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Preface

PREFACE

The Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) for thepesed Amended Rule 1113 —
Architectural Coatings was circulated for a 45-gmplic review and comment period
from April 5, 2006 to May 19, 2006. Two public comant letters were received and
responses to the comments are included in Appebdigf the Final EA. Minor
modifications were made to the Draft EA so it ismma Final EA. Deletions and
additions to the text of the EA are denoted ushbgkethrough and underlined
respectively. Changes to the project descripti@nainor, considered within the scope
of the proposed project analysis or one of theradté/es analyzed, and do not change the
conclusions made in the Draft EA or worsen the rmmmental impact analyzed in the
Draft EA. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15073.%{)(ecirculation is not necessary
since the information provided does not resultewavoidable significant effects.

Two other rule proposal options have been introdwssece the release of the Draft EA.
The first option would amend the effective date toe July 1, 2006 emission limits in

Rule 1113 - Architectural Coatings for 90 days lu@ttober 6, 2006, except for interior

nonflat; interior floor coatings; interior primersealers, undercoaters; interior quick-dry
primers, sealers, undercoaters; interior quick-dnamels; and varnish and sanding
sealers in containers greater than one quart, artcise enforcement discretion for

interior nonflat; interior floor coatings; interigsrimers, sealers, undercoaters; interior
quick-dry primers, sealers, undercoaters; integuack-dry enamels and for varnish and
sanding sealers in containers greater than one gao@lrthe environmental impacts from

delaying the compliance date for these specifitgiegacategories have been analyzed in
accordance to CEQA requirements. The delay incibmpliance date for the other

coating categories currently subject to the July2@06 effective date have been
effectively analyzed within the scope of the Altatimes B and C analyzed in the EA.

The second rule proposal option would implemenehiative B already analyzed in
the EA which is also the National Paint and CoatiAgsociation (NPCA) proposal.
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Chapter 1 — Executive Summary

INTRODUCTION

Rule 1113 - Architectural Coatings, was originaflgopted by the South Coast Air
Quality Management District (SCAQMD) on Septembet @77, to regulate the volatile
organic compounds (VOC) emissions from the appboadf architectural coatings, and
has since undergone numerous amendments. Futuf@ Wndts for many coating
categories are to take effect on July 1 of 200®,72&6nd 2008. The SCAQMD'’s 2003
Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) concluded thaajon reductions in criteria
pollutant emissions, such as oxides of nitrogenX)\l@nd precursor pollutants, such as
VOCs, are necessary to attain the state and nateonbient air quality standards for
ozone, and coarse and fine particulate matter (PAAHOPM2.5).

The current rule contains a requirement for staftdnduct a technology assessment
prior to implementation of the lower limits. As m@sult of the comprehensive
technology assessment, summarized in the 2005 Argtatus Report on Rule 1113 —
Architectural Coatings (Status Report), staff has developed the currepthposed
amendments to Rule (PAR) 1113 to implement the megendations from the Status
Report. Public comments on the Status Report veergsidered in preparing the
recommendations for amendments to Rule 1113.

The proposed amendments to Rule 1113 will allow dbating manufacturers to use
tertiary butyl acetate (TBAc) as an exempt solvenformulate industrial maintenance
(IM) coatings only, including zinc-rich industriataintenance primers. PAR 1113 also
establishes a new high-gloss subcategory of nocdiatings and postpones the 50 grams
per liter (g/l) final VOC content limit by one yetr July 1, 2007 for those nonflat high
gloss coatings. Interim limits of 150 g/l and 2%0are proposed for quick dry enamel
coatings and specialty primers, respectively, wlééaying the final VOC content limit
of 50 g/l for one year until July 1, 2007. In aduh, the proposed amendments will
require lowering the VOC content limit for the f@iNing three existing coating
categories: concrete-curing compounds (exceptimsd used for roadways, bridges and
bridge decks), dry-fog coatings, and traffic cogsirby July 1, 2007. The coating
category of fire-retardant coatings will be elintech and those coatings will be subject
to the VOC content limit of the coating categorystiparticular type of coating is
normally classified as (i.e., primer, sealer, flapnflat). These specific coating
categories targeted for VOC content reductions waatified by SCAQMD staff and
in one of the five proposals from the National Paind Coating Association (NPCA) as
potential cost-effective means of offsetting the@@missions foregone due to the delay
in implementation of the final VOC content limitropliance date for nonflat high gloss,
quick-dry enamel and specialty coating categorifise delay in emission reductions is

! Presented to the Governing Board at its Janua2@®6 public hearing and can be accessed online at
http://www.agmd.gov/hb/2006/060126a.html
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Proposed Amended Rule 1113 — Final Environmentségsnent

expected to exceed the SCAQMD’s significance tloleshand, thus, generate a
significant impact on air quality.

PAR 1113 is considered to be a project pursuatitedCalifornia Environmental Quality

Act (CEQA) (California Public Resources Code §821@0seq.), and, therefore, a Draft
Environmental Assessment (EA) was prepared to aealypotential adverse

environmental impacts from implementing the propopsoject. Based upon an initial
evaluation of PAR 1113, a Notice of Preparation &mtal Study (NOP/IS) prepared

for the proposed amendments was prepared and edléashe public on January 24,
2006 for a 30-day public review and comment peeading February 22, 2006. Air

guality was the only environmental topic identified having the potential to be
adversely affected by the proposed amendments.

LEGISLATIVE AUTHORITY

The California Legislature created the SCAQMD ¥ 7¥as the agency responsible for
developing and enforcing air pollution control milend regulations in the South Coast
Air Basin (Basin) and portions of the Salton SeaBasin and Mojave Desert Air Basin.
By statute, the SCAQMD is required to adopt an AQdiéPonstrating compliance with
all federal and state ambient air quality stand&wdshe areas over which the SCAQMD
has jurisdictiod Furthermore, the SCAQMD must adopt rules andilegipns that
carry out the AQMP. The 2003 AQMP concluded that major reductionsririssions of
volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and oxides ofogién (NOx) are necessary to
attain the air quality standards for ozone and soand fine particulate matter (PM10
and PM2.5). While the proposed project will delapticipated VOC emission
reductions, ultimately the proposed project willicoeer foregone VOC emission
reductions and achieve additional VOC emission ¢gdns when the new lower VOC
content limits becomes effective. As a result, PR3 will contribute to attainment of
the state and national ambient air quality stargldat ozone by the timeframes
mandated under state and federal law.

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT

The proposed amendments to Rule 1113 are a “pragsctdefined by the CEQA

Guidelines 815378 and, therefore, is subject torélgiirements of CEQA. California
Public Resources Code 821080.5 allows public agenaith regulatory programs to
prepare a plan or other written document in lieamfenvironmental impact report once
the Secretary of the Resources Agency has certthedregulatory program. The

2 The Lewis-Presley Air Quality Management Act7&%Cal. Stats., ch 324 (codified at Health & Saféode,
§840400-40540).

® Health & Safety Code, §40460 (a).

* Health & Safety Code, §40440 (a).
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Chapter 1 — Executive Summary

SCAQMD's regulatory program was certified by ther®&ary of the Resources Agency
on March 1, 1989, and is codified as SCAQMD Rul6.11

CEQA requires that the potential adverse environtedleémpacts of proposed projects be
evaluated and that feasible methods to reduceamd @ignificant adverse environmental
impacts of these projects be identified. Rule fddquires an assessment of anticipated
environmental impacts as well as an analysis dilid@ methods to substantially reduce
any significant adverse environmental impacts ifiedt To fulfill the purpose and
intent of CEQA and Rule 110, the SCAQMD has preghdings Draft EA to address the
potential adverse environmental impacts associaiddimplementing PAR 1113. This
Draft EA is intended to: (a) provide the lead agerresponsible agencies, decision
makers and the general public with information be tnvironmental effects of the
proposed project; and (b) be used as a tool bysiecimakers to facilitate decision
making on the proposed project.

All comments received during the public commentigekion the analysis presented in
the Draft EA will be responded to and included e t=inal EA. Prior to making a
decision on the proposed amended rule, the SCAQMRe(@ing Board must review
and certify the EA as providing adequate infornmation the potential adverse
environmental impacts of the proposed amended rule.

SCAQMD'’s review of the proposed project shows tha project would have a
significant adverse effect on the environment. réfare, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
815126.4, feasible mitigation measures which comlohimize significant adverse
impacts are required if available and feasible. atidition, a range of reasonable
alternatives to the proposed project is require@dnordance with CEQA Guidelines
815126.6. The analysis in Chapter 4 concludes ddaerse air quality impacts are
significant. Discussions of the remaining enviremtal topics support the finding of no
significant adverse impacts to these environmettpic areas. Because no feasible
mitigation measures were identified to reduce aalidy impacts to less than significant,
a Statement of Findings and a Statement of Ovagidionsiderations will be prepared
in accordance with CEQA Guidelines 8815091 and 3588spectively.

CEQA DOCUMENTATION FOR RULE 1113 - ARCHITECTURAL
COATINGS

In addition to this Draft EA, a number of CEQA dawents have been prepared for
previous amendments to Rule 1113. The followirtgseations briefly summarize the
previously prepared CEQA documents for Rule 1113.

PAR 1113 1-3 May 2006



Proposed Amended Rule 1113 — Final Environmentségsnent

November 2003 — Final Environmental Assessment (EA)Proposed Amendments to
Rule 1113 - Architectural Coatings

In December 2003, the SCAQMD Governing Board lowev®C content limits for
the following coating categories: clear wood fimsh(varnish and sanding sealers),
waterproofing sealers, waterproofing concrete/masosealers, stains, and roof
coatings. The proposed amendments required ragomtith a sunset date to phase-
out the one-quart or less usage exemption for clemd finishes and expanded the
scope of the averaging compliance option to incltiee categories where the VOC
content limits were proposed to be lowered.

These amendments are currently a subject of litigabut the case has not been
heard, so ruling has been determined yet.

December 2002 — Final Subsequent Environmental Assament (SEA) - Proposed
Amendments to Rule 1113 - Architectural Coatings

In December 2002, the SCAQMD Governing Board retstbmmendments to Rule
1113 which were originally adopted in May 1999, batated by the Court of Appeal
on June 24, 2002. In response to the Court’s ibecibe SCAQMD staff proposed to
readopt the 1999 amendments and incorporate theificadidns to the 1999
amendments that were made after the notice of puigdaring was published. In
connection with readopting the 1999 amendments tde R1113 plus the
modifications, the SCAQMD staff prepared a DraftAS# evaluate potential adverse
environmental impacts of the 1999 amendments ase@v Rule 1113 was amended
in 1999 to implement, in part, both the 1994 arel 1897 AQMP control measure
CTS-07 — Further Emission Reductions from Architesit Coatings, which called for
a reduction of the allowable VOC content limit fiegr of coating from the following
coating categories: industrial maintenance (IM)n-flats; primers, sealers, and
undercoaters; quick-dry enamels; quick-dry primseslers, and undercoaters; roof
coatings; stains; and waterproofing wood sealefie 1999 amendments to Rule
1113 also added several new coating categorieambmibus roof primers; floor
coatings; high temperature IM coatings; nonflataickrdry primers, sealers, and
undercoaters; recycled coatings; rust preventatoegings; specialty primers; zinc-
rich IM primers, and waterproofing concrete/masosealers. The proposal also
expanded and clarified the averaging provision rtovidle additional flexibility to
manufacturers.

These amendments are also currently a subjecttightion. The case has been
partially heard but the ruling has yet to be anmeain
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Chapter 1 — Executive Summary

July 2001 - Final Environmental Assessment - Proped Amendments to Rule 1113 -
Architectural Coatings

In July 2001, the SCAQMD Governing Board adopteceadments to Rule 1113.
The amendments included the creation of a new ropatategory for clear wood
finish brushing lacquers with an allowable VOC @mitof 680 grams per liter until
January 1, 2005, when the clear wood finish bryshacquers would be limited to a
VOC content of 275 grams per liter. The rule anmeents also established labeling
and reporting requirements for brushing lacquersrsure their proper use and thus
minimize emissions. By postponing compliance wiitla existing VOC content limit
requirement for lacquers in general, the EA prepdoe this amendment concluded
that 162 pounds of anticipated VOC emission reduastiper day would be foregone
until the clear brushing lacquers are requiredammy with the final VOC content
limit in 2005.

May 1999 — Final Subsequent Environmental AssessntenProposed Amendments to
Rule 1113 - Architectural Coatings

In May 1999, the SCAQMD Board adopted amendmentRte 1113. The
amendments called for a reduction of the allowal@®C content limit per liter of
coating from the following coating categories: istfiial maintenance; non-flats;
quick-dry enamels; primers, sealers, and undercyajaick-dry primers, sealers, and
undercoaters; stains; roof coatings; and waterprgofvood sealers. The proposed
amendments to Rule 1113 also added several newngoattegories, high
temperature IM coatings, rust preventative coatinigguminous roof coatings,
recycled flats and nonflats, essential public servtoatings, floor coatings, and
waterproofing concrete/masonry sealers. The padpalso expanded and clarified
the averaging provision to provide additional flakiy to manufacturers. At full
implementation of the amendments, the overall VQ@Gission reductions were
anticipated to be approximately 21.8 tons per dayhe year 2010. On June 24,
2002, the Court of Appeal vacated the SCAQMD’s aidopof the 1999 amendments.

November 1996 — Final Subsequent Environmental Assement - Proposed
Amendments to Rule 1113 - Architectural Coatings

In November 1996, the SCAQMD Board adopted amentsnenRule 1113. These
amendments reduced the VOC content limits of featiog categories: lacquers, flats
(interior and exterior), traffic coatings, and nmgiblor coatings, resulting in an
overall net reduction of 10.3 tons per day of VORissions from this source
category. In addition, the amendments temporarndyeased the VOC content limits
for four coating categories. Other componentsheffgroposed amendments included
addition of and modification to some definitionpdating the analytical test methods,
and establishing an averaging methodology for fltsprovide flexibility for
complying with future VOC content limits.
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Subsequent to the adoption of the amendments te R113, industry filed three
separate lawsuits, questioning the validity of ghg@posed future limits for the lacquer
and flat coating categories. The SCAQMD has pfedan all three cases.

August 1996 — Final Environmental Assessment - Pragsed Amendments to Rule 1113 -
Architectural Coatings

These amendments incorporated an exemption frold@@ limits for coatings sold
in containers one-quart size or less. The analysishe Final Environmental
Assessment concluded that adopting a small comtaremption would result in
significant adverse air quality impacts.

February 1990 - Determination of No Significant Img@cts - Proposed Amendments to
Rule 1113 - Architectural Coatings.

In February 1990, the SCAQMD Governing Board adodpiemendments to Rule 1113
- Architectural Coatings that were based on theif@aia Air Resources Board

(CARB) and California Air Pollution Control Officer Association (CAPCOA)

Suggested Control Measure (SCM). The 1990 amenmecuded the following

provisions: exemptions for 11 categories of spéciabatings were eliminated,
leaving only exemptions for quart or smaller comas and emulsion type bituminous
pavement sealers; lower VOC content limits for 1&wncoating categories;
technology-forcing low VOC limits for ten existingoating categories effective
December 1, 1993; consolidation of the industri@intenance coating categories
from ten to three; and reorganization of the suisdws of the rule.

The 1990 Court Order

In 1990, the Dunn-Edwards Corporation challengexl 1890 amendments to Rule
1113 in court (Dunn-Edwards Corporation, et. al. SCAQMD). That case
challenged, in part, the CEQA document preparedhferamendments to Rule 1113
adopted in February 1990, specifically the amendsntdrat lowered the VOC limits
for the following six coating categories: IM higamperature coatings; industrial
maintenance anti-graffiti coatings; IM primers atapcoats; lacquers; quick-dry
primers and sealers; and quick-dry enamels. Thesuri alleged that the CEQA
document was inadequate because it did not fublyyae potential significant adverse
air quality impacts in seven areas that were atleégearise from implementing the
lower VOC content limits. The SCAQMD prevailed snx of the seven alleged
impact areas, but the lower court requested the@@B to further study whether or
not illegal thinning of coatings in the field resd in a negative air quality impact
before readopting the February 1990 amendments.
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Chapter 1 — Executive Summary

The results of an architectural coatings field gtuddertaken during the latter half of
1998 by CARB staff, with the help of local air pgdglbn control and air quality

management district personnel, suggest that tearetia significant amount of illegal
thinning resulting in noncompliant architecturalatings. Thirty-six percent of the
coatings sampled were solvent-borne. Fifty-threeegnt of these were thinned with
material containing VOCs. However, of all of th@vent-borne coatings sampled,
only 14 percent were thinned and noncompliant wigtrict rules. Overall, solvent-

borne thinned, noncompliant coatings made up omky percent of all the coatings
observed.

While the SCAQMD agreed to study the illegal thmpissue, the plaintiff appealed
the court’s decision to dismiss their claims regagdhe six other potential air quality
impacts. In 1993, the Court of Appeals in a putds decision (Dunn-Edwards
Corporation, et. al. v. SCAQMD) rejected the pldist appeal. Plaintiffs then
appealed the appellate decision to the Californjr&ne Court that denied review on
December 2, 1993.

Other Rule 1113 Amendments

Rule 1113 has been amended a number of times &meary 1, 1990, as summarized
in the following bullet points. For each amendmdascribed below the proposed
project was concluded to be exempt from CEQA ahds,ta Notice of Exemption
was prepared.

. July 9, 2004 - The amendments addressed SIP approvability 3ssue
identified by the USEPA relative to the alternatogmpliance option of
the rule, the averaging compliance option (ACO). mehdments
included requiring specific records to be kept byanofacturers
choosing to use the ACO to comply with VOC limitsstablishing
additional criteria for violations of the ACO pragn and making other
changes to the rule to enhance clarity and enfbitiyga The
SCAQMD committed to periodically evaluating the AGQfogram to
determine if emission reductions committments aet as specified in
the State Implementation Plan (SIP).

. March 8, 1996 -These amendments established a definition for akros
coatings consistent with the CARB definition, redsthe definition of
exempt compounds by referencing Rule 102 - Definiof Terms, and
created an exemption for aerosol coatings.

. September 6, 1991 -These amendments created a new coating
category, low-solids stain, and also incorporatethlgulation method
for determining VOC content on a materials ba3ike amendment also
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Proposed Amended Rule 1113 — Final Environmentségsnent

prohibited use of Group Il exempt compounds, iniclgdozone-
depleting chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs) and severattsolvents.

. December 7, 1990 These amendments incorporated new definitions
for specialty coatings and established a specifiCVcontent limit in
the table of standards for specialty coatings.

. November 2, 1990 -These amendments incorporated new definitions
for specialty coatings and established a specifidCVcontent limit in
the table of standards for specialty coatings.

. February 2, 1990 -These amendments incorporated new definitions for
specialty coatings and established a specific VOQtent limit in the
table of standards for specialty coatings.

INTENDED USES OF THIS DOCUMENT

In general, a CEQA document is an informationaluoent that informs a public
agency’s decision-makers, and the public generaflypotentially significant adverse
environmental effects of a project, identifies polesways to avoid or minimize the
significant effects, and describes reasonable rdlteres to the project (CEQA
Guidelines 815121). A public agency's decision-erak must consider the
information in a CEQA document prior to making acid®n on the project.

Accordingly, this revised Draft EA is intended t¢a) provide the SCAQMD

Governing Board and the public with informationthe environmental effects of the
proposed project; and (b) be used as a tool byStbtAQMD Governing Board to

facilitate decision making on the proposed project.

Additionally, CEQA Guidelines 815124(d)(1) requirepublic agency to identify the
following specific types of intended uses of a CEQ#cument:

1. A list of the agencies that are expected to us&the their decision-making;
2. A list of permits and other approvals requirednplement the project; and

3. A list of related environmental review and congidta requirements required
by federal, state, or local laws, regulations, @iqes.

To the extent that local public agencies, suchitgssccounty planning commissions,
etc., are responsible for making land use and plgndecisions related to projects
that must comply with the proposed amendments te RU13, they could possibly
rely on this EA during their decision-making progesSimilarly, other single purpose
public agencies approving projects at facilitiesmptying with the proposed

amendments to Rule 1113 may rely on this EA.
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Chapter 1 — Executive Summary

AREAS OF CONTROVERSY

In accordance to CEQA Guidelines §15123(b)(2),ateas of controversy known to the
lead agency including issues raised by agencieghengublic shall be identified in the
CEQA docuement. Table 1-1 highlights the areasooitroversy raised by the public
during the rule development process either in pubkeetings or in written comments.

TABLE 1-1
Areas of Controversy

Area of Topics Raised by SCAQMD Evaluation
Controversy Public

1. | Potential toxicity | TBAc should not be used asThe proposed amendments limit the use of TBAc to IM
of TBAc an exempt solvent due to its coatings and the toxics analysis in this Draft Araines
potential toxicity. both cancer and non-cancer health effects from IM
coatings, which could be reformulated with TBAmteet
the lower VOC content limit. There is little aaile
information on the toxicity of TBAc, but there israe
toxicity information available on one of its metéites, tert
butyl alcohol (TBA). Estimated risk factors for AB
provided by OEHHA staff members was used as a
surrogate for determining potential cancer risk aod-
cancer effects resulting from the limited exempfion
TBAc. It should be noted that these surrogatefeskors
developed by OEHHA staff have not been formally
approved by the Scientific Review Panel yet. Hoavev
they reflect the best available information fromHMA at
this time. Using conservative assumptions, thaswfs
were used to conservatively estimate potential @ansk
and non-cancer effects from TBAc used under thpgsed
project.

2. | Expand VOC Expand the proposed Based on the potential, but unknown toxicity of T&Ahe
exemption for limited VOC exemption of | proposed limited exemption of TBAc is more health
TBAC TBACc from only IM protective compared to the complete exemption while
coatings to all architectural| providing the coating manufacturers with flexihilin
coatings categories, or add| formulating compliant products with the future Itsdf
TBAC to the list of exempt | PAR 1113 for IM coatings. IM coatings have exceipally
materials in Rule 102. long durability, typically require personal protect
equipment during application, and some are requoed
adhere to stringent MWD criteria. With regard to
expanding the exemption to other coatings, accgrttin
2001 CARB survey results as listed in Table 2 ef2005
Annual Status report, some coatings have alreatbrded
high sales data of coatings complying with the lofuéure
VOC content limit. For example, 36 percent of ¢thesar
wood finishes had already achieved the future lIoW@C
content limit. Further, applicators of other cogti
categories do not typically wear personal protectio
equipment worn by professionals who apply IM caggin
Staff is opposed to allowing TBAc use in residdntia
applications until final conclusions regarding thricity of
TBAc have been concluded.
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TABLE 1-1 (CONTINUED)
Areas of Controversy

Area of
Controversy

Topics Raised by Public

SCAQMD Evaluation

New lower VOC
content limits

Feasibility of achieving a newl
proposed lower VOC content
limit as future VOC limits for
existing coating categories.

y At both the August 10, 2005, and September 14, 20Q
Ad Hoc subcommittee meetings, the National Paidt g
Coating Association (NPCA) suggested additional
emission reductions in Rule 1113 by lowering theG/C
content limit for bond breakers, concrete curing
compounds, dry fog coatings, and traffic coatirgg$Q0
grams per liter. A comprehensive technical assessm
was conducted and included in the Annual StatuoRe
on Rule 1113 submitted to the SCAQMD Governing
Board on February 3, 2006, that supports the ceiaiu
that affected coatings achieving the lower VOC eant
limit are commercially available. Further, theeul
proposal allows additional time to meet the low€¥¢/
content limit.

S5 Ol

Extending the
compliance date
for IM coatings

Even with delisting TBAc as a
VOC, the manufacturers are
concerned there is not enough

time to successfully reformulateTBAc is a “drop in” substitution, then extendingeth

with TBAc to comply with
7/1/06 compliance date to a
lower VOC content limit for IM
coatings.

