAc will be used predwantly to replace other solvents in solvent-
based coatings where water-based coatings and exberpt solvents do not provide acceptable
performance or cost. TBAc is an effective solMenta variety of coating resins and is a pound-
per-pound replacement for most other solvents.hlgh TBAc has a strong odor, it is less
objectionable than that of solvents such as PCBid-n@t as strong as others. TBAc will not be
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a “cure-all” for all 100 g/l IM coatings. It evagades relatively quickly and is not a universal
replacement solvent for all current usages.

Response: As indicated in the staff report, based on thel2GRARB survey, 83% of
the total volume of architectural coatings sold2@00 was waterborne. This is clearly
an indication of waterborne technology that has owrcial acceptance. Manufacturers
will not abandon their waterborne products for sibased products that use TBAc.
Furthermore, PAR 1113 exempts TBAc from the defimif VOC for IM coatings only.
Since this category of coatings is largely solveaded, it is expected that TBAc could be
used as a “drop-in” solvent. By limiting TBAc foatations to the IM coating category,
it is expected that substituting TBAc formulatidos waterborne coatings will also be
limited. If TBAc is classified exempt as a VO@nthhe replacement of PCBTF with
TBAc would not change the solvent emissions sionte Wwould be considered exempt
solvents and PCBTF can be used today. HoweveRQb Status Report for Rule 1113
presented to the Governing Board in 2006 did nanidy PCBTF as a potential
replacement solvent for IM coatings. PCBTF is eutly exempt under Rule 102 so an
exemption for PCBTF is not part of the CEQA propogeoject. In a TBAc odor
analysis conducted for AQMD Rule 1151, the conediotn of TBAc from replacing
conventional solvents with TBAc was less than @&cTodor threshold. The Draft EA
project for PAR 1113 has also analyzed the potentlar impact, which concluded that
no significant additional odor impacts are expectedresult from implementing the
proposed amendments.

Comment:  The preliminary draft staff report may be mislemgregarding MWDs tests with
coatings containing TBAc as a solvent. The coatihgt were tested were at 250 g/l.

Response: The coatings that were tested with TBAc as a sblwere between 120 g/l
and 264 g/l depending upon whether the VOC comEemBAc was included or excluded
from the formulation data to determine the total&W@ontent. MWD has been actively
seeking “under 100 g/I” atmospheric exposure cogtaystems utilizing exempt solvents.
Numerous manufactures have indicated that they @egeloping exempt solvent
architectural coating systems, and two manufactréave recently shipped their
compliant products using exempt solvents to beuatadl by MWD, with numerous
others that are actively developing IM coatingshgsi BAc.

Comment: Products are produced at very low-VOCs, they ammasily two-component
systems and would be considered zero-VOC if caledlaUnder Method 24 the low molecular
weight species come off at 110 degrees centigrestetémperature. We cannot use these low
molecular weight products in the averaging optibthe rule because Method 24 gives a much
high VOC content. We request that AQMD look faeatatives to Method 24.

Response: Method 24 is the approved test method to detercomepliance. Staff is
aware that the test method is more challenging Jatv-VOC samples. However,
because staff was unable to reproduce many of tblelgamatic results associated with
high-solids coatings, one possible approach to tjuisstion is to investigate the effect of
various analytical parameters on method performan&taff is working with the U.S.
EPA, CARB, and industry to improve Method 24 orettgy replacements to Method 24.
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Work is currently proceeding at Cal Poly San Luibispo to develop a possible
alternative test method for low-VOC coatings ushA§TM Method D 6886. AQMD
Laboratory Staff are conducting concurrent analysigow-VOC products using Method
24 and the Gas Chromatography/Mass Spectrometriyadet

Since the rule allows manufacturers to use formmmfatiata to calculate the VOC content
displayed on the labels of coatings, staff woulktcbremend that manufacturers analyze
the VOC content of their coatings using Method 2@ af they observe a large
discrepancy between the formulation data and thethbte 24 analysis, they
confidentially notify AQMD staff providing formuiah data and the noted discrepancy
in VOC results.