There has been a wide debate among interestedar,
whether TBAc is considered a “drop in” substitute o
whether a complex reformulation needs to take pladte

compliance date for IM coatings to meet the low&G/
content limit is not necessary. The strong desingse
TBACc to comply with the lower VOC content limit
requirement for IM coatings implies that TBAc hazh
already tested and has proven to assist IM coaiings
successfully complying with the lower VOC content
limit requirement. Current availability of future
compliant IM coatings is evident according to a web
search compiled in Table 4 of the 2005 Annual Statu
report, and according to the store sales dateei2@01
CARB survey as listed in Table 2 of the Annual Gtat
report, 11 percent market penetration of IM coating
meeting the 100 grams per liter VOC content linais h
already occurred. The current percentage of IM
coatings complying with 100 grams per liter is ectpd
to have increased over the five years since theegur
revealed 11 percent market penetration. The Hasent
Public Service Agency’s technology assessment
included satisfactory performance fom number comli
IM coatings that did not use TBAc, but also hightied
the need for TBAc for coatings with exceptionatiyng
service life. The recently completed UMR studyoals
found superior performing IM coating systems thaein
future lower VOC limits. Discussions with new
material suppliers indicate that resins and adektizan
be delivered in exempt solvents, like TBAc, if
demanded by the OEMS. Finally, IM coating
manufacturers can use the three-year sell-through
provision, product averaging and variance if thega
additional time to reformulate.

.
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TABLE 1-1 (CONTINUED)
Areas of Controversy

Area of Topics Raised by Public SCAQMD Evaluation
Controversy
5. | Reactivity Some coating manufacturers| Different types of solvents have different degrekes

assert that a reactivity-based
approach should be used to
regulate VOC.

"reactivity," which is the ability to acceleratesth
formation of ground-level ozone. The use of redtyti
as a regulatory tool has been debated at the lstedd,
and national level for over 20 years. Dr. Willi&arter,
one of the principal researchers of reactivitiegsarfous
VOC species, identified the state of science wpect
to VOC reactivity and described areas where adtitio
work is needed in order to reduce the uncertainty
associated with different approaches to assessing
reactivity. According to CARB a number of studies
have found that relative reactivities have muchlEna
uncertainties than absolute reactivities. CARB has
implemented a limited reactivity-based rule and the
U.S.EPA has also issued a guidance to have states
evaluate reactivity-based approaches. CARB is
finalizing their new survey which will include reséd
speciation data and will evaluate the feasibility o
reactivity-based approach as part of their next SCM
However, based on the 2001 survey, mass-based V(
control approach was deemed effective for most
categories and shows a lower SWA-MIR value for lo
VOC coatings. The SCAQMD will continue to work
with CARB and U.S.EPA staff on a potential readyjvi
based approach.

DC

6. More thickness

Industry representatives
contend that reformulated
compliant water- and solvent-

borne coatings are very viscoyscoatings are not necessarily formulated with higher

(e.g. are formulated using a
high-solids content) and,
therefore, are difficult to handl
during application, tending to
produce a thick film when
applied directly from the can.
A thicker film indicates that a
smaller surface area is covere
with a given amount of
material, thereby increasing
VOC emissions per unit of are
covered.

Staff has asserted in the past and continues totanai
that a coating with more solids will actually cower
greater surface area. Currently available low-VOC

solids content. Further, higher solids contentsdoat
result in a substantial reduction in the coveraga.a

e The coating product data sheets tend to corrobarate
positive correlation between solids content and the
coverage area. A past CARB Survey yielded similar
results for average VOC content with a random
sampling of low-VOC coatings compared to their
dconventional counterparts. Based upon the resfittse
SCAQMD and CARB surveys, staff concludes that th
data does not support the industry’s assertion that
acompliant low-VOC coatings are solely formulatedhwi
higher solids content than conventional coatings.
Further, the data does not support their assetttian
there is an inverse correlation between solidsarunt

0]

and coverage area.

5 http://www.arb.ca.gov/research/reactivity/reactikistory. htm
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TABLE 1-1 (CONTINUED)
Areas of Controversy

Area of
Controversy

Topics Raised by Public

SCAQMD Evaluation

7. | lllegal Thinning

It has been asserted that, beea
reformulated compliant water- and
solvent-borne coatings are more
viscous (e.g. high-solids
formulations), painters must adjust
the properties of the coatings to
make them easier to handle and
apply. In particular for solvent-
borne coatings this adjustment
consists of thinning the coating, ag
supplied by the manufacturer by
illegally adding solvent to reduce it
viscosity. The added solvent
increases VOC emissions.

Thinning should not be a problem because a majori
of the coatings that would comply with future limit
will be waterborne formulations and cannot be tkthn
with VOC containing solvents. Other compliant
coatings are available and may be applied without
thinning. Even if some thinning of compliant prathi
occurs, thinning would likely be done with water or
exempt solvents. Finally, surveys undertaken ki ba
CARB and the SCAQMD indicate that coating
applicators do not engage in widespread illegal
thinning, and even when thinning occurs, the caatin
sVOC content limits are not exceeded. As a result,
claims of thinning resulting in significant adveisie
quality impacts are not supported by any evidemce ¢
data.

y

8. | More Priming

Substrates must be primed with
typical solvent-borne primers to
enhance the topcoat adherence
quality. Industry representatives
have testified that the use of water
borne compliant topcoats, could
require more priming to promote
adhesion. Additionally, it is has
been asserted that water-borne
sealers do not penetrate and seal
porous substrates like wood, as wg
as traditional solvent-borne sealer
This allegedly results in three or
four coats of the sealer per
application compared to one coat
for a solvent-borne sealer would b
necessary, resulting in an overall
increase in VOC emissions for the
coating system.

data sheets, the material needed and time necdssa
prepare a surface for coating is approximately
equivalent for conventional and low-VOC coatings.
- More primers are not needed because low-VOC
coatings possess comparable qualities as convahtid
coatingsincluding: coverage; similar adhesion dieslj
and consistent resistance to stains, chemicals and
corrosion. Low-VOC coatings do not tend to require
any special surface preparation different from vitat
clfequired before applying conventional coatings to a
5.substrate. As part of good painting practicesafor
coating, water-borne or solvent-borne, the surface
typically needs to be clean and dry for effective
adhesion. These conclusions are supported by the
e University Missouri-Rolla (UMR), National Technica
Systems (NTS) and other coating studies.
Consequently, claims of significant air quality iagbs
resulting from more priming are unfounded.

Based on the coating manufacturer’s coating produ¢

~

A

9. | More Topcoats

Coating manufacturers and coati
contractors assert that reformulate|
compliant water- and low-VOC
solvent-borne topcoats may not
cover, build, or flow-and-level as
well as the solvent-borne
formulations. Therefore, more cog
are necessary to achieve equivale
cover and coating build-up.

ngechnology breakthroughs with additives used in
drecent formulations of low-VOC coatings have
minimized or completely eliminated flow and levejin

have comparable coverage and superior performan

These low-VOC coatings possess scrub and stain
tsesistant qualities, blocking and resistance to UV
nexposure for the exterior coatings. Both low-VQd g
conventional IM coatings tend to have chemical and
abrasion resistant qualities, gloss and color tieten
and comparable adhesion qualities. These condsis
are supported by the UMR, NTS and other coating
studies. With comparable coverage and equivalent
durability qualities, additional topcoats for lowoZ
coatings should not be required.

problems. Both low-VOC and conventional coating$

ce.
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TABLE 1-1 (CON

TINUED)

Areas of Controversy

Topics Raised by Public

SCAQMD Evaluation

Coating manufacturers and coatir
contractors have asserted that
reformulated compliant water- an
low-VOC solvent-borne
formulations dry slowly, and are
susceptible to damage such as
sagging, wrinkling, alligatoring, or
becoming scraped and scratched
problems claimed to require
additional coatings for repair and
touch-up.

PBased on the durability characteristics information
contained in the coating product data sheets, low-
0VOC coatings and conventional coatings have

comparable durability characteristics. As a result
is not anticipated that more touch up and repainkw|
will need to be conducted when using low-VOC

claims of significant adverse air quality impacts
resulting from touch-up and repair for low-VOC
coatings are not supported by any evidence or da

coatings. These conclusions are supported by the
-UMR, NTS and other coating studies. Consequently,

fa.

Coating manufacturers and coatir
contractors have asserted that thg
durability of the reformulated
compliant water- and low-VOC
solvent-borne coatings is inferior
to the durability of the traditional
solvent-borne coatings. Durabilit
problems include cracking,
peeling, excessive chalking, and
color fading, may result in more
frequent recoating. As a result,
more frequent recoating would bg

necessary resulting in greater totaldurability problems experienced by the low-VOC

emissions than would be the case
for conventional coatings.

drhe durability of a coating is dependent on many
e factors, including surface preparation, application
technique, substrate coated, and exposure conslit
Again, as mentioned above, key durability
characteristics, as discussed in coating produet dg
sheets, include resistance to scrub or abrasion,
corrosion-, chemicals-, impact-, stain-, and UV-
resistance, are similar between conventional and
low-VOC coatings. Coatings manufacturers’ own
data sheets indicate that the low-VOC coatings fo
both architectural and industrial maintenance
applications are durable and long lastikgqy

2 coatings are not different than those seen with
conventional coatings. Recent coating technology
has further improved the durability of low-VOC
coatings. Because the durability qualities ofltve-
VOC coatings are comparable to the conventiona
coatings, more frequent recoatings would not be
necessary.

Coating manufacturers and
coatings contractors assert that
since reformulated compliant
water- and low-VOC solvent-born
coatings are inferior in durability
and are more difficult to apply,
consumers and contractors will
substitute better performing high
VOC coatings in other categories
for use in categories with low
compliance limits.

The SCAQMD does not expect that low-VOC
coatings used for specific coating applicationg wil
be substituted for by higher-VOC coatings used fg
eother specific types of coating applications.
Currently, there are a substantial number of low-
VOC coatings in a wide variety of coating categer
that have performance characteristics comparable
conventional coatings. Furthermore, PAR 1113
prohibits the application of certain coatings in
specific settings. Moreover, the type of perforoer
desired in some settings would prohibit the use of
certain coatings in those settings. Rule 1113iregy
that when a coating can be used in more than one
coating category the lower limit of the two categsr
is applicable. If in the rare event that subgtitut
does occur, PAR 1113 would still achieve overall
VOC emission reductions.

on

&

r

=

A

Area of
Controversy
10. | More Touch-Ups
and Repair Work
11. | More Frequent
Recoating
12. | Substitution
PAR 1113
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TABLE 1-1 (CONCLUDED)
Areas of Controversy

Area of Topics Raised by Public SCAQMD Evaluation
Controversy

13. | Synergetic Effect| The synergistic effect a&f #bove | SCAQMD'’s research and analysis of resin
issues (e.g., more thickness, illegamanufacturers’ and coating formulators’ product
thinning, more priming, more information sheets concludes that on each separgte
topcoats, more touch-up and repairssue that the low-VOC compliant coatings have
more frequent recoating, more comparable performance as current coatings or
substitution, and more reactivity) | industry’s specific assertions are unfounded.

will result in significant adverse air Individually each issue does not result in a
quality impact. significant adverse air quality impact and the
synergistic effect of the above issues is not etquec
to result in significant adverse air quality impact

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The organization of this Draft EA is as follows: h&bter 1 —Executive Summary;
Chapter 2 — Project Description; Chapter 3 — BExgstiSetting; Chapter 4 —

Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures; ar@hapter 5 — Project
Alternatives. The following subsections brieflynsmarize the contents of each
chapter.

Summary of Chapter 1 — Legislative Authority and Executive Summary

This Chapter contains a discussion of the legisatiuthority of the SCAQMD to
adopt rules and regulations to implement the curRMP. Further, an executive
summary of the proposed project and the conteqisined in a CEQA document are
outlined.

Summary of Chapter 2 — Project Description

In addition to including a description of the prjéocation, Chapter 2 also includes a
brief description of PAR 1113. Briefly, the propdsamendments to Rule 1113
would:

» Amend the definition for floor coatings to includiear floor coatings, except for
IM coatings and clear wood finishes. This claafion is necessary to keep the
intent of the original definition which included thoopaque and clear coatings.

* Add a new definition for nonflat high gloss by segiang this category from the
general nonflat category.

* Modify the definition of VOC to exclude TBAc whersed in formulating IM
coatings and zinc-rich industrial maintenance préne
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Chapter 1 — Executive Summary

» Eliminate the fire retardant coating category andase the same VOC content
limit as similar coating types (e.g., primer, sedlat, nonflat).

» Establish a high gloss subcategory to nonflat ngatand extend the 50 g/l VOC
limit effective date for nonflat high gloss coatngrom July 1, 2006, to July 1,
2007.

* Require an interim VOC limit of 150 g/l for quickydenamels that would become
effective upon adoption and delay the effectiveed#Ht50 g/l VOC limit one year
from July 1, 2006, to July 1, 2007.

* Inthe Table of Standards in paragraph (c)(2),ctiffe July 1, 2007, reduce the
VOC content limits to 100 g/l for concrete-curingngpounds (not used for
roadways, bridges and bridge decks) and traffiticgs, and 150 g/l for dry-fog
coatings.

* Require an interim VOC limit of 250 g/l for spediaprimers that would become
effective upon adoption and delay the effectiveea#t100 g/l VOC limit one year
from July 1, 2006, to July 1, 2007.

* Remove the requirement to submit an annual repotihé Executive Officer for
the following specialty coating categories: cleaudhing lacquers and rust
preventative coatings.

» Add metallic pigmented coating category to the A&ging Compliance Option.

* Add a labeling requirement for concrete-curing compls manufactured and
used for roadways, bridges and bridge decks toudclthe statement “For
Roadways, Bridges and Bridge Decks Only” that shallprominently displayed
effective July 1, 2007.

* Update administrative requirements such as outditieeling requirements for
brushing lacquers, technology assessments andyacson

For a complete description of the proposed amenthmire reader is referred to
Appendix A.
Summary of Chapter 3 - Existing Setting

Pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines 815125, Chapter BXisting Setting, includes
descriptions of those environmental areas thatdcbel adversely affected by PAR
1113. The following subsection briefly highligtitee existing setting for air quality,
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which is the only environmental area that could &eéversely affected by
implementing PAR 1113.

Air Quality

Over the last decade and a half, there has beaificagt improvement in air quality
within the area of the SCAQMD’s jurisdiction. Netheeless, several air quality
standards are still exceeded frequently and by @& wnargin. Of the National
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) establisheor fsix criteria pollutants
(ozone, lead, sulfur dioxide, nitrogen dioxide,bmar monoxide (CO), and PM10), the
area within the SCAQMD’s jurisdiction is in attaiemt with the sulfur dioxide,
nitrogen dioxide, and lead standards. Althoughdistrict has attained the federal
CO standards, U.S. EPA has not formally designtitechrea as attainment. Chapter
3 provides a brief description of the existing qurality setting for each criteria
pollutant, as well as the human health effectsltiagufrom each criteria pollutant.

Summary of Chapter 4 — Environmental Impacts and Miigation Measures

CEQA Guidelines 815126.2(a) requires a CEQA docurteefidentify and focus on
the significant environmental effects of the pragbgroject... Direct and indirect
significant effects of the project on the enviromtinshall be clearly identified and
described, giving due consideration to both thetsteom and long-term effects.”

One environmental topic area, air quality, was fidie as having a temporary
significant adverse environmental impact due toexiension of compliance dates for
several coating categories, which will delay oradiy anticipated reductions in VOC
emissions. The following subsection briefly sumizes the analysis of potential
adverse environmental impact from the adoptionianpdementation of PAR 1113.

Air Quality

PAR 1113 but will provide an extension to the compde date for three coating

categories from July 1, 2006 to July 1, 2007 cngpata temporary delay in VOC

emission reductions of 1,560 pounds per day for yewr before the lower VOC

content limits become effective. Because the delayOC emission reductions

exceeds the SCAQMD'’s operational significance thoéds of 55 pounds of VOC per

day, the air quality impacts associated with theppsed amendments to Rule 1113
were concluded to be significant.

The adoption and implementation of PAR 1113 is etgx to produce substantial
long-term VOC emission reductions. The proposéel puovides an additional VOC
emission reduction of 1,360 pounds per day fromdhering of VOC content limits

for three existing coating categories. The addélcemission reductions, however,
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will not be achieved until July 1, 2007. Table b#tlines the proposed VOC content
limits, compliance dates and the emission redustd®iayed and achieved.

TABLE 1-2

PAR 1113 Proposed VOC Content Limits, CompliancéeBand Emission Reductions

Proposed | Final VOC Delayed Proposed New
COATING Current Interim Limit* Emiss!on New Final Emissﬁon
TYPE VOC VOC w/DeIayed Reductions VOC Reductions
Limit* Limit* Compliance | (pounds/day) Limit* (pounds/day)
As of 7/1/06 As of 7/1/07 | 7/1/06 - 7/1/07| As of 7/1/07 As of 7/1/07
Concrtecaa | a0 : : "
Dry-Fog Coatings 400 -- -- -- 150 700
ﬁ%r;flgtk().‘,sosatmgs, 150 50 960 _ _
Quick-Dry Enamels 250 150 50 400 -- --
Specialty Primers 350 250 100 200 -- --
Traffic Coatings 150 -- -- -- 100 580
Emission Reductions (pounds per dﬂ 1,560 | 1,360

*grams of VOC per liter of coating, less water &gk exempt compounds

Further, the proposed amendments delist TBAc aO& When formulated in IM

coatings. Using TBA as a surrogate for TBAc, aidexanalysis has been prepared
that examines both cancer and non-cancer (acutd)hheffects from IM coatings
which could be reformulated with TBAc to meet tlosvér VOC content limit. A
“worst-case” acute (short-term exposure) analysis sonducted because IM coatings
typically last ten to 20 years so long-term expesisr not expected under typical
usage scenarios. However, cancer effects wergzathht a representative sample of
facilities, such as refineries and sewage treatrpéarits, which may continuously
apply IM coatings around the site throughout tharyelhe health risk analysis using
“worst-case” TBAc emissions for usage limited to ddatings was concluded to be
less than significant for both carcinogenic andaasainogenic risk.

Mitigation

As shown in Table 1-3, no feasible mitigation measuwere identified that could
reduce significant adverse air quality impacts essed with implementing PAR
1113.
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Environmental Impacts from PAR 1113

TABLE 1-3

Non-Criteria Pollutants
(TACs)

Environmental Impact | Significance Determination Mitigation
Area Measures
Air Quality - Significant None Identified
Criteria Pollutants (temporary delay of VOC emission
(VOCs) reductions; further VOC emission

reductions achieved in future)

Not Significant

(increase use of TBAC)

None Required

Environmental Impacts Found Not To Be Significant

The Initial Study for PAR 1113 includes an enviremtal checklist of 17

environmental topic areas.

Review of the propogegect at the NOP/IS stage

identified one topic for further review in the DraEA. For the remaining 16

environmental areas where the Initial Study conetuthat the project would have no
significant direct or indirect adverse effects, cmmments were received on the

NOP/IS or at the public meetings that changed dbrsclusion. SCAQMD staff has
determined that there will be no significant imgati the following environmental
resources as a result of implementing PAR 1113:

. Aesthetics

. Agricultural Resources

. Biological Resources

. Cultural Resources

. Energy

. Geology and Soils

. Hazards and Hazardous Materials
. Hydrology and Water Quality
. Land Use and Planning

. Mineral Resources

. Noise

. Population and Housing

. Public Services

. Recreation

. Solid/Hazardous Waste

. Transportation/Traffic
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Other CEQA Topics

The CEQA Guidelines require a CEQA document to eskirthe potential for
irreversible environmental changes (815126.2 (ajypwth-inducing impacts
(815126.2 (d)), and inconsistencies with regionahg (815125 (d)). Consistent with
the 2003 AQMP EIR, additional analysis of the pregub project confirms that it
would not result in irreversible environmental chas or the irretrievable
commitment of resources, foster economic or pomragrowth or the construction of
additional housing, or be inconsistent with regigians.

Summary of Chapter 5 — Project Alternatives

Chapter 5 provides a discussion of alternativesthi® proposed project. The
alternatives analyzed include measures for attgitite objectives of the proposed
project and provide a means for evaluating the @atpve merits of each alternative.
The alternatives are viable options to the propgs®iect and all, or parts, of the
alternatives can be chosen by the decision-makoaty lfe.g., SCAQMD Governing
Board) to become the proposed project. For trasae, the public is encouraged to
review the environmental analysis since the padér@nvironmental impacts from
implementing all, or parts, of the alternatives nfi@ygenerated if chosen to become
the proposed project. Table 1-4 briefly summarizpscific components of the
proposed project and the alternatives to the pexgppsoject. Table 1-4 does not list
all the coating categories in Rule 1113, but dast lew and existing coating
categories affected by PAR 1113 and/or the pragdternatives. Unless otherwise
indicated, all other provisions not identified imldle 1-4 for the project alternatives
are identical to the current rule requirements.
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TABLE 1-4
PAR 1113 and Project Alternatives

Alternative A — No Alternative B — NPCA Alternative C — No
Current PAR 1113 Project Alternative Proposal(Eliminate 12 | TBAc Delisting; Delay
Affected Coating VOC (Current Rule) Lower VOC Limits)? IM Limit
Categories Limit
(1)) F“‘“Fe . Effective | Future VOC Effective Propo_se_d Effective AU Effective
AR Ll Date Limit (g/1) Date R Ll Date VeE Date
(a/l) 9 (a/1) Limit (g/l)

CWF-Small Containefs Unlimited - - 275 07/01/06 Unlimited  |ndefinite -- --
Concrete Curing Compounds$ 350 100 07/01/07 -- -- -- -- 100 07/01/07
Dry Fog Coatings 400 150 07/01/07 -- -- -- -- 150 7/01/07
Flat, Interlgr(new) 100 B B 50 07/01/08 50 07/01/07 B B
Flat, Exterior(new) 100 Indefinite
Floor, Exterior(new) 100 -- -- 50 07/01/06 100 Indefinite -- --
IM 250 - - 100 07/01/06 100 07/01/07 100 07/01/0
Antigraffiti, General(new) 250 07/01/06

i - 250 -- - 100 07/01/06 -- --
Antigraffiti, Permeablénew) 400 07/01/06
Nonflat, Exterior(new) -- -- 150 Indefinite -- --
Nonflat, High Glosgnew) 150 50 07/01/07 50 07/01/06 150 Indefinite 50 07/01/07
PSU, Exteriofnew) 200 -- -- 100 07/01/06 200 Indefinite -- --
QDE, Interior(new) 07/01/06 / 150 Indefinite 07/01/06 /

. 250 150/50 50 07/01/06 150/50

QDE, Exterior(new) 07/01/07 250 Indefinite 07/01/07
QDPSU, Exteriognew) 200 - - 100 07/01/06 200 Indefinite -- --
Rust Preventative 400 -- -- 100 07/01/06 100 01/ -- --

. . 07/01/06 / 07/01/06 /
Specialty Primers 350 250/ 100 07/01/07 100 07/01/06 350 Indefinite 250/ 100 07/01/07
Stains, Exterior (new) 250 -- -- 100 07/01/07 250 Indefinite -- --
Traffic Coatings 150 100 07/01/07 - -- - - 100 7/@1/07
WPCMS 400 - - 100 07/01/06 400 Indefinite -- --
WPS 250 - - 100 07/01/06 250 Indefinite -- --

1. Includes Lacquers, Sanding Sealers, and Varnish
2. Alternative B has not yet been determined to beaaible alternative.
are technically infeasible, this alternative may lo® considered.

Unless and until substaetiadence, based on the entire record, has beeidptbio demonstrate the current rule limits
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Table 1-5 lists the alternatives considered bySRAQMD and how the air quality
impacts compares to PAR 1113. Quantification ef dir quality impacts from each
alternative can be found in Chapter 5.

TABLE 1-5
Comparison of Adverse Environmental Impact to PAR3 and Alternatives

Environmental | Proposed Project| Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C
Topic (No Project) (NPCA Proposal — (Proposed Project
Eliminate 12 Lower with No TBAc
VOC Limits) Delisting; Delay IM
Ctg Limit)

Air Quality — Significant (temporary Not significant More significant than Slightly more
Criteria delay of VOC (VOC emission PAR 1113 significant than PAR
Pollutants emission reductions);| reductions achieved| (permanent forgone| 1113 (temporary
(VOCs) additional VOC on schedule) VOC emission delay of VOC

emission reductions in reductions) emission reductions)
future from new lower additional VOC
VOC content limits emission reductions
Non-Criteria Not Significant Not Significant (no Not Significant Not Significant (no
Pollutants (increase use of TBA¢ delisting of TBAC as (increase use of | delisting of TBAC as
(TACs) in IM ctgs) VOC) TBAc in IM ctgs and VOC)
clear wood finishes)

Table 1-6 presents a matrix that lists the sigaiftcadverse impacts as well as the
cumulative impacts associated with the proposegepr@nd the project alternatives
for all environmental topics analyzed. The tabt®aanks each impact section as to
whether the proposed project or a project alteveatiould result in greater or lesser
impacts relative to one another.

TABLE 1-6
Ranking of Alternatives

Proposed Project Air Quality Impacts
and Alternatives
Criteria Pollutants Non-Criteria Cumulative
Pollutants
PAR 1113 X (2) v (3) v
Alternative A v (1) V(1) v
Alternative B X (4) v'(4) X
Alternative C X (3) V(1) v

Notes: The ranking scale is such that 1 represbateast impacts and subsequent higher
number represent increasingly worse or more sutistaaverse impacts.
The same two numbers in brackets means that thepegals would have the same impacts if implemented
An X denotes either a project-specific or cumulatigmigicant adverse impact.
A v“denotes no project-specific or no cumulative sigaiit adverse impact.
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Chapter 2 — Project Description

PROJECT LOCATION

PAR 1113 would apply to the SCAQMD'’s entire areguoisdiction. The SCAQMD
has jurisdiction over an area of 10,473 square anfteferred to hereafter as the
district), consisting of the four-county South Codsr Basin (Basin) and the
Riverside County portions of the Salton Sea AiriB4SSAB) and the Mojave Desert
Air Basin (MDAB). The Basin, which is a subareatloé SCAQMD’s jurisdiction, is
bounded by the Pacific Ocean to the west and tineGadoriel, San Bernardino, and
San Jacinto Mountains to the north and east. THb6square-mile Basin includes all
of Orange County and the nondesert portions of Angeles, Riverside, and San
Bernardino counties. The Riverside County portadinthe SSAB and MDAB is
bounded by the San Jacinto Mountains in the wedtspans eastward up to the Palo
Verde Valley. The federal nonattainment area (kmoas the Coachella Valley
Planning Area) is a subregion of both Riverside @p@and the SSAB and is bounded
by the San Jacinto Mountains to the west and teeeeaboundary of the Coachella
Valley to the east (Figure 2-1).

Santa

San Joaquin Kern|County B San Bernardino County
Barbara

Mojave Desert
Air Basin

Rjve rsagw‘\

Salton Sea
Air Basin
Imperial County

San Diego
Air Basin

v San Diego Coun

South Coast \

Air Quality Management District
e SCAQMD Jurisdiction

FIGURE 2-1
South Coast Air Quality Management District
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BACKGROUND

Excluding mobile sources, architectural coatings|uding IM coatings, are one of the
largest sources of VOC emissions in the districRule 1113 is applicable to
manufacturers, distributors, and end-users of tctiral coatings. These coatings are
used to enhance the appearance of and to proteedmffice buildings, factories and
other structures, and their appurtenances on atyaf substrates. The coatings may be
applied primarily by brush, roller, or spray gumdathose applying these coatings
include homeowners, paint contractors, or mainte@gersonnel. Aerosol coatings are
regulated by California Air Resource Board (CARBy are therefore exempt from this
rule.

The 2003 AQMP shows VOC emissions from the usedfigectural coatings in 1997 at
50.9 tons per day (tpd) on an Annual Average Inmgnand 60 tpd on the Summer
Planning Inventory. The latest CARB architectuwrahting survey for year 2000 sales
confirms the Annual Average Inventory by showingrenthan 50 tpd of VOCs are
attributed to the application of architectural oogé in the district based on
demographics. Using the 1997 inventories as ttselimes and projecting controlled
emissions into the future, emissions for the aechitral coatings source category for
2006 and 2010 are projected to be 32.7 tpd ando@4respectively, on the Annual
Average Inventory and 38.5 tpd and 28.3 tpd for&2@0d 2010, respectively, on the
Summer Planning Inventory.

VOC emissions contribute to the formation of ozdak| 2.5 (particulate matter with an
aerodynamic diameter less than 2.5 microns) and (Plparticulate matter with an
aerodynamic diameter less than or equal to 10 msgrahree pollutants that exceed the
state and national ambient air quality standar@isese criteria pollutants are the most
serious regional air quality problems within thetdct and the most difficult to reduce
to comply with state and national ambient air gyatandards.

VOCs react photochemically with NOx to form ozon®zone is a strong oxidizer that
irritates the human respiratory system and dampliged life and property. VOCs also
react in the atmosphere to form PM2.5 and PM1Qufaoits that adversely affect human
health and limits visibility. Because these snpatticulates penetrate into the deepest
regions of the lung, they affect pulmonary functeord have been linked to an increased
morbidity and mortality.

Rule 1113 was first adopted in 1977, and has simoeergone numerous amendments.
When Rule 1113 was amended on November 8, 199@)citded an averaging
compliance option (ACO) for complying with coatiMPC content limits. Under the
ACO, manufacturers are allowed to average theissions over a compliance period
not to exceed one year provided they demonstra® #ttual cumulative emissions
from the averaged coatings are less than or equbetcumulative emissions that would
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have been allowed under the VOC limits specifiethenRule 1113 Table of Standards.
That version of Rule 1113 offered the averagingaopfor the flat coating category
only. Subsequent amendments to Rule 1113 on Desref)l2002, and December 5,
2003, added numerous other coating categories éoAGO provision to provide
manufacturers additional compliance flexibility ithe future VOC limits specified in
the Rule 1113 Table of Standards. The 2004 amentdnaeldressed U.S. EPA concerns
regarding the approvability of the ACO for the 8tahplementation Plan (SIP) and the
administration of the ACO Program.

Following the May 14, 1999 amendments to Rule 1148 ,Governing Board directed
staff to provide technical oversight and contribdteding to the Essential Public
Service Agency (EPSA) technology assessment. SCB@Mff formed a committee in
September 1999 comprised of representatives frotnojdelitan Water District (MWD),
Department of Water Resources, California DepartnoénTransportation (Cal Trans)
and the Los Angeles Department of Water and Poweicanduct a technology
assessment for the EPSA’s. The EPSA’s primaryoresipilities are to identify and test
low-VOC IM coating products.

The scope of the program is being completed iniplalphases and is designed to test
and evaluate VOC compliant coatings necessary tmnt@nance and new construction
projects for agencies that provide essential sesvio the public, such as fire fighting
facilities, schools, hospitals, etc. Approximatelyp0 VOC compliant industrial
maintenance coating systems were tested over a tbréour year period. Numerous
compliant immersion coating systems performed @& kighest standards whereas
atmospheric coating systems performed satisfagtbtit did not perform to the highest
standard of 15 to 20 year life. However, TBAc lth8id systems did perform to the
extraordinary life for some of those systems.

The provisions in the CARB architectural coatingggested control measure (SCM)
were developed by a consortium of California aitygmn control districts, CARB, U.S.
EPA Region IX, and paint manufacturers. The mabwvisions of the SCM, however,
including the interim limits and the averaging peiens, were largely based the interim
limits and the averaging provision of Rule 111Zasended in May 1999.

During the course of Rule 1113 development, the QEI® Governing Board approved
a workplan that requires staff to submit an anmst@ius report summarizing issues and
activities regarding the implementation of the rulén addition, the rule requires
technology assessments for specific coating categorin preparing the annual status
reports, staff has received input from the TecHnfadvisory Committee made up of
individuals from manufacturing companies, NPCA, B\R consulting and engineering
firm, a painting contractor and several membersmfecademia. The 2006 annual status
reports and technology assessments completed eoimtditate that great progress has
been made toward developing future compliant prtsdimcmost categories.

PAR 1113 2-3 May 2006



Proposed Amended Rule 1113 — Final Environmentségsnent

In 2005 at Chairman Dr. William Burke’s requestke tBoverning Board established an
Ad Hoc Committee for the purpose of providing aemporum to discuss key regulatory
iIssues relative to the coatings industry and imjmgpvcommunication between the
SCAQMD and the architectural coating industry teafge current and future regulatory
issues in a non-litigious manner. During the dsstons, NPCA members
acknowledged the air quality challenges of the aegand expressed their desire to
submit an alternate proposal that would provideagrecompliance flexibility, but be
emissions neutral.

Technology Assessment

The 1999 amendments, and subsequently their readapt2002, to Rule 1113 require
staff to conduct an annual technology assessmeasdess the availability of coatings
with future VOC limits. In addition, the amendedler required staff to consider any
applicable future CARB architectural coating sus/&hen assessing the availability of
compliant products. After the technology assessisetompleted, a status report on the
appropriateness of the future VOC limits is requite be presented to the SCAQMD
Board. The latest Annual Status Report on Rulé3Mas presented to the SCAQMD
Board on February 3, 2006. A copy of the repodvailable on the SCAQMD’s web-
site (ttp://www.agmd.gov/hb/2006/060126a.hymbr from the SCAQMD’s Public
Information Center.

Highlights of the Annual Status Report on Rule 1113

Industrial Maintenance Coatings and the Use of TBAmmulations

The IM coating category has been part of many & studies conducted by the
SCAQMD and is considered to be the most challengwith regard to performance

characteristics. Results of past studies indith#t coatings meeting the future IM

category limit of 100 g/l are currently availabler the industrial maintenance coating
category. Staff continues to obtain additionabiniation on IM coatings from technical

data sheet and material safety data sheet stuthtuded in that study are over 280 IM
coatings (more than triple the number reportechen2003 Status Report to the Board)
that are well below the July 1, 2006 100 g/l VOiti

Various public service agencies have also testeeMOC IM products in recent years
and have found compliant products with acceptabliéopmance for some applications.
For example, the Southern California Alliance ofbftly Owned Treatment Works
(SCAP) conducted its own independent evaluatioliMofoatings. SCAP is a non-profit
corporation organized to help ensure that regulati@affecting Publicly Owned
Treatment Works are reasonable and in the puliies interest. SCAP’s testing of IM
coatings was conducted to identify low-VOC coatsygtems suitable for wastewater
treatment and conveyance facilities. Participanthis study included the Los Angeles
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County Sanitation District, the Orange County Satron District, the Eastern Municipal
Water District, Las Virgenes Municipal Water Distrand the City of Los Angeles.

SCAP’s evaluation of the performance of low-VOC agpheric and immersion coating
systems, completed in February 2003, indicateddbaipliant coating systems meeting
the performance criteria for wastewater environsemid the 2006 limits in Rule 1113,
performed similarly to existing coating systems.

The MWD and EPSA continue to test new products thaet their very stringent

internal standards for performance and that alset riee future VOC limit of 100 g/I.

Testing has shown that typical IM coatings haveemseyear longevity, whereas under
the stringent performance standard established WPMan IM coating must last at least
10 to 15 years under extreme environmental comditio The testing completed by
MWD is critical in compiling the list of approvedVl coatings that meet its stringent
standards because the list is also utilized byefR8A. The testing to date indicates that:

1) Low-VOC “immersion” (immersion in water) IM coatisgneeting the 2006 VOC
content limits and conforming to MWD'’s stringentrf@mance standards are
currently available.

2) MWD continues to search for “atmospheric” IM protauthat comply with the
2006 VOC content limits and also meet the stringentormance standards.

SCAQMD staff recognizes that there is a lack offisi#nt atmospheric IM coatings
available that meet MWD'’s and the EPSA’s rigorotamdards. MWD has completed
testing of some atmospheric IM coatings formulatethg TBAc, a solvent that the U.S.
EPA has delisted as a VOC. At the time EPA daisiBAc as a VOC because of its
low photochemical reactivity; it raised the issuketlee potential toxicity of TBAC
because one of its metabolites tert butyl alcomBlA) has been demonstrated to induce
cancer in laboratory animals. As part of the fatleelisting of TBAc, U.S. EPA
requested that the manufacturer of TBAc commit twking with U.S. EPA to conduct
the additional toxicity testing as necessary tolkesthe long-term toxicity uncertainty
of TBAC.

California EPA (Cal/EPA) conducted an environmenmtagbact assessment pursuant to
CEQA to determine the environmental impacts assetiavith granting an exemption
for TBAc as a VOC in the CARB Consumer Products WRagpn (Environmental
Impact Assessment of Tertiary-Butyl Acetate, Ju@5). CARB concluded that there
were no significant impacts statewide associated thie exemption of TBAc as a VOC
in the definition in the CARB Consumer Products &®agion. The environmental
impact assessment further recommended that logallatery agencies conduct their
own analyses prior to exempting TBAc as a VOC iy applicable rule.
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In spite of the uncertainty regarding the toxiciof TBAc, some IM coating
manufacturers are looking to the SCAQMD to deliBAT for use in coatings that meet
the stringent standards established for coatingsl W& public infrastructure. At the
present time the availability of other non-VOC ex¢raolvents that could be used to
manufacture compliant IM atmospheric coatings apgpeabe limited.

As recommended by CARB and pursuant to CEQA, thafttEA for PAR 1113 will
analyze the short-term (acute) non-carcinogeniecégdffrom a “worst-case” scenario use
of TBAc in IM coating applications based on the graeters of the health analysis
provided by Cal/lEPA. The application of architeatucoatings, IM coatings in
particular, does not typically occur continuoushep a long period of time. Some
specialized industrial operations do continuouglylya IM coatings so carcinogenic risk
of using IM coatings formulated with TBAc will benalyzed since they are both based
on long-term exposure.

Recent survey and tests have demonstrated tha #nersufficient compliant coatings
available on the market in the other architecteating categories that will meet the
VOC limits of Rule 1113 without the use of TBAc.sA result, given the uncertainties
regarding the toxicity of TBAc, staff is not recoranding at this time exempting TBAc
from the definition of VOC for any coating categasther than the limited exemption
for IM coatings.

In response to the concerns regarding the poteatxatity of TBAC expressed during
the PAR 1151 process, the SCAQMD has committed dodacting a technical
assessment on the use of TBAc by July 1, 2007. nUWmonpletion of this technical
assessment, staff will report back to the Goverrdogird on the appropriateness of
exempting TBAc further as a non-VOC. Until thahdi, the SCAQMD will continue
considering limited exemptions for TBAc on a cagechse basis to protect public
health, while providing some level of flexibility ideveloping compliant coatings.

As part of its technology assessment, the SCAQMDtracted with University of
Missouri-Rolla (UMR) to conduct a laboratory stuafyarchitectural coatings in certain
coating categories including IM coatings. The Ksswf the testing and staff's
conclusions and recommendations can be found in2065 Annual Status Report
(http://www.agmd.gov/hb/2006/060126a.hymlor from the SCAQMD’s Public
Information Center.

New High Gloss Subcategory of Non Flat Coatings

Rule 1113 — Architectural Coatings, defines nonflaatings as registering a gloss of
five or greater on a 60-degree meter and a glods afr greater on an 85-degree meter.
The current rule does not delineate various glasges into distinct categories such as
high, medium or low gloss.
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Some coating manufacturers have requested thaghaghioss category be developed in
Rule 1113, similar to the 2000 CARB SCM for Arcletigral Coatings. In the SCM,
high gloss coatings are those that register a gib§® or above on a 60-degree meter
and are allowed a higher VOC Ilimit of 250 grams lger. Based on results from the
technology assessment, appendix A in the 2006 ArfBiiadus Report lists several high
gloss coatings that are currently available andbmiew the 50 g/l limit that will be
required as of July 1, 2006.

Several coating manufacturers have commented aeceegb performance for certain key

characteristics such as dirt pickup. This issuduis to the softer resin technology used
for 50 g/l products in the high gloss nonflat am@ tcompanion quick-dry enamel

category. Subsequent discussions with other matwr&as indicated that with the latest

resin and additive technologies, coating manufactuwere able to overcome the dirt
pickup issue. Discussions with raw material suplihave indicated that new resins
that were recently made commercially available e market address these issues.
Based on the state of technology, it appears th&t reasonable to expect that all

manufacturers will be able to soon produce produwath acceptable performance

characteristics.

Despite concern with nonflat high gloss coatingpregsed by manufacturers, overall,
the list of currently available super-compliant flats continues to grow as indicated by
staff reviews and updates of information based emhriical data sheets and material
safety data sheets. There are currently over Stings below 10 g/l (“super-
compliant”) and a total of over 80 coatings beloW @l listed in Appendix A of the
Annual Status Report. This is more than doublerthmber of coatings listed in the
report to the Board in December of 2003, indicatamgincreasing number of available
compliant products. Consumers in the do-it-yodir¢Bll'Y) market purchase these
compliant products for their personal use in armaiad their homes 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 op$, such as the averaging provision
and an allowable three-year sell through providimncoating manufacturers to take
advantage of.

The request to establish a high gloss categoryisis based on need expressed by
manufacturers for additional time to formulate nanhigh gloss coatings using resins
recently introduced into the market. In resporsthis industry request, SCAQMD staff
is proposing to divide the nonflat coatings catggoreating a new category specifically
for nonflat high gloss coatings effective July D08 with a VOC limit of 150 g/l and
modifying the future effective date for meeting ¥@C limit of 50 g/l to July 1, 2007.
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Quick-Dry Enamels

Quick-dry enamels, which are a subcategory of rmsflare defined as having gloss
values greater than 70 on a 60 degree meter anddshe capable of achieving set-to-
touch in at least two hours, be tack-free in astiéaur hours and be dry-hard in at least
eight hours. Due to a low number of products idiewt by staff that meet the definition
of quick-dry enamels with a VOC content limit atlmelow 50 g/l, staff is proposing to
establish an interim limit of 150 g/l effective yul, 2006, and postpone the final VOC
content limit of 50 g/l to July 1, 2007, consistevith the nonflat high gloss category.
This delay in the final compliance date is expedtegrovide additional time to allow
coating formulators to formulate new or improveadaucts using recently introduced
resins. The technology assessment has demonsthatiethe coatings formulated with
these new resins will meet the consumers’ and ingusemands for products with
acceptable coating characteristics.

PROJECT OBJECTIVES

The objective of the currently proposed projecbiseflect the findings of the recently
completed Technology Assessment relative to thg JuP006 VOC content limits of
Rule 1113:

* Reduce the VOC content limit of some coating catego

* Acknowledge that additional time is needed to fdatei compliant
coatings in other categories; and

» Continue to make progress in reducing VOC emisfiom coatings with
delayed compliance dates by establishing interimpg@nce limits.

The Technology Assessment was included in the 200fal Status report presented
to the SCAQMD Governing Board at its February )@@neeting. In addition, the
objective of PAR 1113 is to minimize emissions @boe-forming VOC emissions
from architectural coatings in order to achievdestand federal ambient air quality
standards.

DESCRIPTION OF AFFECTED ARCHITECTURAL COATING
CATEGORIES

Coating that have been identified where the VOCtamnlimit can be substantially
reduced are described in the following subsectior@oating characteristics and
compliant resin technologies are also described.
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Concrete-Curing Compounds

Concrete-curing compounds are coatings appliedeshfy poured concrete to retard the
evaporation of water promoting the optimum cememration (chemical combination

of water and some other substance in a definiteecuddr ratio) immediately after

placement. As cement hydrates, strength increasggermeability decreases. When
hydration stops, strength gain ceases. Many tqoksi have long been used
successfully to help prevent evaporation and peadjood cure, including covering the
newly placed concrete with water, wet burlap, polyl/ sheeting and the use of
concrete-curing compounds for high-production opena such as paving and large
floor placements. Resins used in the manufactucemcrete-curing compounds include
acrylic, acrylic copolymer, alkyd, phenolic, caleiwitrate, hydrocarbon, lignosulfonate,
siliconate, sodium silicate, wax, styrene acrylatej polystyrene

Staff discussed these types of coatings with tHéddaa Department of Transportation
(Caltrans) which is one of the principal users aspkcifiers of concrete-curing
compounds. The primary issue was concrete-curmmgpounds that meet Caltrans
Standard Specification 90-7.01B which requires toepounds to conform to the
requirements of ASTM C309 and water loss, in canfamce with the requirements of
California Test 534, which shall not be more that5ekg/m2 in 24 hours. The
concrete-curing compounds that meet these requiresnfer roadways, bridges, and
bridge decks are not manufactured at 100 g/l oovibel The lower-VOC compounds
based on silicate salts are chemically reactiveoincrete rather than film forming and
therefore, do not meet ASTM C309. These compodods a hardened surface and
under traffic conditions tend to spall from thelbof the pavement and create hazards.
The fluorosilicate products are similar. The pregab VOC limit of 100 g/l is suitable
for all curing compounds that Caltrans uses thaftaron to the requirements of ASTM
C309, Class A for curbs and gutters, sidewalksands$, driveways and other
miscellaneous concrete areas.

Staff also met with manufacturers of concrete-guraompounds and other than the
concerns regarding there use by Caltrans, the raaturérs said the proposed limit of
100 g/l would be okay for industrial use such #sup construction, sidewalks, curbs,
etc. In addition staff contacted the Tilt-up Caater Association (TCA) which agreed
that the 100 g/I limit should not pose any probleand that the lower-VOC compounds
were better for recoating. TCA said they wouldtashme if any of their members had
an issue regarding the proposed VOC limit and igttime staff has not received any
negative comments.

Therefore, staff is proposing to modify the defont for concrete-curing compounds to
separate those compounds used for roadways (dde#ciode curbs and gutters,

sidewalks, islands, driveways and other miscellaseconcrete areas), bridges, and
bridge decks requiring them to meet specificatiand requirements listed in the test
method section of the rule. These concrete-cutomgpounds will continue to have a
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VOC content of 350 g/l and all other concrete-agiradompounds will be required to
meet the proposed VOC limit of 100 g/I, effectiwdyJl, 2007. Staff will continue the
technology assessment to determine the availabditylow-VOC compounds for
roadways, bridges and bridge decks for the future.

Dry-Fog Coatings

Dry-fog coatings are applied by spray applicationtlsat the overspray droplets dry
before falling on floors and other surfaces. Opmag generated during atomization of a
protective coating or paint can collect on adjacemtaces or fall, potentially damaging
surfaces not intended to be coated, and resulimxtensive clean-up procedures. Dry-
fog coatings were developed to reduce the amountledn-up effort necessary,
particularly when spraying overhead surfaces lilk@lings inside plants or other
facilities. With dry-fog coatings, the overspragteases all of its solvents (dries) as it
falls through the air, such that it is dry whencantacts the surface(s) below. This
minimizes the need for installation of protectiveverings and allows the contractor to
literally sweep-up or vacuum the overspray fronséhsurfaces once the application is
complete. Waterborne acrylic dry-fog coatings are environmentally acceptable
alternative to traditional solvent-based ceilingatiogs. They emit a very low odor
during application, and have a low flash point. t¥vlaorne acrylic dry-fog coatings are
especially well suited for spaces with pre-castccete or steel beam ceilings. They can
save time and make application easier in an ocduggace. Resins include acrylic,
acrylic copolymer, alkyd amines epoxy, vinyl toleeand vinyl acrylic copolymer. The
VOC limit for this category is currently 400 g/lcis proposed to be reduced to 150 g/l
effective July 1, 2007, since there is an adequat@ber of formulations currently
available at or below this limit.