For compliance purposes, staff will use Method @4nalyze coatings and if the labeled
VOC is quite different from the analysis, stafflwdquest formulation data from the

manufacturer. Because less discrepancy is expdmtédeen the Method 24 material
VOC content and formulation data, primarily duette possible error rate in water

measurements, the Method 24 material VOC contahieatoating will then be compared
to the formulation data material VOC content ang #arge discrepancy will be used as
an indicator for further analysis and enforcemeatian, if warranted..

Comment: Changing the definition of floor coatings to ind&uclear coatings is confusing
because of the provision in the rule stating that coating falls into two categories the lower
VOC requirement applies. | may have a clear sealear waterproofing sealer or clear wood
preservative for floors and under the proposed amemnt the coatings would have to meet the
50 g/l VOC limit when it was intended to place tdmating in the higher VOC category.

Response: If the label or any literature implies that a coa can fall into two
separate categories, the coating must comply vighlawest VOC content. Staff agrees
with the commentator that a clear sealer as wello#iser categories labeled for and
applied to a floor would be required to meet thevéo VOC content. After receiving
comments and discussing the issue of overlappirtggoaes with industry, staff is
proposing to amend the definition of floors to ud# clear coatings formulated for or
applied to concrete flooring” and add the words fmesented in part for use on
flooring” to the most restrictive provision of thele. Therefore if the manufacturer
labels a coating as a “clear floor coating for caete” the coating will have to comply
with the VOC limit for floor coatings. Howeverthie manufacturer states on the label or
in the literature, for a coating such as a waterpiiog sealer or waterproofing
concrete/masonry sealer that the product may bdiegpo floors, then the coating may
meet the VOC limit for that category.

Comment: The cost analysis in the Preliminary Draft Staéfp@rt does not include the cost
for reformulation to those manufacturers that dé have products or need to formulate a
product with specific needs that meet the prop&&eg@ limits.

Response: The Staff Report includes information on the @ffgetiveness of the
proposed reductions. In deriving the cost-effestess staff relies on comparing the cost
of coatings complying with the future limits andgb complying with the current limits.
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All the coatings Listed in Appendix A that meetftitare VOC limits are currently for
sale and available. Staff obtained the retail qust gallon from either the manufacturer
or distributor. Based on discussions with manufeats, staff assumes the retail cost of
the reformulated products includes the research dedelopment costs incurred by the
product manufacturer. Staff has received no infdram on the actual research and
development costs from the manufacturers, destatts sepetitive requests during this,
as well as previous amendments. In defense of isgch staff's approach for cost-
effectiveness is a reasonable alternative to estngaosts.

Comment: The small container exemption for clear wood fieis should be allowed to
continue.

Response: Staff evaluated clear wood finishes and the usd aale of small
containers for this category during the 2003 ameewlis to Rule 1113 as well during the
2005 technology assessment. Staff's conclusionbeamead in both the 2003 Staff
Report and the 2005 Annual Status Report. In sistaff concluded that, for clear wood
finishes, including lacquers, eliminating the exémpfor quart containers or less was
feasible based on the technology assessment tiaites numerous adequate substitute
products with low-VOC contents are available anduse today. Staff also concluded
that this change had the potential for significamission reductions. The 2001 CARB
Survey data shows a relatively large percentagethafse coatings sold in quart
containers or less exceeds current VOC limits.c&iime proposed VOC limit of 275 g/l
for clear wood finishes allows the use of a numbérlow-VOC technologies, an
exemption for sales in small containers for thiatow category is no longer warranted.

Comment: As a market leader in the U.S for waterborne tetdgy of clear topcoats used in
the hardwood flooring industry, we support the ittt of the VOC limit for the clear wood
finish category from 350 g/l to 275 g/l. There lmeen continued concern expressed by some
manufacturers and industry trade organizationsoathé durability and aesthetic qualities of
waterborne products. Currently, on an annual baslsover 300 million square feet are coated
on a worldwide basis with two of our products andhe U.S. this represents over 125 million
square feet of flooring finished with these progductBoth products are waterborne urethane
varnishes used in residential and commercial apipdics. This volume of flooring would not
continue to be finished, year after year, with piid that were not performing from the
perspective of both durability and aesthetics. fdwent Hardwood Floors magazine “Resource
Book” for 2006 (the National Wood Flooring Assoaat trade publication) lists 61
manufacturers making waterborne products in the {d@npared to 55 in 2004). This compares
with 50 companies producing oil modified finish2§, making moisture cure, and 14 producing
acid-cure (conversion varnish) finishes. Waterbdathnology is currently more expensive and
is more difficult to produce, yet clearly there @aenefits economically to do so as evidenced by
the increasing number of waterborne manufacturers.