Fire-Retardant Coatings

Fire-retardant coatings retard ignition and flappeead. The coating has to be fire tested
and rated by a testing agency approved by buildimde officials for use in bringing
building and construction materials into complianewéh federal, state, and local
building code requirements. The fire-retardanttiogaand the testing agency must be
approved by building code officials. The coatingighbe tested in accordance with
ASTM Test Method E-89 or listed by Underwriter’'s damatories, Inc., as a fire-
retardant coating with a flame spread index of lkss 25. Resins include acrylic,
acrylic copolymer amines, poly vinyl acetate, uagth, polyurethane, and vinyl acrylic
copolymer. The VOC limits for this category arereuntly divided into clear coatings at
650 g/l and pigmented coatings at 350 g/l. The fietardant coating category is
proposed to be eliminated on the date of adopsorfire-retardant coatings would be
subject to the VOC content limit of the coatingegpiry that best characterizes that
particular coating, such as primer, sealer, flat aonflat. No backsliding of emissions
are expected since the current VOC content limfitBre retardant coatings are higher
than the VOC content limits of primers, sealertsflaonflats, etc.
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Specialty Primers

Specialty primers are coatings intended to seal fsmoke or water damage, or to
condition excessively chalky surfaces. Many of twatings that fall within other
categories, such as primer, sealers and undersd&8tJs), have characteristics similar
to requirements for specialty primers, such asnéned to condition excessively chalky
surfaces. A review of the available specialty mtimproducts are listed under PSUs and
the associated characteristics in Appendix A of twerent Annual Status Report
indicates a vast amount of coatings available it those needs. Sales data supplied
by manufacturers and available for review in th® R@ARB Survey indicate that
approximately 80 percent of the total market volumthin this category is below the
future limit of 100 g/l VOC, effective July 1, 20@6cluding stain-blocking products).
One of the major manufacturers of coatings in thiggory met with staff several times
and explained that the waterbased technology teldp\a usable specialty primer at 100
g/l limit which can seal fire and smoke damageywall as severe water-soluble stains
was not currently possible but the technology isvimp in the right direction and would
soon be achievable. The manufacturer is curremtisking with exempt solvents and
major alkyd resin suppliers to reduce the VOC ieirthalkyd primers as well as
partnering with a major university to develop newating formulations which will meet
or be below the 100 g/l limit in the rule. Afteaviewing the available technology and
several manufacturer recommendations, staff isqeiog to establish an interim VOC
limit of 250 g/l effective July 1, 2006 and deldet100 g/l limit by one year for this
category.

Traffic Coatings

Traffic coatings are applied to public streetshigys, and other surfaces such as curbs,
berms, driveways, and parking lots. Resins incladelic, acrylic copolymer, alkyd,
oleoresin, vinyl toluene, and vinyl acrylic copolgm The VOC limit for this category

Is currently 150 g/l and is proposed to be reduiwed00 g/l effective July 1, 2007,
because a sufficient number of compliant coatimgsarrently available.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed amendments to Rule 1113 include tleving components, listed in
the order they appear in the rule:

(@) Purpose and Applicability

No changes are proposed to this subdivision atithes.
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(b)

()

Definitions

* Modify definition of “Clear Wood Finishes” to inalie floors
[paragraph (b)(10)].

* Modify definition of “Floor Coatings” to include e&r coatings, exclude
those coatings that meet the wood finishes debimit[paragraph

(b)(19)].

* Modify “Nonflat Coatings” to include those coatingsot defined
elsewhere in the rule with a gloss of five or gee@n a 60 degree meter
according to the specified test method [paragrapi34)].

* Add a new definition for “Nonflat — High Gloss Coags” with a gloss
of 70 or above on a 60 degree meter reading acwpidi the specified
test method [paragraph (b)(35)].

* Modify the definition of “Quick-Dry Enamels” to chacterize the
coating as high gloss and delete the portion thktes to a specific
degree of gloss [paragraph (b)(40)].

* Modify the definition of “Volatile Organic Compoustito delist TBAC
as a VOC when used in IM coatings, including zilctriM coatings
[paragraph (b)(59)].

Requirements

Establish a new VOC content limit for concrete-ngricompounds (not
used for roadways, bridges and bridge decks) atgt@s per liter or less
by July 1, 2007 [paragraph 1(2)] (Table of Stangard

Establish a new VOC content limit for dry-fog cogs at 150 grams per
liter or less by July 1, 2007 [paragraph 1(2)] (Teabf Standards).

Eliminate the fire-retardant coating category dffecon date of adoption
[paragraph 1(2)] (Table of Standards).

Establish a new high gloss subcategory for nonflatgings and extend the
current compliance date one year to July 1, 2003otaply with the VOC
content limit to 50 grams per liter or less [paer [(2)] (Table of
Standards).

Require an interim VOC content limit at 150 granmes fiter or less for
quick-dry enamels and extend current compliance dae year to July 1,
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2007 to comply with the VOC content limit to 50 gra per liter or less
[paragraph 1(2)] (Table of Standards).

Require an interim VOC content limit at 250 granes pter or less for
specialty primers and extend current compliance date year to July 1,
2007 to comply with the VOC content limit to 100agrs per liter or less
[paragraph 1(2)] (Table of Standards).

Establish a new VOC content limit for traffic coags at 100 grams per
liter or less by July 1, 2007 [paragraph 1(2)] (Teabf Standards).

Allow metallic pignmented coating category eligibier the Averaging
Compliance Option [subparagraph [(6)(A)]

(d)  Administrative Requirements

Add a labeling requirement for concrete-curing comps manufactured
and used for roadways, bridges and bridge decksctade the statement
“For Roadways, Bridges and Bridge Decks Only” thiadll be prominently
displayed effective July 1, 2007 [paragraph (d)(7)]

Eliminate the current labeling requirements foracldrushing lacquers
[paragraph (d)(7)].

Eliminate for manufacturers of clear brushing laagand rust preventative
the requirement of submitting an annual reportdgeaph (d)(8)].

(e) Test Methods

No changes are proposed to this subdivision atithes.

)] Technology Assessment

Modify the technology assessment requirements nsider any applicable
future CARB surveys on architectural coatings amel dppropriateness of
maintaining the future VOC limit and eliminate oateld specific coating
assessments [paragraph (f)(1)].

() Exemptions

No changes are proposed to this subdivision atithes.

For a complete description of PAR 1113, the re&leeferred to Appendix A of this

Draft EA.
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PROJECTED EMISSIONS REDUCTIONS

Table 2-1 identifies: new lower VOC content limgisd emission reductions for three
existing coating categories; an extension of tmalfMOC content limit for a new
coating subcategory; and two new interim VOC contémits for two existing
coatings along with an extension of their final V@@ntent limit. The extension of
the compliance date for three coating categoriesfduly 1, 2006 to July 1, 2007
creates a temporary delay in VOC emission redustminl,560 pounds per day for
one year before the lower VOC content limits arached and these anticipated
emission reductions are achieved. The adoptionrmaptementation of the proposed
amended rule provides a substantial long-term V@@ss&on reduction of 1,360
pounds per day from the new lower VOC content bnidr three existing coating
categories. The additional emission reductionsydwer, will not begin to be
achieved until July 1, 2007.

TABLE 2-1

PAR 1113 Proposed VOC Content Limits, ComplianceePand Emission Reductions

Proposed | Final VOC Delayed Proposed Further
COATING Current Interim Limit* Emiss?on New Final Emiss!on
TYPE VOC VOC W/Delayed Reductions VOC Reductions
Limit* Limit* Compliance | (pounds/day) Limit* (pounds/day)
As of 7/1/06 As of 7/1/07 | 7/1/06 — 7/1/07| As of 7/1/07 As of 7/1/07
Conaree s | 50 - : "
Dry-Fog Coatings 400 -- -- -- 150 700
Nonflat Coatings, 960
High Gloss ’ 150 50 B B
Quick-Dry Enamels 250 150 50 400 -- --
Specialty Primers 350 250 100 200 -- --
Traffic Coatings 150 - -- - 100 580
Emission Reductions (pounds per dﬂ 1,560 1,360

*grams of VOC per liter of coating, less water degk exempt compounds
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Chapter 3 — Existing Setting

EXISTING SETTING

In order to determine the significance of the intpaassociated with a proposed
project, it is necessary to evaluate the projeatisacts against the backdrop of the
environment as it exists at the time the noticpreparation is published. The CEQA
Guidelines defines “environment” as “the physicahditions that exist within the

area which will be affected by a proposed projactuding land, air, water, minerals,
flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of histror aesthetic significance” (CEQA
Guidelines 815360; see also Public Resources C@d€6®.5). Furthermore, a
CEQA document must include a description of the sptal environment in the

vicinity of the project, as it exists at the tinteetnotice of preparation is published,
from both a local and regional perspective (CEQAd8Blines §815125). Therefore,
the “environment” or “existing setting” against whi a project's impacts are
compared consists of the immediate, contemporangbysical conditions at and

around the project site (Remy, et al; 1996).

A brief discussion for the existing environmentapit setting, i.e., air quality, that
could be adversely affected by PAR 1113 is presknt¢éhe following sections. For a
more detailed discussion of current and projectédré environmental settings in the
district for air quality, with and without additiah control measures, please refer to
the Final 2003 AQMP, including its Appendices, atie 2003 AQMP Final
Environmental Impact Report (EIR). These exissetfing topics are still considered
to be relevant with regard to implementing AQMP ttohmeasures. Copies of the
above-referenced documents are available from @&@D’s Public Information
Center by calling (909) 396-2039.

ARCHITECTURAL COATING INDUSTRY

Excluding mobile sources, architectural coatingduding IM coatings are one of the
largest sources of VOC emissions in the distridRule 1113 is applicable to

manufacturers, distributors, and end-users of tachiral coatings. These coatings
are used to enhance the appearance of and to fgnotees, office buildings, factories

and other structures, and their appurtenancesvamiety of substrates. The coatings
may be applied primarily by brush, roller, or spmyn; and those applying these
coatings include homeowners, paint contractorsnaintenance personnel. Aerosol
coatings are regulated by CARB and are therefoeenpx from this rule.

The 2003 AQMP shows VOC emissions from the userohitectural coatings in

1997 at 50.9 tons per day (tpd) on an Annual Averayentory and 60 tpd on the
Summer Planning Inventory. The latest CARB architeal coating survey for year
2000 sales confirms the Annual Average Inventorysbgwing more than 50 tpd of
VOCs are attributed to the application of architeai coatings in the district based on
demographics. Using the 1997 inventories as tlselivees and projecting controlled
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emissions into the future, emissions for the aedtitral coatings source category for
2006 and 2010 are projected to be 32.7 tpd angp@A4réspectively, on the Annual
Average Inventory and 38.5 tpd and 28.3 tpd for&280d 2010, respectively, on the
Summer Planning Inventory.

VOC emissions contribute to the formation of ozdPk| 2.5 (particulate matter with
an aerodynamic diameter less than 2.5 micronsPantio (particulate matter with an
aerodynamic diameter less than or equal to 10 ms}rdhree pollutants that exceed
the state and national ambient air quality starslarthese criteria pollutants are the
most serious regional air quality problems withie district and the most difficult to
reduce to comply with state and national ambiangaality standards.

VOCs react photochemically with NOx to form ozon®zone is a strong oxidizer
that irritates the human respiratory system and adg® plant life and property.
VOCs also react in the atmosphere to form PM2.5 B0, pollutants that
adversely affect human health and limits visibilitBecause these small particulates
penetrate into the deepest regions of the lung; #ikect pulmonary function and
have been linked to an increased morbidity and athtyt

Rule 1113 was first adopted in 1977, and has sindergone numerous amendments.
When Rule 1113 was amended on November 8, 199®\clided an averaging
compliance option (ACO) for complying with coati@C content limits. Under the
ACO, manufacturers are allowed to average theissioms over a compliance period
not to exceed one year provided they demonstrate #dictual cumulative emissions
from the averaged coatings are less than or egutiet cumulative emissions that
would have been allowed under the VOC limits spedifin the Rule 1113 Table of
Standards. That version of Rule 1113 offered tlezaging option for the flat coating
category only. Subsequent amendments to Rule dhl1Becember 6, 2002, and
December 5, 2003, added numerous other coatingaras to the ACO provision to
provide manufacturers additional compliance fldiypiwith the future VOC limits
specified in the Rule 1113 Table of Standards. 20@® amendments addressed U.S.
EPA concerns regarding the approvability of the AfdDthe State Implementation
Plan (SIP) and the administration of the ACO Progra

Other alternative means of compliance are offesethb rule including the three-year
sell-through provision and the small container epgom. Judging by the fact that
many manufacturers utilize these provisions, sthffs concluded that these
flexibilities have allowed manufacturers additiotiede for product reformulation.

CARB developed a revised SCM for architectural ot in June 2000, that was
largely based on the interim limits and the averggprovision of Rule 1113, as
amended in May 1999. The provisions in the SCMewdeveloped by a consortium
of California air pollution control districts, CARBJUSEPA Region IX, and paint
manufacturers.
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VOC Emission Inventory for Affected Coating Categores

In general, CARB gathers air quality data for thates of California, ensures the

quality of this data, designs and implements aidel® and sets ambient air quality
standards. CARB compiles the state emissions towgand performs air quality and

emissions inventory special studies. CARB usesdimgssions inventory and air

guality models to evaluate air quality which isrthesed by the local air agencies to
reduce emissions in each of the 35 local air basins

To establish an emission inventory for the architexd coatings source category,
SCAQMD staff relies on air quality data provided GARB. Table 3-1 summarizes
the 2000 emissions inventory for both Californiad afne district and with the
assumption that 45 percent of the state salesi#tienithe SCAQMD jurisdiction.

TABLE 3-1
2000 California and SCAQMD Adjusted Emission Inamt
California District
Coating Category — Sales EmISSIon ;4 Emission Inventory
Proposed VOC Content Inventory
Limit (gramslliter) Gallons Tons per year | Tons peryear  Tons per day
fggcrete'cu””g Compounds — 559 498 112.56 50.65 0.14
Dry-Fog Coatings — 150 305,557 385.19 173.33 0.47
Fw_e—_Retardant Coatings — < 250 PD* 5133 240 0.01
(eliminate category
Nonflat, High Gloss — 150 1,961,924 549.22 247.15 .680
Quick-Dry Enamel — 150 932,806 439.06 197.58 0.54
Quick-Dry Enamel — 50 828,113 234.60 105.58 0.29
Specialty Primers — 250 97,132 125 56 0.15
Specialty Primers - 100 99,595 94 42 0.12
Traffic coatings — 100 2,249,225 838.65 838.65 1.03
Totals 6,833,780 1,560.72 701.78 1.92

* PD is protected data, fewer than 3 companies rieggbsales

AIR QUALITY

It is the responsibility of the SCAQMD to ensurattistate and federal ambient air
quality standards are achieved and maintained sngeographical jurisdiction.
Health-based air quality standards have been edtablby California and the federal
government for the following criteria air pollutantozone, carbon monoxide (CO),
nitrogen dioxide (NO2), particulate matter lessntiB0 microns (PM10), sulfur
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dioxide (SO2) and lead. These standards were listiath to protect sensitive
receptors with a margin of safety from adversethaatpacts due to exposure to air
pollution. The California standards are more geint than the federal standards and
in the case of PM10 and SO2, far more stringenalif@nia has also established
standards for sulfate, visibility, hydrogen sulfigend vinyl chloride. The state and
national ambient air quality standards for eackhete pollutants and their effects on
health are summarized in Table 3-2. The SCAQMD itam levels of various
criteria pollutants at 34 monitoring stations. TBB04 air quality data from
SCAQMD'’s monitoring stations are presented in Tabk

TABLE 3-2
State and Federal Ambient Air Quality Standards

STATE FEDERAL
STANDARD PRIMARY STANDARD MOST RELEVANT EFFECTS
CONCENTRATION, AVERAGING TIME

AIR
POLLUTANT

Carbon 20 ppm, 1-hour average > 35 ppm, 1-hour average > (a) Aggravation of angina pectoris and other
Monoxide (CO) | 9.0 ppm, 8-hour average > 9.5 ppm, 8-hour average >= aspects of coronary heart disease; (b)
Decreased exercise tolerance in persons vith
peripheral vascular disease and lung disease;
(c) Impairment of central nervous system
functions; and,

(d) Possible increased risk to fetuses.

Ozone (Q) 0.09 ppm, 1-hour average > 0.12 ppm, 1-hour aeera (a) Short-term exposures:

1) Pulmonary function decrements andg
localized lung edema in humans and
animals; and,

2) Risk to public health implied by
alterations in pulmonary morphology and
host defense in animals;

(b) Long-term exposures: Risk to public
health implied by altered connective tissug
metabolism and altered pulmonary
morphology in animals after long-term
exposures and pulmonary function
decrements in chronically exposed human
(c) Vegetation damage; and,

(d) Property damage.

0.08 ppm, 8-hour average >

(2]

Nitrogen 0.25 ppm, 1-hour average > 0.0534 ppm, AAM > (epRial to aggravate chronic respiratofy
Dioxide (NG) disease and respiratory symptoms in
sensitive groups;

(b) Risk to public health implied by
pulmonary and extra-pulmonary
biochemical and cellular changes and
pulmonary structural changes; and,
(c) Contribution to atmospheric
discoloration.

Sulfur Dioxide 0.25 ppm, 1-hour average > 0.03 ppm, AAM > (a) Bronchoconstriction accompanied by
(SO) 0.04 ppm, 24-hour average > 0.14 ppm, 24-hour average > symptoms which may include wheezing,
0.50 ppm, 3-hour average > shortness of breath and chest tightness,
during exercise or physical activity in
persons with asthma.

KEY:

ppm = parts per million parts of air, by volume AAMANnnual Arithmetic Mean

pg/mB = micrograms per cubic meter AGM = Annual Geometric Mean
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TABLE 3-2 (CONCLUDED)
State and Federal Ambient Air Quality Standards

AIR STATE FEDERAL
POLLUTANT STANDARD PRIMARY STANDARD MOST RELEVANT EFFECTS
CONCENTRATION, AVERAGING TIME
Suspended 20 ug/r‘r?, AAM > 50 ug/r‘r?, AAM > (a) Excess deaths from short-term exposufes
Particulate and exacerbation of symptoms in sensitivg

Matter (PM10)

50 ug/rr?, 24-hour average >

150 ug/n?’, 24-hour average >

patients with respiratory disease; and,
(b) Excess seasonal declines in pulmonary
function, especially in children.

Suspended
Particulate
Matter (PM2.5)

12 pg/ns, AAM >

15 pg/ns, AAM >
65 ug/n:rg, 24-hour average >

(a) Increased hospital admissions and
emergency room visits for heart and lung
disease;

(b) Increased respiratory symptoms and
disease; and,

(c) Decreased lung functions and prematufe
death.

Lead

15 ug/n?, 30-day average >=

15 ug?m:alendar quarterly average

(a) Increased body burden; and,
(b) Impairment of blood formation and

>
nerve conduction.
Sulfates (SOXx) 25 ug/n:,% 24-hour average >= (a) Decrease in ventilatory function;
' (b) Aggravation of asthmatic symptoms; (q)
Aggravation of cardio-pulmonary disease;
(d) Vegetation damage;
(e) Degradation of visibility; and,
(f) Property damage.
Visibility- In sufficient amount to give an Nephelometry and AISI Tape Sampler;
Reducing extinction coefficient >0.23 inverse instrumental measurement on days when
Particles kilometers (visual range to less than 10 relative humidity is less than 70 percent.
miles) with relative humidity less than
70 percent, 8-hour average (10am —
6pm PST)
Hydrogen 0.03 ppm, 1-hour average >= QOdor annoyance.
Sulfide
Vinyl Chloride 0.010 ppm, 24-hour average >= Known carcinogen.
KEY:

ppm = parts per million parts of air, by volume

AAMANnual Arithmetic Mean

ug/rr? = micrograms per cubic meter

AGM = Annual Geometric Mean
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TABLE 3-3
2004 Air Quality Data — South Coast Air Quality Ma@ment District

CARBON MONOXIDE (CO)

No. Days Standard

Exceededl
Source _ _ No. Max. Conc. | Max. Conc. | Federal > State
Receptor Lor_:atl_on of A|_r Days (ppm, (ppm, 9.5 ppm, >9.0
Area No Monitoring Station of 1-hour) 8-hour) 8-hour ppm,
' Data 8-hour
LOS ANGELES COUNTY (Co)
1 Central Los Angeles 361 4 3.2 0 0
2 Northwest Coast Los Angeles Co 360 4 2.3 0 0
3 Southwest Coast Los Angeles Col 90* 6* 4.4* o* o*
3 Southwest Coast Los Angeles Co2 260* 4* 3.0 o* o*
4 South Coast Los Angeles Col 366 4 3.4 0 0
4 South Coast Los Angeles Co2 -- -- -- -- --
6 West San Fernando Valley 366 5 3.5 0 0
7 East San Fernando Valley 366 5 3.7 0 0
8 West San Fernando Valley 361 7 3.4 0 0
9 East San Gabriel Valley 1 366 3 2.0 0 0
9 East San Gabriel Valley 2 361 2 2.0 0 0
10 Pomona/Walnut Valley 366 4 3.1 0 0
11 South San Gabriel Valley 366 5 3.6 0 0
12 South Central Los Angeles Co 366 10 6.7 0 0
13 Santa Clarita Valley 363 5 3.7 0 0
ORANGE COUNTY
16 North Orange County 364 7 4.0 0 0
17 Central Orange County 366 5 4.1 0 0
18 North Coastal Orange County 366 5 4.1 0 0
19 Saddleback Valley 366 2 1.6 0 0
RIVERSIDE COUNTY
22 Norco/Corona - -- - - -
23 Metropolitan Riverside County 1 364 4 3.0 0 0
23 Metropolitan Riverside County 2 366 4 2.1 0 0
24 Perris Valley -- -- -- -- --
25 Lake Elsinore 353 2 0.9 0 0
29 Banning Airport -- -- -- -- --
30 Coachella Valley 1** 366 2 1.0 0 0
30 Coachella Valley 2** -- -- -- -- --
SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY
32 NW San Bernardino Valley 366 3 2.1 0 0
33 SW San Bernardino Valley -- -- -- -- --
34 Central San Bernardino Valley 1 313* 3* 2.1* o* 0*
34 Central San Bernardino Valley 2 366 4 3.3 0 0
35 East San Bernardino Valley -- -- -- -- --
37 Central San Bernardino Mountains -- -- -- -- --
38 East San Bernardino Mountains -- -- -- -- --
DISTRICT MAXIMUM 10 6.7 0 0
SOUTH COAST AIR BASIN 10 6.7 0 0
KEY:
ppm = parts per million parts of air, by volume Léss than 12 full months of data. May not beespntative.
-- = Pollutant not monitored ** Salton Sea Air Basin
a) The federal 1-hour standard (1-hour average G ppm) and state 1-hour standard (1-hour avet&ye 20 ppm) were not exceeded.
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TABLE 3-3 (CONTINUED)
2004 Air Quality Data — South Coast Air Quality Ma@ment District

OZONE (0Oy) No. Days Standard Exceeded
Federal Staté&
No Max Max F.ourth He_alth
Source Location of Air Day.s Conc; Coné Highest | Advisory | >0.12 | >0.08 | >0.09 | >0.07
Rec. Monitoring Station of (ppm. (ppm. Conc. 20.15 ppm, ppm, ppm, ppm,
Area Data 1-hr), 8-hr), (ppm, ppm, 1-hr 8-hr 1-hr 1-hr
No. 8-hr) 1-hr
LOS ANGELES (LA) COUNTY (Co)
1 Central LA 366 0.110 0.092 0.079 0 0 1 7 7
2 NW Coast LA Co 366 0.107 0.089 0.078 0 0 1 5 G
3 SW Coast LA Col 90* 0.069* 0.060* 0.056* o* 0* 0* o* o*
3 SW Coast LA Co2 262* 0.120* 0.100 0.086* 0* 0* 4* 4> 13*
4 South Coast LA Col 366 0.090 0.075 0.071 0 0 0 0 O
4 South Coast LA Co2 -- - - -- - - - --
6 W San Fernando Valley 366 0.131 0.116 0.102 0 2 9 2 54 65
7 E San Fernando Valley 366 0.137 0.109 0.089 0 2 7 27 37
8 W San Fernando Valley 365 0.130 0.103 0.093 0 1 9 27 31
9 E San Gabriel Valley 1 366 0.134 0.104 0.094 0 2 10 28 26
9 E San Gabriel Valley 2 366 0.134  0.108 0.095 0 4 16 42 35
10 Pomona/Walnut Valley 366 0.131 0.102 0.097 0 4 3 1 31 25
11 S San Gabriel Valley 366 0.104 0.084 0.080 0 0 0o 7 7
12 South Central LA Co 366 0.084 0.072 0.065 0 0 0 O 0
13 Santa Clarita Valley 360 0.158 0.133 0.108 1 13 52 69 81
ORANGE (OR) COUNTY (Co)
16 | North OR Co | 364 0099 0080 0.078 0 0 0 6 6
17 Central OR Co 366 0.120 0.097 0.088 0 0 6 35 3pb
18 North Coastal OR Co 366 0.104  0.087 0.076 0 0 1 5 5
19 Saddleback Valley 366 0.116 0.089 0.086 0 0 2 20 20
RIVERSIDE (RV) COUNTY (Co)
22 Norco/Corona -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
23 Metropolitan RV Co 1 366 0.141  0.117 0.112 0 8 53 75 75
23 Metropolitan RV Co 2 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
24 Perris Valley 365 0.128 0.103 0.097 0 2 19 47 4y
25 Lake Elsinore 353 0.130 0.116 0.103 0 2 21 51 5
29 Banning Airport 349 0.156  0.116 0.112 1 7 40 69 69
30 Coachella Valley 1** 366 0.125 0.108 0.099 0 1 13 55 55
30 Coachella Valley 2** 366 0.111 0.102 0.098 0 0 8 1 51 51
SAN BERNARDINO (SB) COUNTY
32 Northwest SB Valley 366 0.138 0.105 0.103 0 2 18 31 31
33 Southwest SB Valley -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
34 Central SB Valley 1 366 0.149 0.123 0.112 0 7 28 54 54
34 Central SB Valley 2 366 0.157 0.130 0.113 1 9 38 58 58
35 East SB Valley 366 0.160 0.137 0.122 1 12 53 76 76
37 Central SB Mountains 364 0.163 0.145 0.124 1 9 6 6 96 96
38 East SB Mountains - -- - - -- - - -- -
DISTRICT MAXIMUM 0.163 0.145 0.124 1 13 66 96 96
SOUTH COAST AIR BASIN 0.163 0.148 0.124 4 28 90 148 148
KEY: ppm = parts per million parts of air, by volume Léss than 12 full months of data. May not beespntative.
t- = Pollutant not monitored ** Salton Sea Air Basin

b)  On April 28, 2005, ARB has approved revising @adifornia ozone standard to establish a new $tdmdard of 0.07 ppm. The new 8-hr standard is
expected to take effect by December 2005.
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TABLE 3-3 (CONTINUED)
2004 Air Quality Data — South Coast Air Quality Meyement District

NITROGEN DIOXIDE (NO »)

Annual Averag@
No. Days Max. Conc.
Source Location of Air of Data (ppm, AAM Conc. (ppm)
Receptor Monitoring Station 1-houf)
Area No.
LOS ANGELES COUNTY
1 Central Los Angeles 359 0.16 0.0328
2 Northwest Coast Los Angeles County 355 0.09 ®019
3 Southwest Coast Los Angeles Countyl 89* 0.08* 3000
3 Southwest Coast Los Angeles County2 230* 0.09* 0186*
4 South Coast Los Angeles Countyl 356 0.12 0.0280
4 South Coast Los Angeles County?2 -- -- --
6 West San Fernando Valley 365 0.08 0.0214
7 East San Fernando Valley 356 0.12 0.0332
8 West San Fernando Valley 355 0.12 0.0270
9 East San Gabriel Valley 1 351 0.10 0.0204
9 East San Gabriel Valley 2 353 0.12 0.0240
10 Pomona/Walnut Valley 364 0.11 0.0314
11 South San Gabriel Valley 353 0.12 0.0305
12 South Central Los Angeles County 362 0.10 0.0301
13 Santa Clarita Valley 358 0.09 0.0204
ORANGE COUNTY
16 North Orange County 341 0.12 0.0252
17 Central Orange County 361 0.12 0.0199
18 North Coastal Orange County 357 0.10 0.0151
19 Saddleback Valley -- -- --
RIVERSIDE COUNTY
22 Norco/Corona -- -- --
23 Metropolitan Riverside County 1 363 0.09 0.0172
23 Metropolitan Riverside County 2 -- -- --
24 Perris Valley -- -- --
25 Lake Elsinore 339 0.06 0.0151
29 Banning Airport 334 0.08 0.0165
30 Coachella Valley 1** 353 0.07 0.0130
30 Coachella Valley 2** -- -- --
SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY
32 Northwest San Bernardino Valley 365 0.11 0.0305
33 Southwest San Bernardino Valley -- -- --
34 Central San Bernardino Valley 1 346 0.06 0.0273
34 Central San Bernardino Valley 2 363 0.12 0.0261
35 East San Bernardino Valley -- -- --
37 Central San Bernardino Mountains -- -- --
38 East San Bernardino Mountains -- -- --
DISTRICT MAXIMUM 0.16 0.0332
SOUTH COAST AIR BASIN 0.16 0.0332

KEY: ppm = parts per million parts of air, by volam

* Less than 12 full months of data. May not égresentative.

AAM = Annual Arithmetic Mean

** Salton Sea Air Bawsi

-- = Pollutant not monitored

c) The state standard is 1-hour averagesN@25ppm. The federal standard is annual aritttrn@@an N@> 0.0534 ppm. No location exceeded
the standards.
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TABLE 3-3 (CONTINUED)
2004 Air Quality Data — South Coast Air Quality Ma@ment District

SULFUR DIOXIDE (SO,)

Source No. Maximum Concentratfon
E:aec:ﬁltglr Location of Air Monitoring Station BZ{; of (ppm, 1-hour) (ppm, 24-hour)
LOS ANGELES COUNTY
1 Central Los Angeles 364 0.08 0.0015
2 Northwest Coast Los Angeles County -- -- --
3 Southwest Coast Los Angeles Countyl 89* 0.03* 040
3 Southwest Coast Los Angeles County2 261* 0.02* 010174
4 South Coast Los Angeles Countyl 361 0.04 0.012
4 South Coast Los Angeles County2 -- -- --
6 West San Fernando Valley -- -- --
7 East San Fernando Valley 348 0.02 0.010
8 West San Fernando Valley -- -- --
9 East San Gabriel Valley 1 -- -- --
9 East San Gabriel Valley 2 -- -- --
10 Pomona/Walnut Valley -- -- --
11 South San Gabriel Valley -- -- --
12 South Central Los Angeles County -- -- --
13 Santa Clarita Valley -- -- --
ORANGE COUNTY
16 North Orange County -- -- --
17 Central Orange County -- -- --
18 North Coastal Orange County 364 0.03 0.008
19 Saddleback Valley -- -- --
RIVERSIDE COUNTY
22 Norco/Corona -- -- -
23 Metropolitan Riverside County 1 331 0.02 0.015
23 Metropolitan Riverside County 2 -- -- --
24 Perris Valley -- -- --
25 Lake Elsinore -- -- --
29 Banning Airport -- -- --
30 Coachella Valley 1** -- -- --
30 Coachella Valley 2** -- -- --
SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY
32 Northwest San Bernardino Valley -- -- --
33 Southwest San Bernardino Valley -- -- --
34 Central San Bernardino Valley 1 360 0.01 --
34 Central San Bernardino Valley 2 -- -- 0.006
35 East San Bernardino Valley -- -- --
37 Central San Bernardino Mountains -- -- --
38 East San Bernardino Mountains -- -- --
DISTRICT MAXIMUM 0.08 0.015
SOUTH COAST AIR BASIN 0.08 0.015
KEY:

ppm = parts per million parts of air, by volume

éds than 12 full months of data. May not be reprgive.

AAM = Annual Arithmetic Mean

** Salton Sea Air Bawsi

-- = Pollutant not monitored

d) The state standards are 1-hour average>SXP5 ppm and 24-hour average,S.04 ppm. The federal standards are annuahaetic mean
SO, > 0.03 ppm, 24-hour average > 0.14 ppm, and 3-aeerrage > 0.50 ppm. No location exceeded $@hdards.
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TABLE 3-3 (CONTINUED)
2004 Air Quality Data — South Coast Air Quality Ma@ment District

SUSPENDED PARTICULATE MATTER PM10 © No. (%) Samples
Exceeding Standard
Source . _ No. Max. Federal State Annua(lg)
Receptor Location of Air Days | Conc. >150 | >50ug/m, | Averag
Area No Monitoring Station of (ng/n?, pg/nt, 24-hour | AAM Conc.
' Data | 24-hour) | 24-hour (ug/n?)
LOS ANGELES COUNTY (Co)
1 Central Los Angeles 61 72 0 5(8.2) 32.7
2 NW Coast Los Angeles County -- -- -- -- --
3 SW Coast Los Angeles Countyl 15* 52* 0* 2(13.3)* 30.9*
3 SW Coast Los Angeles County?2 37* 47* 0* o* 25.1
4 South Coast Los Angeles Countyl 60 72 0 4(6.7) 133
4 South Coast Los Angeles County2 59 83 0 12)20.3) 38.1
6 West San Fernando Valley -- -- -- -- --
7 East San Fernando Valley 60 74 0 7(11.7) 375
8 West San Fernando Valley -- -- -- -- --
9 East San Gabriel Valley 1 55 83 0 8(14.5) 35.4
9 East San Gabriel Valley 2 -- -- -- -- --
10 Pomona/Walnut Valley -- -- -- -- --
11 South San Gabriel Valley -- -- -- -- --
12 South Central Los Angeles County - -- - - -
13 Santa Clarita Valley 60 54 0 2.(3.3) 28.1
ORANGE COUNTY
16 North Orange County -- -- -- -- --
17 Central Orange County 61 74 0 7(11.5) 34.1
18 North Coastal Orange County -- -- -- -- --
19 Saddleback Valley 57 47 0 0 23.7
RIVERSIDE COUNTY
22 Norco/Corona 57 76 0 11(19.3) 38.0
23 Metropolitan Riverside County 1 119 137 0 72%80. 55.5
23 Metropolitan Riverside County 2 -- -- -- -- --
24 Perris Valley 59 83 0 15(25.4) 41.4
25 Lake Elsinore -- -- -- -- --
29 Banning Airport 61 82 0 7(11.5) 29.3
30 Coachella Valley 1** 59 79 0 2(3.4) 26.4
30 Coachella Valley 2** 118+ 83+ 0+ 23(19.5)+ 39.3+
SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY-
32 NW San Bernardino Valley -- -- -- -- --
33 SW San Bernardino Valley 58 93 0 17(29.3) 42.8
34 Central San Bernardino Valley 1 61 106 0 29(17.5 47.7
34 Central San Bernardino Valley 2 58 118 0 28(18.3 48.6
35 East San Bernardino Valley 60 88 0 20(33.3) 38.6
37 Central San Bernardino Mountains 57 52 0 1(1.8) 26.4
38 East San Bernardino Mountains -- -- -- -- --
DISTRICT MAXIMUM 137 0 72 55.5
SOUTH COAST AIR BASII 137 0 81 55.F
KEY: pg/n® = micrograms per cubic meter - = Pollutant not monitored
AAM = Annual Arithmetic Mean ** Salton Sea Air Basi

e) PM10 samples were collected every six dayd attas except for Station Numbers 4144 and 415&reveamples were collected every three days.

h) Federal PM10 standard is annual average (AA) xg/ mi. State standard is annual average (AAM) > 20npigthanged from AGM > 20 pg/

m®, effective July 5, 2003)

+ The data for the samples collected on high-wiay @61 pg/ on 10/09/04 was excluded in accordance with ERRiral Event Policy.
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TABLE 3-3 (CONTINUED)
2004 Air Quality Data — South Coast Air Quality Ma@ment District

SUSPENDED PARTICULATE MATTER PM2.5 ' No. (%) Samples| . |
Exceeding Averageb
Standard
Source . : No. Max. Conc. Federal
Receptor Mb?](i:t%tr'ﬁ]n OSftgtliron Days of | (ug/nT, 24- > 65 pg/ni, AA(‘M /Cn%w c.
Area No. 9 Data hour) 24-hour H9
LOS ANGELES COUNTY
1 Central Los Angeles 318 75.0 2(0.6) 19.6
2 Northwest Coast Los Angeles County -- -- -- --
3 Southwest Coast Los Angeles Col -- -- -- --
3 Southwest Coast Los Angeles Co2 -- -- -- --
4 South Coast Los Angeles Countyl 323 66.6 1(0.3) 761
4 South Coast Los Angeles County2 327 59.7 0 16.6
6 West San Fernando Valley 106 56.2 0 15.6
7 East San Fernando Valley 109 60.1 0 19.2
8 West San Fernando Valley 113 59.4 0 16.6
9 East San Gabriel Valley 1 279 75.6 1(0.4) 184
9 East San Gabriel Valley 2 -- -- -- --
10 Pomona/Walnut Valley -- -- -- --
11 South San Gabriel Valley 108 60.7 0 19.9
12 South Central Los Angeles County 115 55.8 0 18.5
13 Santa Clarita Valley -- -- -- --
ORANGE COUNTY
16 North Orange County -- -- -- --
17 Central Orange County 319 58.9 0 16.8
18 North Coastal Orange County -- -- -- --
19 Saddleback Valley 111 49.4 0 12.1
RIVERSIDE COUNTY
22 Norco/Corona - -- - -
23 Metropolitan Riverside County 1 342 91.7 5(1.5) 22.1
23 Metropolitan Riverside County 2 110 93.8 2(1.8) 20.8
24 Perris Valley -- -- -- --
25 Lake Elsinore -- -- -- --
29 Banning Airport -- -- -- --
30 Coachella Valley 1** 112 27.1 0 9.0
30 Coachella Valley 2** 110 28.5 0 10.7
SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY
32 Northwest San Bernardino Valley -- -- -- --
33 Southwest San Bernardino Valley 112 86.1 2(1.8) 20.9
34 Central San Bernardino Valleyl 104 71.4 1(1.0) 0.02
34 Central San Bernardino Valley2 106 93.4 4(3.8) 2.02
35 East San Bernardino Valley -- -- -- --
37 Central San Bernardino Mountains -- -- -- --
38 East San Bernardino Mountains 52 28.6 0 9.5
DISTRICT MAXIMUM 93.8 5 221
SOUTH COAST AIR BASIN 93.8 7 22.1
KEY: pg/n® = micrograms per cubic meter - = Pollutant not monitored
AAM = Annual Arithmetic Mean ** Salton Sea Air Basi

e) PM2.5 samples were collected every three dayd sited except for Station Numbers 060, 072, 08763and 4144 where samples were taken
every day, and Station Number 5818 where samples taken every six days.

i)  Federal PM2.5 Standard is annual average (AAME/ ni. State standard is annual average (AAM) > 12npfgétate standard was
established on July 5, 2003).
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TABLE 3-3 (CONTINUED)
2004 Air Quality Data — South Coast Air Quality Ma@ment District

TOTAL SUSPENDED PARTICULATES TSP °

Source . . No. Days Annual Average
Receptor Lor_:atl_on of A|_r of Data Max. Conc. (ug/rh AAM Conc. (pg/m)
Area No. Monitoring Station 24-hour)

LOS ANGELES COUNTY (Co)
1 Central Los Angeles 62 115 66.4
2 Northwest Coast Los Angeles Co 59 79 46.8
3 Southwest Coast Los Angeles Col 15* 71* 50.5*
3 Southwest Coast Los Angeles Co2 45% 77* 43.8*
4 South Coast Los Angeles Col 62 103 59.1
4 South Coast Los Angeles Co2 59 112 64.2
6 West San Fernando Valley -- -- --
7 East San Fernando Valley -- -- --
8 West San Fernando Valley 58 95 495
9 East San Gabriel Valley 1 59 126 75.2
9 East San Gabriel Valley 2 -- -- --
10 Pomona/Walnut Valley -- -- --
11 South San Gabriel Valley 55 140 73.0
12 South Central Los Angeles Co 58 128 78.6
13 Santa Clarita Valley -- -- --
ORANGE COUNTY
16 North Orange County -- -- --
17 Central Orange County -- -- --
18 North Coastal Orange County -- -- --
19 Saddleback Valley -- -- --
RIVERSIDE COUNTY
22 Norco/Corona - - -
23 Metropolitan Riverside County 1 60 199 100.5
23 Metropolitan Riverside County 2 59 244 81.9
24 Perris Valley -- -- --
25 Lake Elsinore -- -- --
29 Banning Airport -- -- --
30 Coachella Valley 1** -- -- --
30 Coachella Valley 2** -- -- --
SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY
32 NW San Bernardino Valley 55 127 63.5
33 SW San Bernardino Valley -- -- --
34 Central San Bernardino Valley 1 59 235 1134
34 Central San Bernardino Valley 2 58 179 92.7
35 East San Bernardino Valley -- -- --
37 Central San Bernardino Mountains -- -- --
38 East San Bernardino Mountains -- -- --
DISTRICT MAXIMUM 244 113.4
SOUTH COAST AIR BASIN 244 1134
KEY:
pg/n® = micrograms per cubic meter -- = Pollutant not monitored
AAM = Annual Arithmetic Mean ** Salton Sea Air Basi

g) Total suspended particulates, lead, and sulfe¢es determined from samples collected every apsdby the high volume sampler method on
glass fiber filter media.

PAR 1113 3-12 May 2006



Chapter 3 — Existing Setting

TABLE 3-3 (CONTINUED)
2004 Air Quality Data — South Coast Air Quality Ma@ment District

LEAD? SULFATES (SOxy
Max. Max. No. (%) Samples
Source . . Monthly Quarterly Max. Conc. | Exceeding State
Receptor Mb%(':t%trl'?]n OSftgtl'ron Average Average (ng/n?, Standard >25
Area No. toring Statl conc’ Conc’ 24-hour) pg/nt, 24-hour
(Lg/n?) (Lg/n?)
LOS ANGELES COUNTY (Co)
1 Central Los Angeles 0.03 0.03 12.7 0
2 Northwest Coast Los Angeles Co -- -- 114 0
3 Southwest Coast Los Angeles Col 0.01 0.01 13.1 0
3 Southwest Coast Los Angeles Co2 0.01 0.01 14.3 0
4 South Coast Los Angeles Col 0.02 0.01 15.9 0
4 South Coast Los Angeles Co2 0.02 0.01 16.4 0
6 West San Fernando Valley -- -- -- --
7 East San Fernando Valley -- -- -- --
8 West San Fernando Valley -- -- 11.2 0
9 East San Gabriel Valley 1 -- -- 10.6 0
9 East San Gabriel Valley 2 -- -- -- --
10 Pomona/Walnut Valley -- -- -- --
11 South San Gabriel Valley 0.03 0.02 12.4 0
12 South Central Los Angeles Co 0.03 0.03 14.7 0
13 Santa Clarita Valley -- -- -- --
ORANGE COUNTY
16 North Orange County -- -- -- --
17 Central Orange County -- -- -- --
18 North Coastal Orange County -- -- -- --
19 Saddleback Valley -- -- -- --
RIVERSIDE COUNTY
22 Norco/Corona - - - -
23 Metropolitan Riverside County 1 0.02 0.01 9.8 0
23 Metropolitan Riverside County 2 0.01 0.01 9.1 0
24 Perris Valley -- -- -- --
25 Lake Elsinore -- -- -- --
29 Banning Airport -- -- -- --
30 Coachella Valley 1** -- -- -- --
30 Coachella Valley 2** -- -- -- --
SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY
32 NW San Bernardino Valley 0.02 0.01 9.8 0
33 SW San Bernardino Valley -- -- 9.1 --
34 Central San Bernardino Valley 1 -- -- -- 0
34 Central San Bernardino Valley 2 0.02 0.01 -- 0
35 East San Bernardino Valley -- -- -- --
37 Central San Bernardino Mountains -- -- -- --
38 East San Bernardino Mountains -- --
DISTRICT MAXIMUM 0.03 0.03 16.4
SOUTH COAST AIR BASIN 0.03 0.03 16.4
KEY: ** Salton Sea Air Basin  pg/= micrograms per cubic meter - = Pollutarttmonitored

g) Total suspended particulates, lead, & sulfatewdetermined from samples collected every six égythe high volume sampler method on glass filtier inedia.

) The federal standard (quarterly average ledds>ug/ni) & state standard (monthly average leatl5 ug/m). No locations exceed lead standards. The max
monthly & qtrly lead concentrations at special ntoring sites immediately downwind of stationarydesurces were 0.59 ugid 0.30 pg/m, both recorded at
SE LA Co.
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Criteria Pollutants

Carbon Monoxide

CO is a colorless, odorless gas formed by the ipdet® combustion of fuels. CO
competes with oxygen, often replacing it in thedolothus reducing the blood's ability
to transport oxygen to vital organs in the bodyhe Tambient air quality standard for
carbon monoxide is intended to protect persons whoedical condition already
compromises their circulatory systems’ ability telider oxygen. These medical
conditions include certain heart ailments, chrdoing diseases, and anemia. Persons
with these conditions have reduced exercise cgpagién when exposed to relatively
low levels of CO. Fetuses are at risk because beod has an even greater affinity to
bind with CO. Smokers are also at risk from ambi€® levels because smoking
increases the background level of CO in their blood

CO was monitored at 25 locations in the districR@94 and no locations exceeded the
federal and state eight-hour CO standards. Thdebigeight-hour average CO
concentration of the year (6.7 ppm) was 71 peroénhe federal standard and it was
measured at Source/Receptor Area No. 12, Southralérds Angeles County (Station
No. 084).

Ozone

Unlike primary criteria pollutants that are emittdotectly from an emissions source,
ozone is a secondary pollutant. It is formed im @tmosphere through a photochemical
reaction of VOC, NOx, oxygen, and other hydrocaribeaterials with sunlight. As a
precursor to ozone, VOC contributes to regionatjaality impacts.

Ozone is a deep lung irritant, causing the passagé&®come inflamed and swollen.
Exposure to ozone produces alterations in respirathe most characteristic of which is
shallow, rapid breathing and a decrease in pulnyoparformance. Ozone reduces the
respiratory system's ability to fight infection atw remove foreign particles. People
who suffer from respiratory diseases such as astamphysema, and chronic bronchitis
are more sensitive to ozone's effects. In sevases; ozone is capable of causing death
from pulmonary edema. Early studies suggested ltrag-term exposure to ozone
results in adverse effects on morphology and fonctf the lung and acceleration of
lung-tumor formation and aging. Ozone exposure aisreases the sensitivity of the
lung to bronchoconstrictive agents such as histana@oetylcholine, and allergens.

Recent studies have shown that asthmatic childmenSouthern California are
particularly susceptible to the adverse effectaippollution. In an ongoing long-term
study of nearly 3,700 children in 12 communitiesoas Southern California, asthmatics
had more frequent bouts of bronchitis and chrohmiegm than non-asthmatics. Other
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studies have linked air pollution with an increaseasthmatics’ acute symptoms and
emergency room visits and a decrease in their fungtion. Asthma is a serious public

health concern across the country since reporteeksdaave risen dramatically during the
last decade. Asthma is the number one cause obkabsences, the leading cause of
children’s visits to emergency rooms and the cafseore than 5,000 deaths a year.
Low-income and uninsured residents are particulatlyisk because they do not have
access to preventive and ongoing medical care dhatcontrol asthma and instead
receive treatment only during acute asthma attec&mergency rooms.

The national ozone ambient air quality standarexiseeded far more frequently in the
SCAQMD'’s jurisdiction than almost every other aimedhe United Stat&s In the past
few years, ozone air quality has been the cleaoestecord in terms of maximum
concentration and number of days exceeding thedatds and episode levels. Ozone
levels were monitored at 29 locations in 2004. Muaxn one-hour average and eight-
hour average ozone concentrations in 2004 (0.168 ppd 0.145 ppm) were 136
percent and 181 percent of the federal one-houreggitt-hour standards, respectively.
Ozone concentrations exceeded the one-hour statelestd at all but three of the
monitored locations in 2004.