We also support the elimination of the quart exeompfor this category even though we produce
these products in these containers and will lokssses a result. Our product offerings in these
small containers are primarily out of necessityrfra competitive standpoint.
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Response: Staff appreciates the comment and continued stgpoamendments to
this category. The reduction in VOC content fomsoof the clear wood finishes, in
particular, lacquers (including pigmented lacquevgds first proposed and amended in
1996, and subsequently followed by amendments l® Ru3 for sanding sealers and
varnishes, as well as for all coatings in this cptey. The 2003 amendments were
possible due to the efforts of those manufactuteasliing the way with waterborne
technologies which have proven to out perform thgjher-VOC counterpart.

Comment. The environmental benefits of water-based coativaye not been demonstrated.

Although the VOC content appears low when compéoesblvent-based paints on a pound per
gallon of paint basis, it is less so when compamegounds of VOC per pound of solids because
the solids content of water-based paints is typidawer. This basis for comparing paints is

more appropriate because it takes into accounamheunt of VOC emitted to apply the same

amount of paint solids. It is understood that eat®VOC policy for architectural coatings is not

based on photochemical reactivity.

Response: Staff has analyzed in detail the sobasent of waterborne and solvent-
based coatings, and analyzes any potential increasiee volume of coatings needed to
provide a comparison for constant solids. In mosases, the solids content for
waterborne coatings is similar to their solvent-edscounterparts, but staff has found
that in some cases waterborne coatings (e.g., 2gooent Waterborne Urethanes) have
higher solids than a similar solvent-based formiglat and in other cases, the solvent-
based coatings have higher solids. In all thesgesathe environmental benefits are
always analyzed based on an adjustment to volumactount for the solids in the

coatings. Different types of solvents have diffedegrees of "reactivity,” which is the

ability to accelerate the formation of ground-lewsone. The use of reactivity as a
regulatory tool has been debated at the local,estahd national level for over 20 years.
Dr. William Carter, one of the principal researclsepof reactivities of various VOC

species, identified the state of science with retsigeVOC reactivity and described areas
where additional work is needed in order to reddbe uncertainty associated with

different approaches to assessing reactivity. Adiog to CARB, a number of studies
have found that relative reactivities have much IBnauncertainties than absolute

reactivities. CARB has implemented a limited re#gtbased rule and the U.S.EPA has
also issued a guidance to have states evaluatetivéigebased approaches. CARB is
finalizing their new survey which will include reed speciation data and will evaluate
the feasibility of reactivity-based approach as tpafr their next SCM. However, based
on the 2001 survey, mass-based VOC control appresas deemed effective for most
categories and shows a lower sales weighted avenagemum incremental reactivity

value for low-VOC coatings. The commentator isedrthat the AQMD does not have a
VOC policy based on reactivity, but will contineewtork with CARB and U.S. EPA staff
on a potential reactivity-based approach.

Comment: Manufacturers and the trade association for actital coating manufacturers