In 1997, the USEPA promulgated a new 8-hour natiamdbient air quality standard for
ozone. Soon thereafter, a court decision orddratithe USEPA could not enforce the
new standard until adequate justification for thewnstandard was provided. The
USEPA appealed the decision to the Supreme Co@h February 27, 2001, the
Supreme Court upheld USEPA'’s authority and methodsstablish clean air standards.
The Supreme Court, however, ordered USEPA to reissenplementation plan for the
new ozone standard. The EPA has since adoptatkthed-hour standard. Meanwhile,
the California Air Resources Board (CARB) and loeal districts continue to collect
technical information in order to prepare for aremwual State Implementation Plan
(SIP) to reduce unhealthful levels of ozone in ar@alating the new federal standard.
California has previously developed a SIP for the-bour ozone standard, which has
been approved by USEPA for the South Coast AirBasi

Nitrogen Dioxide

NO2 is a brownish gas that is formed in the atmesplthrough a rapid reaction of the
colorless gas nitric oxide (NO) with atmospheriggen. NO and NO2 are collectively
referred to as NOx. NO2 can cause health effacsemsitive population groups such as
children and people with chronic lung diseasescalt cause respiratory irritation and
constriction of the airways, making breathing mdiicult. Asthmatics are especially
sensitive to these effects. People with asthma amanic bronchitis may also

61t should be noted that in 1999 and 2000 HousFenas exceeded the federal ozone standards onaoeasions than
the district and reported the highest ozone conatans in the nation.
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experience headaches, wheezing and chest tighatdsgh ambient levels of NO2.
NO2 is suspected to reduce resistance to infeatgpecially in young children.

By 1991, exceedances of the federal standard weméed to one location in Los
Angeles County. The Basin was the only area in Wmited States classified as
nonattainment for the federal NO2 standard undeid890 Clean Air Act Amendments.
No location in the area of SCAQMD'’s jurisdictionshaxceeded the federal standard
since 1992 and the South Coast Air Basin was datagnattainment for the national
standard in 1998. In 2004, 25 stations monitor&?Nevels in the district and the
maximum annual arithmetic mean (AAM) was measuréd0®332 ppm which
represents 62 percent of the federal standardfétheral standard is an AAM of NO2
greater than 0.0534 ppm). The more stringent ang-ktate standard (0.25 ppm) was
not exceeded in year 2004. Despite declining N@ussions over the last decade,
further NOx emissions reductions are necessarysare no further exceedances of the
NO2 standard and because NOx emissions are PM10zame precursors.

Sulfur Dioxide

SO2 is a colorless, pungent gas formed primarilyhgycombustion of sulfur-containing
fossil fuels. Health effects include acute respma symptoms and difficulty in
breathing for children. In 2004, eight locationsmtored SO2 levels and neither the
state nor the federal standards were exceededughh802 concentrations have been
reduced to levels well below state and federaldsteds, further reductions in emissions
of SO2 are needed because it is a precursor flates) PM10, and PM2.5.

Particulate Matter (PM10)

PM10 is defined as suspended particulate mattersumeg 10 microns or less in
diameter and includes a complex mixture of man-nadknatural substances including
sulfates, nitrates, metals, elemental carbon, akas®il, organics and other materials.
PM10 may have adverse health impacts because thiesascopic particles are able to
penetrate deeply into the respiratory system.omescases, the particulates themselves
may cause actual damage to the alveoli of the lwrgthey may contain adsorbed
substances that are injurious. Children can egpee a decline in lung function and an
increase in respiratory symptoms from PM10 expaosuiiteople with influenza, chronic
respiratory disease and cardiovascular diseasdeat risk of aggravated illness from
exposure to fine particles. Increases in deatbsrétave been statistically linked to
corresponding increases in PM10 levels.

In 2004, PM10 was monitored at 21 locations indistrict. There were no exceedances
of the federal 24-hour standard (1p@/m3), while the state 24-hour standard (50
Hg/m3) was exceeded at 19 monitored locations. féberal standard (AAM greater
than 50ug/m3) was exceeded in one location.
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Particulate Matter (PM2.5)

In 1997, the USEPA promulgated a new national antba&r quality standard for
PM2.5, particulate matter 2.5 microns or less iantdter. The PM2.5 standard is a
subset of PM10 such that it complements existirtgonal and state ambient air quality
standards that target the full range of inhalalVEL@®. In addition to the health effects
for PM10, additional effects from exposure to PMB&y result in increased hospital
admissions and emergency room visits for heartlangl disease, increased respiratory
symptoms and disease, decreased lung functiongranthture death.

The SCAQMD began regular monitoring of PM2.5 in 999n 2004, concentrations of
PM2.5 were monitored at 19 locations throughout district. The federal 24-hour
standard (65ug/m°) was exceeded at eight locations. The federaldsra (AAM
greater than 1%ig/m°) was exceeded in 15 locations, and the state atdn@AM
greater than 1Rg/m°) was exceeded in 16 locations.

Lead

Lead concentrations once exceeded the state aimhaaambient air quality standards
by a wide margin, but have not exceeded state der& standards at any regular
monitoring station since 1982. Though special rtmrimg sites immediately downwind

of lead sources recorded very localized violatiohghe state standard in 1994, no
violations were recorded at these stations sinaetitme.

Sulfates

Sulfates or SOx are a group of chemical compoundsaming the sulfate group, which

Is a sulfur atom with four oxygen atoms attach&though not exceeded in 1993, 1996,
1997, and 1998, the 24-hour state sulfate stan(2fqig/m’) was exceeded at three

locations in 1994 and one location in 1995, 19®M®and 2001. There are no federal
air quality standards for sulfate.

Visibility Reducing Particles

Since deterioration of visibility is one of the mobvious manifestations of air pollution
and plays a major role in the public’s perceptibaioquality, the state of California has
adopted a standard for visibility or visual randgntil 1989, the standard was based on
visibility estimates made by human observers. $tamdard was changed to require
measurement of visual range using instruments theasure light scattering and
absorption by suspended patrticles.
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Volatile Organic Compounds

It should be noted that there are no state or maltiambient air quality standards for
VOCs because they are not classified as criteridutpats. VOCs are regulated,
however, because limiting VOC emissions reducegdle of photochemical reactions
that contribute to the formation of ozone. Theg afso transformed into organic
aerosols in the atmosphere, contributing to highdi0 and lower visibility levels.

Although health-based standards have not beenliskdh for VOCs, health effects can
occur from exposures to high concentrations of V@sause of interference with
oxygen uptake. In general, ambient VOC concewinatiin the atmosphere are
suspected to cause coughing, sneezing, headachakness, laryngitis, and bronchitis,
even at low concentrations. Some hydrocarbon coems classified as VOC
emissions are thought or known to be hazardous.nzé&ee, for example, one
hydrocarbon component of VOC emissions, is knowine@ human carcinogen.

Non-Criteria Pollutant Emissions

Although the SCAQMD's primary mandate is attainihg State and National Ambient
Air Quality Standards for criteria pollutants withthe district, SCAQMD also has a
general responsibility pursuant to the Health aradety Code 841700 to control

emissions of air contaminants and prevent endareydrto public health. As a result,
over the last few years the SCAQMD has regulatetiutamts other than criteria

pollutants such as TACs, greenhouse gases andosgih&tric ozone depleting

compounds. The SCAQMD has developed a number les o control non-criteria

pollutants from both new and existing sources. s€hriles originated through state
directives, CAA requirements, or the SCAQMD rulemagkprocess.

In addition to promulgating non-criteria pollutaniles, the SCAQMD has been
evaluating AQMP control measures as well as exgstiles to determine whether or not
they would affect, either positively or negativegmissions of non-criteria pollutants.
For example, rules in which VOC components of cwpatnaterials are replaced by a
non-photochemically reactive chlorinated substamoald reduce the impacts resulting
from ozone formation, but could increase emissiohstoxic compounds or other
substances that may have adverse impacts on huzatth.h

The following sections summarize the existing sgttior the two major categories of
non-criteria pollutants: compounds that contribute ozone depletion and global
warming, and TACs.
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Ozone Depletion and Global Warming

The SCAQMD adopted a "Policy on Global Warming aSttatospheric Ozone
Depletion" on April 6, 1990. The policy commitsettBCAQMD to consider global
impacts in rulemaking and in drafting revisiongitie AQMP.

In March of 1992, the SCAQMD Governing Board raafied this policy and adopted
amendments to the policy to include the followimgpctives:

» phase out the use and corresponding emissiondarbfiiorocarbons (CFCs),
methyl chloroform (1,1,1-trichloroethane or TCA#rbon tetrachloride, and
halons by December 1995;

» phase out the large quantity use and correspormsgsions of
hydrochlorofluorocarbons (HCFCs) by the year 2000;

» develop recycling regulations for HCFCs;

» develop an emissions inventory and control strategynethyl bromide; and

» support the adoption of a California greenhouseegaission reduction goal.

In support of these polices, the SCAQMD Governirmgi8l has adopted several rules to
reduce ozone depleting compounds. Several otHes moncurrently reduce global
warming gases and criteria pollutants.

Toxic Air Contaminants

On March 17, 2000, the SCAQMD Governing Board apedo“An Air Toxics Control
Plan for the Next Ten Years.” The Air Toxics CahtPlan identifies potential strategies
to reduce toxic levels in the Basin over the teargdollowing adoption. To the extent
the strategies are implemented by the relative @agenthe plan will improve public
health by reducing health risks associated withh bobbile and stationary sources.
Exposure to toxic air contaminants (TACs) can iaseethe risk of contracting cancer or
result in other deleterious health effects whiclgea such systems as cardiovascular,
reproductive, hematological, or nervous. The lheeftects may be through short-term,
high-level or “acute” exposure or long-term, low<é¢ or “chronic” exposure.

Historically, the SCAQMD has regulated criteria gmollutants using either a
technology-based or an emissions limit approachhe Technology-based approach
defines specific control technologies that mayristalled to reduce pollutant emissions.
The emission limit approach establishes an emistmih, and allows industry to use
any emission control equipment, as long as the somsrequirements are met. The
regulation of toxic air contaminants (TACs) reqsir@ similar regulatory approach as
explained in the following subsections.
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Control of TACs Under the TAC ldentification and Control Program

California's TAC identification and control prograadopted in 1983 as Assembly Bill
(AB) 1807, is a two-step program in which substanaee identified as TACs, and
airborne toxic control measures (ATCMs) are adopbecbntrol emissions from specific
sources. CARB has adopted a regulation designatihd88 federal hazardous air
pollutants (HAPs) as TACs.

ATCMs are developed by CARB and implemented by $®AQMD and other air
districts through the adoption of regulations oti@gor greater stringency. Generally,
the ATCMs reduce emissions to achieve exposurelddvelow a determined health
threshold. If no such threshold levels are deteechi emissions are reduced to the
lowest level achievable through the best availatdatrol technology unless it is
determined that an alternative level of emissiatuction is adequate to protect public
health.

Under California state law, a federal National Esiua Standard for Hazardous Air
Pollutants (NESHAP) automatically becomes a stal€M, unless CARB has already
adopted an ATCM for the source category. Once &MU becomes an ATCM,
CARB and the air pollution control or air qualityamagement district have certain
responsibilities related to adoption or implemeantat and enforcement of the
NESHAP/ATCM.

Control of TACs Under the Air Toxics "Hot Spots" Act

The Air Toxics Hot Spots Information and Assessméat of 1987 (AB2588)
establishes a state-wide program to inventory assgss the risks from facilities that
emit TACs and to notify the public about signifitdrealth risks associated with the
emissions. Facilities are phased into the AB25&®yimm based on their emissions of
criteria pollutants or their occurrence on lists tokic emitters compiled by the
SCAQMD. Phase | consists of facilities that emiein25 tons per year (tpy) of any
criteria pollutant and facilities present on theARIMD's toxics list. Phase | facilities
entered the program by reporting their air TAC emoiss for calendar year 1989. Phase
II consists of facilities that emit between 10 aR8l tons per year of any criteria
pollutant, and submitted air toxic inventory regofor calendar year 1990 emissions.
Phase Il consists of certain designated typesaafifies which emit less than 10 tons
per year of any criteria pollutant, and submitte¢entory reports for calendar year 1991
emissions. Inventory reports are required to kaatgd every four years under the state
law.

In October 1992, the SCAQMD Governing Board adoptaablic notification
procedures for Phase | and Il facilities. Thesmedures specify that AB2588 facilities
must provide public notice when exceeding the foifg risk levels:

PAR 1113 3-20 May 2006



Chapter 3 — Existing Setting

« Maximum Individual Cancer Risk: greater than 1@ imillion (10 x 1)
» Total Hazard Index: greater than 1.0 for TACs exdéead, or > 0.5 for lead

Public notice is to be provided by letters mailedall addresses and all parents of
children attending school in the impacted areaaddition, facilities must hold a public
meeting and provide copies of the facility riskesssnent in all school libraries and a
public library in the impacted area.

The SCAQMD continues to complete its review of tiealth risk assessments submitted
to date and may require revision and resubmisssoaparopriate before final approval.
Notification will be required from facilities witla significant risk under the AB2588
program based on their initial approved health askessments and will continue on an
ongoing basis as additional and subsequent heakhassessments are reviewed and
approved.

Control of TACs With Risk Reduction Audits and Plans

Senate Bill (SB) 1731, enacted in 1992 and codifietiealth and Safety Code §44390
et seq., amended AB2588 to include a requiremerfafolities with significant risks to
prepare and implement a risk reduction plan whidhreduce the risk below a defined
significant risk level within specified time limits SCAQMD Rule 1402 - Control of
Toxic Air Contaminants From Existing Sources, wammed on April 8, 1994, to
implement the requirements of SB1731.

In addition to the TAC rules adopted by SCAQMD undethority of AB1807 and
SB1731, the SCAQMD has adopted source-specific TAEs, based on the specific
level of TAC emitted and the needs of the areaes€&hrules are similar to the state's
ATCMs because they are source-specific and onlyesddemissions and risk from
specific compounds and operations.

Cancer Risks from Toxic Air Contaminants

New and modified sources of toxic air contaminantthe SCAQMD are subject to
Rule 1401 - New Source Review of Toxic Air Contaarits and Rule 212 - Standards
for Approving Permits. Rule 212 requires notifioatof the SCAQMD's intent to grant
a permit to construct a significant project, defirees a new or modified permit unit
located within 1000 feet of a school (a state lagurrement under AB3205), a new or
modified permit unit posing an maximum individualncer risk of one in one million (1
x 10°% or greater, or a new or modified facility withiteria pollutant emissions
exceeding specified daily maximums. Distributidmotice is required to all addresses
within a 1/4-mile radius, or other area deemed aypate by the SCAQMD. Rule 1401
currently controls emissions of carcinogenic and-oarcinogenic (health effects other
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than cancer) air contaminants from new, modified selocated sources by specifying
limits on cancer risk and hazard index (explaingthier below), respectively.

Health Effects

One of the primary health risks of concern due xposure to TACs is the risk of
contracting cancer. The carcinogenic potentiallAfCs is a particular public health
concern because it is currently believed by mamnsists that there is no "safe" level of
exposure to carcinogens. Any exposure to a cagem@oses some risk of causing
cancer. It is currently estimated that about anéour deaths in the United States is
attributable to cancer. About two percent of cartmaths in the United States may be
attributable to environmental pollution (Doll andt® 1981). The proportion of cancer
deaths attributable to air pollution has not beetin@ted using epidemiological
methods.

Non-Cancer Health Risks from Toxic Air Contaminants

Unlike carcinogens, for most noncarcinogens itabeved that there is a threshold level
of exposure to the compound below which it will poise a health risk. The California
Environmental Protection Agency (CalEPA) Office Bhvironmental Health Hazard
Assessment develops Reference Exposure Levels JRBLSACs which are health-
conservative estimates of the levels of exposuwe aelow which health effects are not
expected. The noncancer health risk due to expdsur TAC is assessed by comparing
the estimated level of exposure to the REL. Theparison is expressed as the ratio of
the estimated exposure level to the REL, callecht#tmard index (HI).
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Chapter 4 — Environmental Impacts and Mitigation

INTRODUCTION

CEQA requires environmental documents to idenigyidicant environmental effects
that may result from a proposed project [CEQA Glings 815126.2 (a)]. Direct and
indirect significant effects of a project on thevieanment should be identified and
described, with consideration given to both shamd long-term impacts. The
discussion of environmental impacts may include,iduot limited, to, the resources
involved; physical changes; alterations of ecolabisystems; health and safety
problems caused by physical changes; and otherciaspé the resource base,
including water, scenic quality, and public sergice If significant adverse
environmental impacts are identified, the CEQA @lirtes require a discussion of
measures that could either avoid or substanti@juce any adverse environmental
impacts to the greatest extent feasible (CEQA Gnele 815126.4(c)].

The CEQA Guidelines state that the degree of spéygifrequired in a CEQA
document depends on the type of project being Eeph¢CEQA Guidelines 815146).
The detail of the environmental analysis for certgipes of projects cannot be as
great as for others. For example, the environnheltteument for projects, such as
the adoption or amendment of a comprehensive zamidimpance or a local general
plan, should focus on the secondary effects thatbeaexpected to follow from the
adoption or amendment, but the analysis need nasluketailed as the analysis of the
specific construction projects that might follovAs a result, this Draft EA analyzes
Impacts on a regional level and impacts on thell®feindividual industries or
individual facilities where feasible.

The categories of environmental impacts recommeridectvaluation in a CEQA
document are established by the CEQA statutes i(PRiglsources Code, 821000 et
seq.) and the CEQA Guidelines as promulgated bytate of California Secretary of
Resources. Under the CEQA Guidelines, there areri/fronmental categories in
which potential adverse impacts from a projectevaluated. Projects are evaluated
against the environmental categories in an envieorial checklist and those
environmental categories that may be adverselyciffeby the project are further
analyzed in the appropriate CEQA document. Onerenriental topic area, air
quality, was identified as having a temporary digant adverse environmental
impact due to the extension of final compliance ttee coating categories which
will delay originally anticipated reductions in VO#&nissions.

Pursuant to CEQA, a Notice of Preparation and #@ralrstudy (NOP/IS), including
an environmental checklist, were prepared for ttoppsed amendments to Rule 1113
(see Appendix B) and circulated for a 30-day pukdiiew and comment period from
January 24, 2006 to February 22, 2006. Commeetsdn the NOP/Is ans responses
to comments are included in Appendix C. Of thepbfential environmental topic
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areas, it was determined that a Draft EA shouldptepared to address potential
significant adverse impacts on air quality. Thelof@ing section includes the
analyses of the potential adverse air quality ingp&om implementing the proposed
amendments.

AIR QUALITY

The proposed amendments will implement recommeniasitirom the 2005 Annual
Status report on Rule 1113 and discussions reguitom the Ad Hoc Committee
meetings described in Chapter 2. The proposed émemnts to Rule 1113 will allow
the coating manufacturers to use TBAc as an exesoptent in IM Coatings,
including zinc-rich industrial maintenance primerskFurther, PAR 1113 would
establish a new high-gloss nonflat coating categoid postpone the 50 g/l final VOC
content limit by one year to July 1, 2007 for thghhgloss nonflat and quick dry
enamel coating categories. An interim limit at 2BDor less will be established for
specialty primers while delaying the final comptarimit of 50 g/l for one year. In
addition, the proposed amendments will require hovgethe VOC content limit for
the following three existing coating categoriesn@@te-curing compounds, dry-fog
coatings, and traffic coatings by July 1, 2007.e Tine-retardant coatings category
will be eliminated and those coatings will be sabj® the VOC content limit of the
coating category that particular type of coatinglassified (i.e., primer, sealer, flat,
nonflat).

Significance Criteria

The project will be considered to have significadvverse air quality impacts if any
one of the thresholds in Table 4-1 are equalecoeeted.

TABLE 4-1
SCAQMD Air Quality Significance Thresholds
Mass Daily Thresholds
Pollutant Construction Operation

NOXx 100 lbs/day 55 Ibs/day
VOC 75 Ibs/day 55 Ibs/day
PM10 150 Ibs/day 150 Ibs/day
SOx 150 Ibs/day 150 Ibs/day
CcoO 550 Ibs/day 550 Ibs/day
Lead 3 Ibs/day 3 Ibs/day
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TABLE 4-1 (CONCLUDED)
SCAQMD Air Quality Significance Thresholds

Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs) and Odor Thresholds

TACs (including carcinogend Maximum Incremental Cancer Rizk10 in 1 million
and non-carcinogens) | pazard Indes 1.0 (project increment)
Hazard Index 3.0 (facility-wide)

Odor Project creates an odor nuisance pursuar€&Q8/1D Rule 402
Ambient Air Quality for Criteria Pollutants @
NO, In attainment; significant if project causes or titnutes to an exceedancg
1-hour average of any standard:
annual average 0.25 ppm (state)
0.053 ppm (federal)
PM10
24-hour 10.4pg/m® (recommended for constructio(rtﬁ
annual geometric mean 2.5pg/n? (operation)
1.0 pg/m?®
20 ug/m®
Sulfate
24-hour average 25 ug/m®
CcO In attainment; significant if project causes or irifites to an exceedancge
1-hour average of any standard:
8-hour average 20 ppm (state)

9.0 ppm (state/federal)

@ Ambient air quality thresholds for criteria pollata based on SCAQMD Rule 1303, Table A-2 unless
otherwise stated.

® Ambient air quality threshold based on SCAQMD R403.

ppm = parts per millionug/m® = microgram per cubic meter; |bs/day = poundsdast> greater than or

equal to

Construction Air Quality Impacts

The proposed project would only affect the futuwenfulation of architectural coatings
which is not expected to require physical changes nwdifications involving
construction activities. Thus, no construction @uality impacts will result from the
proposed project.

Operational Air Quality Impacts — Criteria Pollutan ts

The overall objective of the proposed project isrémluce VOC emissions from
architectural coatings by lowering the VOC contdimit from affected coating
categories. The adoption and implementation of PAR 1113 is etgx to produce
substantial long-term VOC emission reductions, lmdause it provides an extension of
the compliance date for three coating categories1fduly 1, 2006 to July 1, 2007, it
creates a temporary delay in VOC emission redustadnl,560 pounds per day for one
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year before the lower VOC content limits are redchad originally anticipated VOC

emission reductions are achieved. Because they a#la/OC emission reductions

exceeds the SCAQMD'’s operational significance thoéds of 55 pounds of VOC per

day, the air quality impacts associated with th@ppsed amendments to Rule 1113 will
be significant.

The proposed rule also provides an additional V@fssion reduction of 1,360 pounds

per day from the lowering of VOC content limits filree existing coating categories.
The additional emission reductions, however, wit be achieved until July 1, 2007.

Table 4-2 outlines the proposed VOC content linatsnpliance dates and the emission
reductions delayed and achieved.

Although PAR 1113 ultimately achieves VOC emissieductions of 1,360 pounds per
day, VOC emission reduction foregone between JuR006, and July 1, 2007, of 1,560

pounds per day exceed the SCAQMD'’s operationaifsignce thresholds of 55 pounds
per day of VOC per day. Therefore, air quality aofs are concluded to be significant.

TABLE 4-2
PAR 1113 Proposed VOC Content Limits, ComplianceePand Emission Reductions
Proposed | Final VOC Delayed Proposed New
COATING Current Interim Limit* Emission New Final Emission
TYPE VOC VOC w/Delayed | Reductions VOC Reductions
Limit* Limit* Compliance | (pounds/day) Limit* (pounds/day)
As of 7/1/06 | Asof 7/1/07 | 7/1/06 - 7/1/07| As of 7/1/07 | As of 7/1/07
Concrete-Curing 350 - - 100 80
Compounds
Dry-Fog Coatings 400 -- -- -- 150 700
Nonflat Coatings, 960
High Gloss 150 50 B B
Quick-Dry Enamels 250 150 50 400 -- --
Specialty Primers 350 250 100 200 -- --
Traffic Coatings 150 - -- - 100 580
Emission Reductions (pounds per d# 1,560 | 1,360

*grams of VOC per liter of coating, less water degk exempt compounds

Operational Air Quality Impacts — Non-Criteria Poll utants

The proposed amendments include delisting TBAc ¥©& only when formulated in

IM coatings.

It should be noted that TBAc couldrreatly be used in coating

formulations, but would be considered a VOC. Aeesult, it is likely that coatings
formulated with TBAc would not comply with futurew VOC compliance limits.
However, by exempting TBAc as a VOC, it is expedteat its usage could increase in
future coating formulations. Because of the uraety regarding the toxicity of TBAC,
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the increased use could have potentially significativerse public health impacts.
When EPA delisted TBAc as a VOC, the Federal Redistated, “However, given the
potential for increased use of TBAc, EPA does belithat further toxicity testing is
warranted to resolve the uncertainty associateld tivé limited evidence that is currently
available.” The reason for the uncertainty regagdine potential toxicity of TBAc is
that, although TBAc has not undergone specific aoner chronitoxicity testing, it has
been demonstrated to metabolize into tert-butydtadt (TBA), a substance that has been
shown to produce tumors in rats. As a resultFieeral Register notice delisting TBAC
as a VOC stated, “In response to these concernsdejiohas agreed to work with EPA
to perform the toxicity testing needed to resohee ¢urrent [toxicity] uncertainty.”

To analyze in more detail potential toxic effecssa@ciated with the use of TBAcC in
compliant low-VOC IM coatings, the SCAQMD conductadhealth risk assessment
(HRA) for the use of TBAc in IM coatings consistewith the HRA procedures listed in
the SCAQMD’s Risk Assessment Procedures for Rutdsl Jand 212Jocument. An
HRA is used to estimate the likelihood of an indual contracting cancer or experience
other adverse non-cancer health effects as a r@fsekposure to toxic air contaminants
(TACs). Risk assessment is a methodology for edging the probability or likelihood
of an adverse health effect occurrence.

The HRA examines both cancer and non-cancer (abetd}h effects from IM coatings
which could be reformulated with TBAc to meet tbevér VOC content limit. A “worst
case” acute (short-term exposure) analysis wasuoted because, once applied, IM
coatings typically last ten to 20 years so contusutbng-term exposure is not expected
in most cases. Chronic (long-term non-cancer axg)dl was not calculated because
neither TBAc nor TBA have chronic RELs establisiiedthem. However, cancer risk
effects were analyzed only at those types of tasli such as refineries and sewage
treatment plants, which may continuously apply Id&iings around the site throughout
the year and expose surrounding sensitive recefatdosg-term exposure to TBAc.

Acute (Non-Cancer) Health Effects

The actual effects of exposure to coatings depamdsuxh factors as the exposure
duration, potency of the solvents of concern, eypo$requency, and other factors. To
evaluate noncancer health effects from a TAC, ex@osevels are estimated, so that
they can be compared to a corresponding referexmasare level (REL). An REL is a
concentration level or dose at which no adverséttheffects are anticipated. For acute
exposures, the maximum hourly airborne concentraifaa TAC is estimated.

The health risk from exposure to a noncarcinog@®€ is evaluated by comparing the
estimated level of a sensitive receptor’'s exposortne TAC to the TAC's REL. The

7  Revision to Definition of Volatile Organic Compowd Exclusion of t-Butyl Acetate, 40 CFR Part 5&déral Register 69298, November 29, 2004.
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ratio is expressed as a hazard index (HI), whicthésratio of the estimated exposure
level to the REL:

EstimatedExposurd_evel

Hazardndex(HI) =
Referencé&xposurd.evel

A HI of one or less indicates that the estimategposure level does not exceed the REL,
and that no adverse health effects are expected. CEQA purposes, the SCAQMD’s
significance threshold for noncarcinogenic impastsa hazard index greater than or
equal to one.

The ratio of the estimated acute level of sensite@eptor’'s exposure to a TAC to the
acute REL is called an acute HI. The SCAQMD edtmiadhe short-term acute risk
assouated Wlth the use of TBAc where tOXICIty dame avallable—As—neteel—aleeve no
, , A Hable However,
TBAC is known to metabollze into TBA whose poten‘a;ztors have been established.
Therefore, TBAcis used as a surrogate for TBAc to evaluate nowarahealth effects
from exposure to IM coatings formulated with TBAThe cancer potency factor (CPF)
of TBA was used to calculate a CPF for TBAc assgmmretabolism of TBAc to TBA
and a certain molar conversion factor. The acwoit@lation unit risk value for TBAc
was then derived from the CPF value for TBAc byuasgag a certain human breathing
rate (Budroe, et. al, Acute Toxicity and CancerkRAssessment Values for Tert-Butyl
Acetate, 2004). To examine a “worst-case” short-term exposurearnolM coating
formulated with TBAc, a large one-million gallonntawas used as a typical piece of
equipment to be painted using IM coatings that@iontBAc. All assumptions and the
methodology for calculating the acute HI from TBAxposure can be found in
Appendix D of this Draft EA. The calculation condes that a realistic “worst-case”
scenario of coating four gallons per hour of IM tog formulated with TBAc will
produce an acute HI of 0.4 which is less than t6&QMD’s HI significance threshold
of one. Chronic HI was not calculated becausehaeiTBAc nor TBA have chronic
RELSs established for them.

Carcinogenic Effects

As noted above, once applied, IM coatings typicédist ten to 20 years, so long-term
exposure is not expected in most cases. Howeestitony provided at the public
workshop for PAR 1113 indicated that there arelifaas, such as sewage treatment
plants and refineries, that employ a full-time piaig department to apply IM coatings
to various equipment on-site throughout the yeareiasing the length of exposure to the
surrounding community. In response to the pul@stimony, a Tier 2 HRA analysis
was conducted for a sewage treatment plant in Gaesaoefinery in El Segundo and a
water/power facility in La Verne using actual infmation regarding IM coating
practices at these facilities.
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Risks from carcinogens are expressed as an addgohé risk of contracting cancer as a
result of a given exposure. For example, if théssimns from a facility are estimated to
produce a risk of one in one million (1 x %o the most exposed individual, this means
that the individual's chance of contracting carftas been increased by one chance in
one million over and above his or her chance otremting cancer from all other factors
(for example, diet, smoking, heredity and othetdex). This added risk to a maximally
exposed individual is referred to as a "maximumviadial cancer risk" or MICR. For
CEQA purposes, the SCAQMD'’s significance threshiold carcinogenic impacts is a
MICR greater than or equal to 10 in one millionX10°).

Annual IM coatings usage was provided by eachifgcand real downwind distance to
sensitive receptors and meteorological data weeel s the HRA analysis. All the
assumptions and the methodology in calculatingMi@R from TBAcC exposure at each
of the specific type of facility using large amasirdf IM coatings can be found in
Appendix D of this Draft EA. Table 4-3 providessammary of all the health effects
and cancer risk of the scenarios mentioned abbtlgng a realistic “worst-case” TBAcC
emissions for usage limited to IM coatings, the HRAalysis concluded that both
carcinogenic and noncarcinogenic acute risk taebs than significant.

TABLE 4-3
Non-Carcinogenic and Carcinogenic Risk from TBA@ygks in IM Coatings

Carcinogenic Risk at| Carcinogenic Risk at| Carcinogenic Risk at
Non- Sewage Treatment Refinery Water/Power
Facili Facili
Cancer acllity acllity
Acute | Residential/| Off-Site Residential/| Off-Site Residential/| Off-Site
Effect Sensitive Worker Sensitive Worker Sensitive Worker
Receptor Receptor Receptor
Risk Value 0.4 2.”.] a 1.5_|n a 1.|r_1 a O.S_m a 004 ina 003 ina
million million million million million million
SCAQMD
Significance 1.0 10 in a million 10 in a million 10 in a million
Threshold
Significant? No No | No No No No | No

There is no substantive evidence that shows theotighose solvents identified as

possible replacements would result in significahteaise toxic air contaminant impacts.
The replacement solvents are for the most part camechemicals used in a wide variety
of industrial and consumer applications. Their egidread use is assumed to be
indicative of the ability to use these compoundsaisafe manner. Current coating
formulations contain materials that are as toxic,nwre toxic, than formulations

expected to be used to comply with the proposedndments. Thus, the possible
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increased use of toxics in reformulated coatingdi generally be balanced by a
concurrent decrease in the use of toxic matenatsirrently used coatings, and toxic air
contaminant impacts would not be expected to chasigaificantly from existing
conditions.

Replacement coating solvents are generally less tb&an conventional coatings. As a
result, human health impacts from reformulating tic@a solvents with replacement
solvent would not be significant. Aside from renhgcthe VOC content limits of three
coating categories, PAR 1113 would delay the fioampliance date for specified
coatings, which would not generate a significanvesse toxic risk impact from
formulating coating solvents with replacements septs that was not previously
analyzed.

Odor Analysis

Objectionable odors are not expected to change thaghuse of reformulated coatings
because the operation and application of architalctwatings is not expected to change.
In fact, the conditions will improve over time ailities switch to low-VOC materials,
such as water-based solvents. In addition, locgegqments typically have ordinances
that are intended to protect the public from adverdors. Historically, the SCAQMD
has enforced odor nuisance complaints through SCB@le 402 - Nuisance. PAR
1113 will require the reduction of the VOC contkmiit from various coating categories
which will require coating manufacturers to formtelavith solvents that emit less VOC.
The proposed amendments will also classify TBAamgxempt solvent for IM coatings
and zinc-rich maintenance primers. To comply vilie lower VOC content limits,
some architectural coatings will be water-basedtaibased coatings have less solvent
than existing solvent-based coatings. Based ernvgtt comparison between a solvent-
based coating manufacturing facility and a wateselblacoating manufacturing facility,
conversion by facilities to water-based coatingasisumed to produce a beneficial effect
by reducing nuisance odor. However, due to thelassification of TBAc, PAR 1113
could increase the amount of exempt solvents usetivb coating categories that might
not be reformulated using water-based formulations.

In a TBAc odor analysis conducted for SCAQMD Rul&51, the one-hour air

dispersion model concentrations were convertedngminute concentrations. These
concentrations were then compared to odor thresholthe odor threshold TBAc is

below the odor threshold, if it were substituted58t percent for xylene, toluene and
MEK, and 100 percent for acetone. Odor threshaldse compared to one-minute
concentrations estimated by air dispersion modghe concentration of TBAc from

replacing conventional solvents with TBAc was lé&@san the TBAc odor threshold of
four ppm. The concentrations for the existing @ntional VOCs xylene and toluene
were estimated to be above their odor thresholdsefore, since TBAc concentrations
were below the odor threshold, TBAc would be léssly to be detected (see Appendix

PAR 1113 4-8 May 2006



Chapter 4 — Environmental Impacts and Mitigation

B of the Final DEA for PAR 1151). Therefore, ngrsficant additional odor impacts
are expected to result from implementing the pregaamendments.

A summary of the odor analysis is presented in&db#l. Detailed calculations can be
found in Appendix B of the Final DEA for PAR 115Which can be accessed at

http://www.agmd.gov/cega/documents/2005/agmd/fiAAREA 1151.doc

TABLE 4-4

VOC Concentrations and Odor Thresholds

VOC Conc. | Odor Threshold® | Odor Threshold Exceeds Odor
Component 3 3
(ug/m’) (ppm) (ug/m’) Threshold
Solvents in Existing Coatings
Xylene 1,194 0.08 346 Yes
Toluene 1,094 0.16 602 Yes
MEK 398 2 5,886 No
Acetone 1,591 3.6 26,531 No
Potential Replacement Solvent in Existing Coatings
TBAC | 766 4 | 18,965 No

a) Haz-Map National Institutes of Health, http:#Zheap.nim.nih.gov unless otherwise noted.
b) MANA, MSDS for OXSOL100 (PCBTF), June 16, 2005

Affected facilities are not expected to create oligmable odors affecting a substantial
number of people for the following reasons: 1) ¢bating of an architectural structure
is temporary and typically not in great quantiti@3; the use of any new compliant
materials are generally expected to replace egignchitectural coating materials such
that there will no additional odors generated; 8 tise of future compliant materials
must comply with all applicable SCAQMD rules angukations; and, 4) some of the
future compliant coatings with lower VOC contentayractually result in lower odor

iImpacts compared to the current coatings in use

PROJECT SPECIFIC MITIGATION MEASURES: None identified.

REMAINING IMPACTS: Since PAR 1113 will result in an overall long-tean
quality benefit (e.g., VOC reductions), no advensepacts remain. However,
significant, but temporary, adverse air quality aofs from VOC emission reductions
foregone between July 1, 2006, and July 1, 200iane.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS: The air quality analysis concluded significant adee
project-specific impacts would occur from the defayomply with lower VOC content
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limits for specific coating categories resultingaimelay of VOC emissions reductions of
1,560 pounds per day that exceeds the SCAQMD aperehtvVOC daily significance
thresholds of 55 pounds per day. This delay, hewewill last one year before the
coating categories are required to comply with ldweer VOC content limit. Thus,
while the delay of VOC emission reductions is digant, the delay is temporary and
not permanent. In addition, PAR 1113 will requirew lower VOC content limits for
three other existing coating categories providiag/ vOC emission reductions of 1,360
pounds per day from the rule. These new emiss&doations will not be realized until
after July 1, 2007, when the new lower VOC contienits are promulgated.

Although there is a delay in 0.78 tons per day GfG/emission reductions, there is still
an overall net VOC emission reduction benefit frBule 1113 when considering the
4.05 tons per day of VOC emission reductions addeWrom the previous rule
amendments in November 2003.

Cumulative air quality impacts from the proposedeagments, previous amendments
and all other AQMP control measures considered thegeare not expected to be
significant because implementation of all AQMP cohtneasures is expected to result
In net emission reductions and overall air qualiyprovement. This determination is
consistent with the conclusion in the 2003 AQMP EHifat cumulative air quality
impacts from all AQMP control measures are not etgukto be significant (SCAQMD,
2003). Indeed, air quality modeling performed fioe 2003 AQMP indicated that the
Basin would achieve all federal ambient air qualgtandards by the year 2010
(SCAQMD, 1997). Future VOC control measures widsiat in achieving the goal of
ozone attainment by 2010.

Based on regional modeling analyses performed ter 2003 AQMP, implementing
control measures contained in the 2003 AQMP, intaatdto the air quality benefits of
the existing rules, is anticipated to bring therdisinto attainment with all national and
most state ambient air quality standards by the 2640. Therefore, there will be no
cumulative adverse air quality impacts from impletheg PAR 1113.

CUMULATIVE IMPACT MITIGATION: No cumulative impact mitigation
measures are required.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT

An Initial Study (see Appendix B) was prepared floese amendments to Rule 1113,
describing anticipated environmental impacts rasylfrom implementing PAR 1113.

It was concluded in the Initial Study that the I®ieonmental areas identified in the
following subsections would not be significantlywadsely affected by PAR 1113. No
comment letters were received that disputed thelgsion that the 16 environmental
topic areas discussed in the following subsectiwasld not be significantly adversely
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affected by implementing the proposed project. sSEhd6 environmental areas,
therefore, are not further analyzed in this DraK. ESince there are no significant
adverse impacts to these environmental topics, itigation measures are required. A
discussion of why PAR 1113 will not significantlydaersely affect each of these
environmental areas is provided in the followingtEms.

Aesthetics

The proposed amendments do not require any chamdks physical environment that
would obstruct any scenic vistas or views of indete the public. In addition, no major
changes to existing architectural coatings opematior stockpiling of additional
materials or products outside of existing facititiare expected. The reason for this
determination is that the proposed project is nqieeted to produce any physical
changes because PAR 1113 is expected only to #deerformulation of specific
architectural coatings. Coatings subject to PAR3LIor use on an architectural
structure is anticipated to improve the aestheigovvof that structure. Therefore, no
significant impacts adversely affecting existingual resources such as scenic views or
vistas, etc. are anticipated to occur.

No new construction of buildings or other structuvagll result from the lowering of the
VOC content in coatings so scenic resources witl b obstructed and the existing
visual character of any site in the vicinity ofedted operations will not be degraded.
The purpose of AIM coatings is to improve the vistizaracter and protect the surface
of the substrate upon which the coating is appliedfects in the appearance of the low-
VOC coating after application, which could be adj@es less aesthetically pleasing, is
not anticipated because the rule contains a congdiachedule sufficient for coating
formulators to produce acceptable quality low-VO@ducts that exhibit the desired
performance characteristics. In addition, compliexwv-VOC coatings are currently
available for most affected coating categories amdcurrently being sold and used and
have been demonstrated to be as durable as codongslated with conventional
solvents.

There are no components in PAR 1113 that would &xesting work practices, or
require coating activities at night. Therefore,FPA113 is not expected to create a new
source of substantial light or glare that wouldexdely affect day or nighttime views in
an area. Based on the above considerations, isggmifadverse impacts to aesthetics are
not expected from PAR 1113.

Agricultural Resources

No major construction is associated with the longrof the VOC content of affected
coating categories and the coating activities woobttur at existing industrial or
commercial areas. Therefore, the proposed projeatd not result in any construction
of new buildings or other structures that wouldanh farmland to non-agricultural use
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or conflict with zoning for agricultural use or ailldmson Act contract. Since the

proposed project would not substantially changeetipgipment or process in which the
coatings are applied, there are no provisions engtoposed amended rule that would
convert farmland to non-agricultural uses, thuseaing land use plans, policies, or
regulations. Land use and other planning condidei® are determined by local

governments and no land use or planning requiresnailit be altered by the proposed
project. Based on the above considerations, saamfi adverse impacts to agriculture
resources are not expected from PAR 1113.

Biological Resources

Implementation of the proposed amendments willoaotse impacts to sensitive habitats
of plants or animals because they do not requigeiiaition of or construction on open
space areas. The overall intent of the proposezhdments is to reduce VOC emissions
from affected coating categories. Therefore, thgppsed amendments to Rule 1113
will have no direct or indirect impacts that coaldversely affect plant or animal species
or the habitats on which they rely in the SCAQMIRigsdiction. The overall net effect
of implementing the proposed amended rule willraproved air quality resulting from
reduced VOC emissions, which is expected to be flmglefor both plant and animal
life. Modifications at existing affected coatinganufacturers to switch to low-VOC
coatings, such as water-based, would not requageisition of additional land or further
conversions of riparian habitats or sensitive radtaommunities where endangered or
sensitive species may be found.

Acquisition of protected wetlands is not expectede necessary to switch to compliant
coatings, such as water-based coatings. Affeaating contractors would continue to
practice existing operating procedures so the m®gpamended rule will not directly

remove, fill or interrupt any hydrological systemlave an adverse effect on federally
protected wetlands. Since coating contractorscalfyi operate in urbanized areas, it is
not likely that disposal or accidental releasesazting materials would occur in areas
that harbor federally protected wetlands as deflme8404 of the Clean Water Act.

There are no provisions in the proposed amendedthalt would adversely affect land
use plans, local policies or ordinances, or reganiatbecause the ultimate effect of PAR
1113 is to reduce VOC emissions from architectw@dtings. Land use and other
planning considerations are determined by localegowents and no land use or
planning requirements will be altered by the preabproject. Proposed amended Rule
1113 would not affect in any way habitat conseoratior natural community
conservation plans, agricultural resources or djmers, and would not create divisions
in any existing communities. Based on the abowesiceration, significant adverse
impacts to biological resources are not expectewch iPAR 1113.

Cultural Resources
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There are existing laws in place that are desigiwegrotect and mitigate potential
impacts to cultural resources. PAR 1113 is noteetgd to affect archeological or
cultural sites because reformulation of architedturoatings won’'t require major
construction activities such as grading, trenchigtg, The application of architectural
coatings typically occurs after site preparationd aonstruction of structures has been
completed. As a result, it is expected that arcluggcal resources would have already
been assessed or if the new structure is at aningxisesidential, commercial or
industrial site, then they have already been dgror protected. The proposed
revisions to Rule 1113 are, therefore, not antieigpato result in any activities, or
promote any programs that could have a signifieantrse impact on cultural resources
in the district. As a result, the proposed projegs no potential to cause a substantial
adverse change to a historical or archaeologicaluree, directly or indirectly destroy a
unique paleontological resource or site or unige@apic feature, or disturb any human
remains, including those interred outside a foremineteries. Based on the above
consideration, significant adverse impacts to caltuesources are not expected from
PAR 1113.

Energy

Lowering VOC content limits of affected archite@licoatings will not conflict with
adopted energy conservation plans or cause afféatdlities to be out of compliance
with existing energy standards because coatingraciors are expected to continue
current coating operations using the same or simating equipment, but using new
formulations of coatings affected by PAR 1113. &ee add-on control equipment is
not expected to be used to comply with the promsiof PAR 1113, no additional
energy use is expected to be required. Additign&AR 1113 will not substantially
increase the number of businesses or amount opeguit in the district and, therefore,
would not be expected to interfere with existingergy standards or future energy
conservation plans because these are typicallgtago residential consumers, etc.

The architectural coating operations are not exqaett change as a result of lowering
the VOC content limit of affected coatings. Siticere will be no additional demand for
electricity, there will be no need for new or sangitally altered power or natural gas
utility systems as a result of the proposed projddte proposed project will have a non-
significant effect on the electricity capacity oendand and, therefore, no significant
impact on peak or base demands for electricity.seBaon the above consideration,
significant adverse impacts to energy are not egpetom PAR 1113.

Geology and Soils

Architectural coatings are applied to new and exgsbuildings, stationary structures,
roads, etc. The proposed amendments affect cofatingulators, sellers, and users and
have no effects on geophysical formations in trstridi because the proposed project
does not require or induce the construction of simyctures. Coating activities and
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operations are not expected to change from cupratice so the proposed amendments
to Rule 1113 will not expose people to potentiddstantial adverse geological effects
greater than what they are exposed to already. eliogy the VOC content limit of
affected coating categories will not result in esipg people or structures to risks of
loss, injury, or death involving: rupture of antbguake fault, seismic ground shaking,
ground failure or landslides.

The proposed project will not require major condiian activities (e.g., grading,
trenching, refilling and repaving), so there are potential impacts to existing
geophysical conditions. No soil is expected to disrupted because no new
development will be required as a result of theppsed project. Therefore, no
substantial soil erosion or loss of topsoil is estpd from lowering the VOC content
limit of affected coating categories.

The proposed project does not involve construatiomew structures and, therefore, will

not involve locating any structures on soil thatimstable or expansive. For this reason,
no destabilization of unstable soils would be exp@dhat could cause on- or off-site

landslides, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquieiaor collapse. Based on the above
considerations, significant adverse impacts to @goland soils are not expected from
PAR 1113.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Architectural coating operations are not expectedhange from current practice and,
thus, the amount of solvents used or transportembisexpected to change. As the
production and use of architectural coatings is exqiected to change as a result of
implementing PAR 1113, no additional transport o solvents is expected and, thus,
no new hazards to the public will be created thhowiginsport, use or disposal of
hazardous materials. Consequently, the proposesh@mments to Rule 1113 will not
create a significant new hazard to the public @at¥ a reasonably foreseeable upset
involving the release of hazardous materials.

Hazard impact concerns are related to the riskiref £xplosions, or the release of
hazardous substances in the event of an accidemsat conditions. It is expected that
the lower VOC content limits required by PAR 11138ynbe achieved, in part, through
the use of replacement solvents and predominardtgmborne technologies. Overall,
exempt solvents are considered to be viable aliessato other, more toxic solvents
currently found in various coatings. The typicalvents found in the affected coatings
at the current VOC content limits are the sameimila to the solvents found in the

same coatings reformulated to the lower-VOC contamt. In order to comply with the

lower VOC content limits, the affected coatings expected to be formulated with less
of these similar solvents and more water, which tgmacally less hazardous than
currently used. The coatings reformulated to loW&C content limits typically are

subject to a change in the resin technology makivegresin “softer” and, thus, less
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solvent is needed to break the resin down. Asimeed previously, the solvent list was
compiled from MSDS sheets from a variety of coatimgnufacturers and the MSDS
may not list all the solvents used in the formwiatbut rather highlight the solvents with
potentially hazardous affects. Since the typeobiesits are not substantially changing
with the reformulation of the affected coatings thotential adverse hazard impact from
exposure to these solvents will either reduce dchange from current conditions.

With regards to the handling and application of amating, the following safety

practices and application techniques are recomnaebglethe National Association of

Corrosion Engineers (NACE) and the Society for &tbve Coatings. Coating

contractors are not expected to require additicla@ling regarding the proper handling
or application of compliant coatings containing draous materials which will further

reduce the applicator's exposure because thesty saBmasures tend to already be in
place.

Worker Isolation — Areas where coatings with hazardous materialsapptied should
be restricted to essential workers. If feasildiese workers should avoid direct contact
with hazardous materials by using automated equipnue area with plenty of
ventilation.

Protective Clothing and Equipment— When there is potential for hazardous material
exposure, workers should be provided with and reguto use appropriate personal

protective clothing and equipment such as coveraltswear, chemical-resistant gloves

and goggles, full faceshields, and suitable retmyaequipment.