support the proposed amendments to create the ategory “nonflat high gloss and to maintain
the current VOC content limit of 150 g/l for botlonflat high gloss coatings and quick-dry
enamels for a period of one year. We also sugperproposal to exempt TBAc as a VOC for
all IM coatings. A major concern with Rule 1113he timeframe IM products have been given
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to meet the extremely low-VOC limit of 100 g/l. dkeast complex coating, flat coatings, have
an eight year period before they need to be reftated to a 50% reduction. The more complex
coatings, i.e. non-flats, primers, floor coatingsd the like have had less than four years to reach
a 50 — 70% reduction in VOC content. Amazingly thost complex coatings, IM coatings have
to be reformulated to a 75% VOC reduction in ldentthree years! IM coatings protect the
infrastructures within the district from corrosiand deterioration. IM coatings also protect the
community by maintaining the integrity of storagessels containing infectious waste water,
poisonous gases, and highly flammable liquids. s&h@roducts are exposed to high
temperatures, caustic and acidic chemicals, hebxgsens, variable substrates, and a host of
severe environmental conditions, yet they are beaggired to meet the 100 g/l VOC content
limit. On the other hand, swimming pool maintereoatings used to prevent water leaks can
continue to contain VOCs up to 340 g/I.

Response: Staff appreciates your support for the proposecerasiments. A brief
history on the development of the VOC limits far ¢batings in the IM category shows
that the 420 g/l VOC limit was first adopted by &@MD Governing Board in 1996 and
then amended in 1999 to set an interim limit of @ACeffective January 1, 2004 and a
final limit of 100 g/l on July 1, 2006. IM coatimganufacturers should have been aware
of the timeframe for at least 7 years, since tinetframe for reformulation was obtained
from the manufacturers. Staff's technology assesswf IM coatings has been ongoing
since 1999 and has been explained in several Andtzls Reports including the 2005
Annual Status Report. Staff's latest technologgessment identified hundreds of
compliant products. After evaluating the technglagsessments staff has concluded that
the effective date for the 100 g/l VOC limit shawdohain as scheduled. In addition, even
for the most demanding performance characterissiesh as products with exceptional
durability, raw material and additive suppliers leglready developed products that can
be formulated with TBAc. Manufacturers of IM cogs have indicated that they are
able to receive the TBAc formulated raw materiaisl @re already starting to provide
samples to their large customers. For manufacttbat are still formulating compliant
products and are not ready to market, several aldéve compliance options are
available for the transition period, including tereraging Compliance Option and Sell-
Through Provision. Lastly, large users or manufiaets can apply for variances, if
deemed necessary. Results of past studies inditateoatings meeting the future limit
of 100 g/l are currently available except for th@mospheric coatings that are required
to meet an exceptionally long life performance gablic agencies. Therefore, staff is
recommending a limited exemption for TBAc use inctdtings and zinc-rich primer
applications.

Comment: In the Rule 1113 Annual Report and elsewhere AQiMBs NPCA as suggesting
lowering the VOC limits for several coating categerof low-volume specialty coatings (bond
breakers, concrete-curing compounds, dry-fog cgafirfire-retardant coatings and traffic
coatings. This is misreading NPCAs position. sitrue that NPCA mentioned several options
that might be considered for further additionalugtns but also subdividing the IM category
and the limit-to-limit over compliance concept. | Af these were raised only as possibilities that
would have to be discussed further. Despite theing raised only as possibilities by NPCA,
AQMD Staff has indicated that NPCA “suggested” thasibility of the lower limits for the
coating categories mentioned, which is incorrect.
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Response: It is not the AQMDs intention to misconstrue tlusipon of NPCA with
regard to lowering the VOC limits for several cogficategories. The rule proposals are
based on information exchanged during the rule kbgweent process. At the July 8,
2005 Ad Hoc Committee Meeting with AQMD Governingre and Los Angeles County
Supervisor Michael Antonovich, Councilwoman JannpelPCA President Andy Doyle
agreed, in response to a question from AQMD Exeeudifficer Barry Wallerstein, that
the industry (rule) proposal would be “emissionsutnal.” This dialogue was noted in
both the July 8, 2005, meeting minute notes as aglh the Annual Status Report on
Rule 1113 submitted to the AQMD Governing BoardFebruary 3, 2006. Thus, it
appeared that both the AQMD and NPCA recognizesittikeme air quality needs of the
region by suggesting rule proposals that would achithe same overall VOC emission
reductions while providing the industry flexibility meet future limits. Subsequently, at
both the August 10, 2005, and September 14, 2@@Eommittee meetings, the NPCA
proposed subdividing coating categories into irderand exterior applications and
keeping the compliance dates for the interiorshatdurrent final VOC content limit with
the exception of the interior flats final VOC caritémit which was proposed to become
effective from one to one and one-half years earliehe exteriors would presumably be
allowed to stay at a higher VOC content limit cregt permanent forgone emission
reductions. Implementation and enforcement corscéave been raised with regard to
properly classifying interior and exterior coatings this suggestion has not been
included as part of the current proposed amendmé&mtRule 1113. At those same
meetings, NPCA suggested additional reductionobseling the VOC content limit for
bond breakers, concrete curing compounds, dry &adiegs, and traffic coatings. Based
on staff's assessment this was a feasible proplesamost categories. This is also a
proposal that will reduce emissions. Thus, the AQNH3 included this suggestion as
part of the proposed project, and has conductedoaaugh assessment of the proposed
limits, and has garnered support from manufacturansl users. As a result of staff's
technology assessment, staff modified NPCAs otiginggestion to reflect the state of
technology. The VOC limit for bond breakers isreatly 350 g/l and was proposed to
be reduced to 100 g/l effective July 1, 2007. Hewestaff met with manufacturers of
these coatings and learned that bond breakers naatwied at or below 100 g/l most
always contain waxes and interfere with subseqoentoats. In preparation for the
topcoat, applicators may have been required to smeents high in VOC content to
remove the wax. Therefore, staff will continuentanitor this coating category both for
an increase in usage and technological developnthatsmay allow a lower VOC limit
in the future. After discussions with manufactayetaltrans, and the Tilt-up Concrete
Association; concrete-curing compounds have be&nisi two groups with those used
for roadways and bridges retaining the current V@@it and all other concrete-curing
compounds required to meet a VOC content limit0&f §/I. Staff had initially proposed
lowering the VOC content for dry-fog coatings to01d¥l and after discussions with
industry has revised the proposal, with manufactsigoport, to allow coatings in this
category to meet 150 g/l (effective July 1, 20@7address the dry time. Staff's revised
proposal will result in cost-effective emissionuetions of approximately 0.69 tpd.

Comment: The AQMD Staff recognizes that two of the 2006htedlogy forcing limits are
not technologically feasible - the limits for themflat coatings and quick dry enamels. It
nonetheless first requires that other 2006 teclyyolorcing limits be lowered below their 2006
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technology forcing limits before these two limitancbe raised to ensure that there will be no
diminution in the over all VOC emissions reductiotiat were hoped for from the 2006
technology forcing limits.

Such an approach directly contradicts the natuteetechnology forcing limits and the purpose
of the technology reviews established by the Boarddopting them. While technology may

advance for some coatings to allow reductions meséimits to compensate for raising others,
nothing guarantees this. The technology reviewsidaged by the Board were intended to
acknowledge when a technology forcing limit in deedld not be met and this was to be done
without requiring that technology forcing limits other coatings be arbitrarily lowered.

To maintain the emissions neutral goal, AQMD Skef§ proposed to cut limits in other coatings
categories without checking if these limit redunsare technically feasible. In short, Staff has
taken the mandate of the Board and Ad Hoc Commiftee realistically evaluate the
technological feasibility of coatings limits befatteey become effective) to mean only if it suits
its existing expectations for overall emission retchns.

Response: As long as there are commercially available cogdithat meet the lower
VOC content limits, the proposed rule amendmenoueer the VOC content limit does
not constitute “technology forcing.” However, AQMBcognizes that transitioning for
these lower VOC limits maybe more challenging intate categories than others.
Specifically, staff recognizes the challenge fan-flat coatings and quick dry enamels to
comply with the 50 g/l by July 1, 2006, which isywhe proposed rule extends the
compliance date one year to provide manufacturéraam-flat coatings and quick dry
enamels one additional year to take advantage ef Ittest resin technologies and
formulate to the lower VOC content limit. Theseliings were based on discussions with
manufacturers as a part of the ongoing technicaleasment. However, staff also found
raw materials introduced into the marketplace thatigate the issues of dirt pickup but
concluded that some manufacturers may need additiime to reformulate with these
new resins. At the same time, AQMD staff recognlzased on information provided by
NPCA and several coating manufacturers that the \W06tent limit of other coating
categories can be feasibly lowered from their cotreequired limits. After the NPCA
first identified potential coating categories wikbwer VOC coatings, staff researched
and found that many coatings with VOC content §infiélow the proposed limits are
currently available on the market. The Staff Répor PAR 1113 shows that the lower
VOC limits for the affected coating categories arépotential cost-effective means of
offsetting the VOC emissions foregone due to tHaydm implementation.” This
observation does not directly contradict the nataféechnology forcing limits since the
staff conducted a comprehensive technology assegsmwich demonstrated that
coatings meeting the future VOC limits were commablycavailable. Moreover, these
limits are not considered technology-forcing simmeEmpliant coatings are available.
NPCA suggested certain categories for evaluatioBtaff conducted a preliminary
evaluation of the emission inventory and availami®C technology for these three
categories which strongly indicates potential siigaint cost-effective emission
reductions. See the response immediately aboveregard to achieving an “emission
neutral” proposal.
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Comment. The trade association for architectural coatingnufi@cturers believes that it
would be highly useful to subdivide a number of tbhatings categories into their “exterior” and
“interior” uses. The worry AQMD Staff has expredsaver the materials being misapplied
(exterior coating being used for interior applioadi we believe is misplaced. Consumers of the
coatings have been able to draw distinctions betwee two uses long before there were
regulations in place and will continue to do soduse exterior coatings do not lend themselves
to interior applications. This is one instructiom the can that long practice has demonstrated to
be religiously followed by end users.

Response: Staff does believe that subdividing the suggestadings which include
the following categories flats, nonflats, primersealers, undercoaters, quick-dry
enamels, and floor coatings into interior and ekigrwith each having a different VOC
limit, would be difficult to enforce during appliban of the coatings. Contrary to the
commentator’s statement that consumers make a diginction between interior and
exterior coatings, many of the coatings are manufac and labeled for dual use. This
might suggest to consumers that it is okay to ns&ior or exterior coatings for either
application. State Implementation Plan approval @RB and U.S. EPA require that
emission reductions from the implementation of meendments be real, permanent,
guantifiable and enforceable. Dividing these catép into interior and exterior would
raise significant obstacles to the enforceability the rule, placing much of the
anticipated emission reductions in jeopardy.

Comment:. AQMDs approach in defining most coating types uleRL113 in use-based terms
is appropriate and recommends extending that apprtminclude shellacs. As the definition
now stands, shellac is one of the few that rely a@m the properties of the substance and not al
all on its uses.

Response: Staff agrees with the commentator and has modited definition of
shellacs to include its use as a quick-dry, sghishtective film for priming and sealing
stains and odors, and for wood finishing.

Comment: As a manufacturer of coatings in the specialtynpri category and not having
been able to develop a usable primer at the 10¥@C level which can seal fire and smoke
damage, as well as severe water-soluble stainsesypectfully request extending the effective
date of 100 g/l for this category. Company sta&f$ levaluated the three-year sell-through and
averaging provisions of the rule and neither witirlt The technology is moving in the right
direction to a lower VOC content and is most likalyhievable within the next two years. We
have provided AQMD Staff with samples of the cogsiisted in the 2005 Annual Status
Report, Appendix A to compare their ability to hidater-soluble stains. Our company has been
working for a number of years to develop a prinimat imeets all of the application requirements
of this category and contain less than 100 g/l VOWe have teamed up with a major university
to develop new coating formulations to meet the @00imit; we are working closely with all
major suppliers of alkyd resins to achieve alkydirremiscibility in water; and we are
experimenting with exempt solvents. We preferdeenthe AQMD staff extend the 350 g/l limit
until January 1, 2008. Alternatively, we proposdraerim VOC limit of 250 g/l until January 1,
2008. We do not have any problems meeting the d/0Gor the general primer, sealer,
undercoater category.
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Response: After reviewing the available technology and sallemanufacturer
recommendations, staff is proposing to establisimgerim VOC limit of 250 g/l effective
July 1, 2006 and delay the 100 g/l limit by oneryka this category. This approach
addresses some comments by manufacturers and alhewsQMD to retain a portion of
the emission reductions, effective July 1, 2006, @elays a portion for one year.

Comment: Rule changes can leave companies with a large euaildabels with an incorrect
VOC content. The rest of the label is okay. Rathan discarding these expensive labels, can
the labels still be used as long as they are phppenended to provide the current compliant
labeling language? In the case of a current ldyeh nonflat coating that stated “Product does
not exceed 150 g/l VOC,” another phrase would bdeddbeside or below the old statement,
“After 1/6/06, product does not exceed 50 g/l of O

Response: Staff agrees, that if a label is printed prior &onew effective date for a
change in the VOC content listed in the Table @n&irds in Rule 1113, that the
manufacturer should be able to make up a smalleellar sticker that will completely
cover the incorrect VOC content. Staff does noeaghat both the incorrect VOC and
the correct VOC be displayed on the label.

Comment: Our manufacturing company produces a protectigarctop coat for use over
metallic _pigmented paints. The clear coating whapplied over metallic paints offers
weathering resistance by helping to repel wateprawving abrasion resistance and by blocking
ultraviolet rays. These properties greatly extdrallife and appearance of the metallic coatings.
Since the clear coating is part of our metallicnpatollection line of coatings, which are
significantly under the 500 g/l allowed limit folnis category, we are seeking AQMD Staff's
help by requesting that metallic pigmented coatingsallowed into the averaging provision of
Rule 1113.

Response: The averaging provision in Rule 1113 allows a nfacturer to average
designated coatings, over a compliance period nogéxceed one year, such that their
actual cumulative_emissions from the averaged ngatiare less than or equal to the
cumulative emissions that would have been allowestiuthe applicable limits specified
in the Table of Standards. Therefore, staff isppsing to amend the rule to allow
metallic pigmented coatings to be in the averagirayision of the rule.

Staff received the following comments after ProposeAmended Rule 1113 was noticed for
public hearing.

Comment: The special one-year sell-through provision foackood finishes in small

containers that exceed the current limit of 350thgkt would be applicable for the three-
year sell-through when the new limit goes into efféuly 1, 2006, requires that the
coatings be manufactured and distributed prior he tluly 1, 2006 date. The
manufacturer has control over the manufacture batemay have no control over the
distribution chain. In addition, the provision lmdes maintenance of sale and
distribution records including manufacture batchdethat manufacturers may not have.
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Response: Staff has amended the proposal to change the aility for these
coatings from manufacture and distribution prior the expiration of the
exemption to simply manufacture prior to the ddtexmpiration of the exemption.
In addition, the recordkeeping and reporting regmrents have been amended to
require the same reporting requirements for the grar sell-through that has
been required of manufacturers to maintain theinbrmmontainer exemption. Staff
has determined this amendment, proposed after #airiy was set, does not
significantly change the meaning of the propose@radred rule and would not
constitute significant new information pursuan@BQA guidelines.

Comment: Staff is proposing to separate the nonflat highsgla@oatings as a
subcategory of the nonflats and zinc-rich primere a subcateqgory of industrial
maintenances coatings, can the subcategories bagad®

Responses  Rule 1113 specifies the coating categories thatufeturers can
select for their averaging compliance plan and,casrently written, nonflat and
industrial maintenance coatings may be averagetudiog the subcategories of
high gloss nonflats and zinc-rich industrial mama@ce primers. However, for
clarification staff has added specific languageluniing the nonflat high gloss and
zinc-rich primer subcategories into the averagimi.| Staff has determined this
amendment, proposed after the hearing was set, dahfies the proposal and
does not significantly change the meaning of theppsed amended rule and
would not constitute significant new informatiorrsguant to CEQA guidelines.

Comment: In amending the definition of shellacs to allowdh coatings to be used for wood
finishing, the staff proposal would allow

Response:
CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION

After working with architectural coating manufactts, resin manufacturers, the NPCA, and
other interested parties to resolve their concestadf agrees that the revisions are necessary and
recommend adoption of the proposed amendmentsleolRad3.
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