Respiratory Protection — Only the most protective respirators should bed ufe
situations involving exposures to hazardous mdgehacause they have poor warning
properties, are potent sensitizers, or may bemagenic. These respirators include:

Any respiratory protection program must, at a munim) meet the requirements of the
OSHA respiratory protection standard [29 CFR 1934]1 Respirators must be certified
by NIOSH and MSHA according to 30 CFR or by NIOS¢tféctive July 19, 1995)
according to 42 CFR 84. A complete respiratorytgrtion program should include: (1)
regular training and medical evaluation of persdnii2) fit testing, (3) periodic
environmental monitoring, (4) periodic maintenaneespection, and cleaning of
equipment, (5) proper storage of equipment, and wWéjten standard operating
procedures governing the selection and use of regsps. The program should be
evaluated regularly. The following publicationsntain additional information about
selection, fit testing, use, storage, and cleaoingspiratory equipment. NIOSH Guide
to Industrial Respiratory Protection [NIOSH 1987ajd NIOSH Respiratory Design
Logic [NIOSH 1987b]. Examples of complying withege regulations include the
following:
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» Any self-contained breathing apparatus with affadepiece operated in a pressure-
demand or other positive-pressure mode, and

* Any supplied-air respirator with a full facepieceeoated in a pressure-demand or
other positive-pressure mode in combination with auxiliary self-contained
breathing apparatus operated in a pressure-demanmather positive-pressure
mode.

Worker and Employer Education — Worker education is vital to a good occupational
safety and health program. OSHA requires that exsrbe informed about:

» Materials that may contain or be contaminated wahardous materials;

* The nature of the potential hazard [29 CFR 191@L2&mployers must transmit
this information through container labeling, madkigafety data sheets (MSDS),
and worker training;

» The serious health effects that may result fronalgaus material exposures; and

* Any materials that may contain or be contaminatétl hazardous materials.

Additionally, workers should take the following pte to protect themselves from
hazardous material exposure:

* Be aware that the highest hazardous material ctrat®ms may occur inside
containment structures.

* Wash hands and face before eating, drinking, oksrgamutside the work area.

» Participate in medical monitoring and examinatiorogpams, air monitoring
programs, or training programs, offered by your Eygr.

Reducing the VOC content of affected coatings tsexpected to affect or interfere with
a user’'s ability to comply with all adopted emerggemesponse plans and emergency
evacuation plans because the proposed project miaesvolve construction of any
structures or features that could impede the ekmtubf emergency response or
emergency evacuation plans.

In addition, Health and Safety Code 825506 spealfiaequires all businesses handling

hazardous materials to submit a business emergegponse plan to assist local

administering agencies in the emergency releaghreatened release of a hazardous
material. Business emergency response plans dignmeguire the following:

1. Identification of individuals who are responsibler fvarious actions, including
reporting, assisting emergency response persomaekstablishing an emergency
response team;

2. Procedures to notify the administering agenhwg, appropriate local emergency
rescue personnel, and the California Office of Ejamacy Services;
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3. Procedures to mitigate a release, or threatesledse to minimize any potential
harm or damage to persons, property or the envieoitm

4. Procedures to notify the necessary persons vemorespond to an emergency
within the facility;

5. Details of evacuation plans and procedures;

6. Descriptions of the emergency equipment avalabthe facility;

7. Identification of local emergency medical assise; and

8. Training (initial and refresher) programs forgayees in:
a. The safe handling of hazardous materials usededgusiness;
b. Methods of working with the local public emerggmesponse agencies;
c. The use of emergency response resources unakeoloaf the handler; and
d

. Other procedures and resources that will inergablic safety and prevent or
mitigate a release of hazardous materials.

In general, every county or city and all facilitiesing a minimum amount of hazardous
materials are required to formulate detailed cgaicy plans to eliminate, or at least
minimize, the possibility and effect of fires, eapion, or spills. In conjunction with the
California Office of Emergency Services, local galictions have enacted ordinances
that set standards for area and business emergesggnse plans. These requirements
include immediate notification, mitigation of anta& or threatened release of a
hazardous material, and evacuation of the emerganey. Based on the preceding
information, it is not anticipated that PAR 1113 ulb impair implementation of or
physically interfere with an adopted or modifiedezgency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan.

PAR 1113 is expected to reduce the VOC contentdifior specified coating categories
primarily through reformulation of the solvent oonwersion to alternative resin
technologies. It is anticipated that the reforrtiata will primarily entail the use of

water-based components or low-VOC materials lesmardaus or flammable than
currently being used.

The proposed amendments will also specifically m@rsTBAc as a non-VOC on a
limited basis. TBAc has low photochemical reatyivibut physical and chemical
properties are generally similar to the conventios@vents currently used in IM
coatings at noted in Table 4-5. The Uniform Fi@€ and Uniform Building Code set
standards intended to minimize risks from flammabl®therwise hazardous materials.
Local jurisdictions are required to adopt the umiccodes or comparable regulations.
Local fire agencies require permits for the usestorage of hazardous materials and
permit modifications for proposed increases inrtluse. Permit conditions depend on
the type and quantity of the hazardous materiatheafacility. Permit conditions may
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include, but are not limited to, specifications &prinkler systems, electrical systems,
ventilation, and containment. The fire departmenéke annual business inspections to
ensure compliance with permit conditions and othegpropriate regulations.
Consequently, local fire departments ensure thatjaate permit conditions are in place
to protect against potential risk of upset from tise of hazardous materials. However,
any use of hazardous materials at affected faslis not expected to change and may
even decrease as a result of implementing the peapproject.

TABLE 4-5
Chemical Characteristics for Typical IM Coating \&nits

Traditional/Conventional Solvents
Chemical M.W. Boiling Flashpoint Vapor Lower Flammability
Compounds Point Pressure | Explosive | Classification
(mmHg @ 68  Limit (NFPA)*
R (°F) °F) (% by Vol.)
Toluene 92 231 40 22 1.3 3
Xylene 106 292 90 7 1.1 3
MEK 72 175 21 70 2.0 3
Isopropanol 60 180 53 33 2.0 3
Butyl Acetate 116 260 72 10 1.7
Isobutyl Alcohol 74 226 82 9 1.2 3
Stoddard Solvent 144 302 - 324 140 2 0.8 2
Petroleum Distillates 100 314 - 387 105 40 1.0 4
(Naptha)
EGBE 118 340 141 0.6 1.1 2
EGME 76 256 107 6 2.5 2
EGEE 90 275 120 4 1.8
Replacement Solvents
Chemical M.W. Boiling Flashpoint Vapor Lower Flammability
Compounds Point Pressure | Explosive | Classification
(mmHg @ 68  Limit (NFPA)*
(°F) (°F) °F) (% by Vol.)
Acetone 58 133 1.4 180 2.6 3
Di-Propylene Glycol 134 451 279 30 1 1
Propylene Glycol 76 370 210 0.1 2.6 1
Ethylene Glycol 227 388 232 0.06 3.2 1
texanol 216 471 248 0.1 0.62 1
Oxsol 100 181 282 109 5 0.90 1
t-Butyl Acetate 113 208 59 34 15 3

*National Fire Protection Association

0 = minimal; 1 = slight; 2 = moderate; 3 = seriodis; severe
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Thus, the use of TBAc as a replacement solvent Ikbrcoatings and zinc-rich
maintenance primers will not result in adverse hzmpacts as the conditions which
lead to a potentially hazardous situation is nqieexed to substantially change from
current conditions. Based on the above considersitisignificant adverse impacts to
hazards and hazardous materials are not expecied#AR 1113.

Hydrology and Water Quality

Lowering the VOC content limit of coatings at atied facilities will have no direct or
indirect impact on hydrology and water quality besmthe reformulation of the coatings
IS not expected to change the current architectaating operation practices or alter the
coating formulations to be more detrimental to wajaality. It is likely that resin
manufacturers and coating formulators will replacaventional coating formulations
and may contain similar solvents. Also, due to @mange in resin technology to
formulate coatings with lower VOC content, the nded stronger solvents to break
down the newer “softer” resin is reduced.

In the past the SCAQMD has received comments tliht twe increased use of water-
borne technologies to meet the lower VOC contenitdi, there will be a greater trend of
coating applicators to improperly dispose of thestwagenerated from these coatings
into the ground, storm drains, or sewer systemewed¥er, there are no data to support
this contention. In any event, there are seveealsaons why there should be no
significant increase over current practices for roper disposal due to greater use of
water-borne coatings.

Results from a survey of contractors determined shanajority either dispose of the
waste material properly as required by the coatmagufacturer's MSDS or recycle the
waste material regardless of type of coating. Bagmn these results, there is no reason
to expect that paint contractors will change tlagsposal practices, especially those that
dispose of wastes properly, with the implementatérPAR 1113. There is also no
reason to expect that illegal disposal practicdsimgrease as a result of implementing
PAR 1113.

State and federal regulations promote the developmued use of coatings formulated
with non-hazardous solvents. Based on discusswitls resin manufacturers and

coating formulators, the trend in coating technmegis to replace toxic/hazardous
solvents with equal or less toxic/hazardous sob/efitherefore, wastewater which may
be generated from reformulated coatings is expdc@bntain less hazardous materials
than the wastewater generated for solvent-basetingoaperations, thereby reducing

toxic influent to the POTWs.

Consumer and user outreach and education prograais as NPCA’s “Protocol for
Management of Post Consumer Paint,” and the SCAQMBainter’s Guide to Clean
Air” provide the public and painting contractorstiivinformation on environmentally
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sound coating disposal practices. These publiceaoh programs are expected to
reduce the amount of coating waste material ergeha sewer systems, storm drainage
systems, and being dumped on the ground, therdiatber reducing any water quality
impacts associated with the improper disposal ofl@nt coatings.

The EPA in its Report to Congress entitled “StudyVeolatile Organic Compound
Emissions from Consumer and Commercial Productsluated consumer products to
determine which categories were likely to be digglosf to POTWs. The study found
that the likelihood of paints, primers, and varesstbeing disposed of to POTWs was
low. Therefore, this category was not even evallidor its VOC emission impacts on
POTWSs. This suggests that the presence of solfemts this category of consumer
products in wastewater streams is very low compéoethe total volume of solvents
being disposed of from other consumer product caies,

To evaluate potential water quality impacts fromRPAL113, it is assumed that future
compliant AIM coatings will be formulated primarihyith water-borne technologies.
As a result, more water will be used for clean-nfd &he resultant wastewater material
could be disposed of into the public sewer systdinis anticipated that current coating
equipment (i.e., spray guns, rollers, and brushlesin-up practices of using water will
continue into the future. Table 4-6 illustratege thworst-case” potential increase of
waste material likely to be received by POTWs m drstrict as a result of implementing
PAR 1113. POTW's average daily flow is based stdnical wastewater flow in the
district. Further, the estimated usage is basetherassumption that 45 percent of the
state sales (from Table 3-1) are within the SCAQMisdication.

TABLE 4-6
Projected POTW Impact From Implementing PAR 1113
Year |POTW Average| POTW Estimated | Coatings Disposal| Total Impacts
Daily Flow® | Capacity” Usage Daily Flow® (% Increase)
(mgd) (mgd) (gallons/year) (mgd)
2006 1394.00 1687.30 3,016,962 0.0083 0.00048
& 2002 data of total average daily wastewater flinandled by all POTWSs greater than 10 mgd in the
district (2003 AQMP).

® Based on design daily flows by all POTWs gretttan 10 mgd in the district (2003 AQMP).

¢ Assumes that one gallon of water will be usediéan-up equipment for every gallon of coating aupl
The figures for Coatings Disposal Flow are basedhenannual emissions inventory of the affected
coating categories in 2006; originally expressenh@y, they are converted to mgd by dividing by 365.

mgd = millions of gallons per day

The potential increase estimated as a result ofeimgnting PAR 1113 is considered to
be well within the projected capacity of POTWSs he tdistrict based on historical

wastewater data. Hence, wastewater impacts agsoegth the disposal of water-borne
clean-up waste material generated from PAR 1118&ctd@l coating categories are not
considered significant. With the increasing trémaard less toxic water-borne coatings,
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it is likely that there will be less severe impadts water quality because of
improvements in affluent water quality. TherefoRAR 1113 will not significantly
adversely affect water resources, water qualitydsieds, groundwater supplies, existing
water supplies or wastewater treatment facilities.

Historically, potential water demand to reformulat®nventional coatings into

waterbased coatings and to clean up waterbasemg®dias not resulted in a significant
adverse impact on water demand or depleted grousdwapplies. Using “worst-case”

assumptions, increased water demand from impleng®AR 1113 can be calculated
for both manufacturer of water-based coatings aratemw used to clean coating
equipment. As shown in Table 4-7, water demandaated with the manufacture and
clean-up of water-borne formulations is estimated¢ 16,548 gallons per day (6.04
million gallons per year). This increased watermdad does not exceed the
SCAQMD'’s significant threshold of 5,000,000 gallopsr day and, therefore, is not
considered to be a significant water demand impact.

While it is not possible to predict water shortagethe future, existing entitlements and
resources in the district provide sufficient wadapplies that currently exceed demand.
Further, according to the Metropolitan Water DitiMWD), the largest supplier of
water to California, “For its part, Metropolitanpects to be able to meet 100 percent of
its member agencies’ water needs for the next &awsy even during times of critical
drought. Metropolitan and its member agencies hdeatified and are implementing
programs and projects to assure continued reliabter supplies for at least the next 20
years.® MWD is expected to continue providing a reliabiater supply through
developing a portfolio of diversified water sourcékat includes: cooperative
conservation; water recycling; and groundwateragfer recovery, and replenishment
programs. Other additional water supplies willdopplied in the future as a result of
water transfer from other water agencies, desaingbrojects and state and federal
water initiatives, such as CALFED and Californi&€slorado River Water Use Plan.

TABLE 4-7
Projected Water Demand from Implementing PAR 1113

Year | Projected | Projected | Projected | Projected | Projected | PAR 1113 Total
Population®| Water Coating Mfgr Cleanup Total Impacts®
(millions | Demand | Sale§ | Demand' | Demand® | Demand | (% Increase)
of people) | (bgy) (mgy) (mgy) (mgy) (mgy)
2006 17.04 1,414.84 3.02 3.02 3.02 6.04 0.0004

a Population projections obtained from SCAG’s 1998RT

P Water demand and supply projections obtained frtyarology Existing Setting in 2003 AQMP. AF (acreet)

equals approximately 326,000 gallons
¢ Obtained from Table 2-2 in this Initial Study.

8 From Metropolitan Water District, Annual Progresspirt to the California’s State LegislatuFebruary 2002.

PAR 1113

4-21

May 2006



Proposed Amended Rule 1113 — Final Environmentségsnent

d Assumes that one gallon of water will be used toufecture one gallon of coating applied. Also asssi as a
“worst-case” scenario, that all affected coatingsdiin the SCAQMD’s jurisdiction were manufactuhexle.

€ Assumes that one gallon of water will be used eawtup equipment for every gallon of coating apbliélso

assumes as a “worst-case” scenario, that full asie of affected coating categories to water-bdaneulations
occurs in 2006.

f

Total amount of manufacturer and clean-up wateradem
9 The percentage increase in water demand as a ok incremental increase due to water cleanfupater-
borne coating material.

Acronyms: bgy = billion gallons per year; mgynillions of gallons per year

As shown in Table 4-7, it is within the capacitytbé local water suppliers to supply the
small incremental increase in water demand assatigith the implementation of PAR
1113. Sufficient water supplies are available &ve the project from existing
entitlements and no new or expanded entitlemestaeeded to implement the proposed
project. Therefore, no significant water demangants are expected as the result of
implementing PAR 1113.

Land Use and Planning

Architectural coating operations would still be egfed to comply, and not interfere,
with any applicable land use plans, zoning ordieantabitat conservation or natural
community conservation plans. There are no promgiof the proposed project that
would directly affect these plans, policies, orulagons. Land use and other planning
considerations are determined by local governmamisno present or planned land uses
in the region or planning requirements will be i@teby the proposed project. No new
development or alterations to existing land usegt@sions will occur as a result of the
implementation of the proposed amendments. Itois amticipated that architectural
coating operations located in the district wouldjuiee additional land to continue
current operations or require rezoning as a restiltimplementing PAR 1113.
Therefore, no significant adverse impacts affectaxysting or future land uses are
expected.

Mineral Uses

There are no provisions of the proposed amendedthalt would directly result in the
loss of availability of a known mineral resourcecls as aggregate, coal, shale, etc., of
value to the region and the residents of the sttepf a locally-important mineral
resource recovery site delineated on a local gép&a, specific plan or other land use
plan. The proposed project would lower the VOCtenhof certain coatings, which
typically do not require mineral resources to refolate compliant products. Thus,
significant adverse impacts to mineral resourceshat expected from PAR 1113.

Noise
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Excessive generation of noise, excessive grounababration, or substantial increase
in ambient noise levels is generally not associatihkl architectural coating operations.
The proposed project is not expected to increasgerevels relative to existing noise
levels that are currently generated from the appba and use of architectural coatings.
Even though architectural coating operations atenocse intensive, it is expected that
painting contractors would comply with existing eehnt local community noise
standards and ordinances. It is likely that naismerated by coating contractors’
operations would be indistinguishable from noise@irses generated from adjacent
sources which may include nearby freeways, truaKitr to adjacent businesses, and
operational noise from adjacent businesses. Irergénthe primary noise source at
existing facilities that manufacture architectucaatings is generated by vehicular
traffic, such as trucks transporting raw matertalghe facility, trucks hauling wastes
away from the facility, trucks to recycle waste aither materials, and miscellaneous
noise such as spray equipment (i.e. compressasy szzles) and heavy equipment
use (forklifts, trucks, etc.). Noise would typigabe generated during operating hours,
which generally range from 6 a.m. to 5 p.m. Monttapugh Friday. PAR 1113 is not
expected to alter noise from existing noise gemegagources. It is likely that coating
contractors or affected facilities manufacturinghatectural coatings are operating in
compliance with any local noise regulations thatymexist in their respective
communities. Additionally, the implementation AR 1113 is not expected to result in
significant noise impacts in residential areas bseachanging the VOC content will not
affect noise levels from coating applications, sirtds expected that coating contractors
would use the same or similar equipment. Contracto do-it-yourselfers applying
compliant PAR 1113 coatings in residential areas expected to comply with local
community noise standards. Thus, lowering of VQdhtent limit requirement of
affected coating categories would have no additinose impacts.

Population and Housing

Human population in the SCAQMD'’s jurisdiction ist@ipated to grow regardless of
implementing the proposed project. The proposeenaiments will primarily affect the
formulation of architectural coatings and are nuicgpated to generate any significant
effects, either direct or indirect on the distagtopulation as no additional workers are
anticipated to be required to comply with the psgmbamendments. Further, PAR 1113
IS not expected to cause a relocation of populatuthin the district. As a result,
housing in the district is expected to be unafigédig the proposed amendments. The
population will not grow directly as a result ofetlproposed amended rule and the
coating activity will not indirectly induce growtim the area of the coating facilities.
The construction of single- or multiple-family haug units would not be required as a
result of implementing the proposed project. Tfaee existing housing or populations
in the district are not anticipated to be displacextessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere. Thus, significanei@e impacts to population and
housing are not expected from PAR 1113.
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Public Services

The proposed amendments will not substantiallyeiase the amount of businesses or
equipment in the district. Reformulation of cogsns not expected to require new or
additional fire fighting resources or police prdtes. In fact, PAR 1113 may actually
result in fewer impacts to public service agendmesause compliant coatings are
generally expected to be formulated with less ldmas materials compared to current
conventional coatings. Any increase in accidengleases of compliant coating
materials would be expected to result in a concdirreduction in the number of
accidental releases of existing conventional cgatimaterials. As a result, the net
number of accidental releases would be expectecermain constant, allowing for
population growth in the district. Additionallyutire compliant coating materials are
not expected to cause significant adverse humahhhmapacts, so accidental release
scenarios would be expected to pose a lower riskhéo public and less need for
emergency responders such as fire and police depars. Furthermore, if
manufactures continue to use solvents such as dkxpropylene glycol, ethylene
glycol, etc., in their compliant water-borne cogsn fire departments would not be
expected to experience adverse impacts becauseneraj these solvents are equal or
less flammable solvents than currently used sodveamid, therefore, create fewer
emergency incidents. Additional demands on fir@alice department services are not
expected to increase, so impacts to these seraieesherefore, not considered to be
significant. Any potential increase in the usdlammable substances, such as TBAc or
acetone, would be offset by a reduction in theaise&ammable solvents such as toluene
or xylene. As a result, fire or police departmpetformance objectives, service ratios,
response times, etc., are not expected to be wignify adversely affected. No new
Impacts to schools, parks or other recreationallitias are foreseen as a result of
implementing the proposed amendments to Rule 1Etause coating operations are
not expected to change and coating contractor tpesaare not expected to require new
employees.

Lowering the VOC content of a few selected architesd coatings is not anticipated to
result in the need for new or physically alteregteggament facilities in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios, response times or péréormance objectives because use of
reformulated coatings would simply displace useasfventional coatings. Based on the
above considerations, significant adverse impaztpublic services are not expected
from PAR 1113.

Recreation

The proposed amendments will not generate additd&@and for, or otherwise affect
land used for recreational purposes. The propassshdments are not expected to have
adverse affects on land uses in general. Thera@pgovisions in the proposed project
that would affect land use plans, policies or ocadites, or regulations becaue land use
and other planning considerations are determinelbdsl governments; no land use or
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planning requirements will be altered by the pr@bosThe proposed project is not
expected to increase population growth in the idistrecause use of low VOC coatings
does not require additional employees. As a resoltadditional demand for parks is
anticipated. Further, the proposed amendmentsdmvooll increase the use of existing
neighborhood and regional parks or other recreatki€acilities or include recreational
facilities or require the construction or expansafnrecreational facilities that might
have an adverse physical effect on the environment.

Solid/Hazardous Waste

Coating operations are not expected to changerasudt of the proposed amendments.
Similarly, the volume of coatings and coating waste not expected to increase as a
result of implementing PAR 1113. Therefore, no rsmhd or hazardous waste will be
generated as a result of lowering the VOC conferit bf certain coatings in Rule 1113.
Affected facilities would continue to complying Wwitfederal, state, and local statutes
and regulations related to solid and hazardouseazesndling and disposal. Therefore,
potential solid waste impacts are considered mutifscant.

Transportation/Traffic

PAR 1113 is not expected to alter affected coatmgiractor operations so no additional
transportation/circulation impacts are expecteddeur directly or indirectly as a result
of lowering the VOC content limit of certain coasin Rule 1113. No new employees
are expected to be needed for architectural coaipeyations and therefore no new
worker trips that could increase traffic or affaot any way the level of service
designation for any roadways will result from thegosed amendments. Similarly,
additional parking would not be required from impknting PAR 1113. Because
affected coating operations are not expected toxgdano new or additional raw
materials will be needed and, therefore, no aduafioransport trips that could affect the
level of service for roadways will be generatednfrthe continued operation of the
coating activity.

Air traffic patterns are not expected to be dingdait indirectly affected by the proposed
amended rule because the coating activity will neguire any air transportation of any
materials. The proposed amendments to Rule 11&3nat expected to generate
significant direct or indirect roadway hazard imisalsecause the proposed project does
not require or induce the construction of roadwagign features.Affected facilities
would still be expected to comply with, and noenfiére with adopted policies, plans, or
programs supporting alternative transportation. Bweering of the VOC content limit
of certain coatings in Rule 1113 will not hinderngdiance with any applicable
alternative transportation plans or policies. Base the above considerations,
significant adverse impacts to transportation/datan are not expected from PAR
1113.
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OTHER CEQA TOPICS

The following sections address various topics assilies required by CEQA such as
growth inducement, short-term versus long-termat$feand irreversible changes.

Irreversible Environmental Changes

CEQA Guidelines §815126.2(c) requires an environaleahalysis to consider “any
significant irreversible environmental changes whigould be involved if the proposed
action should be implemented.” The Initial Stubg turrent amendments to Rule 1113
identified air quality as potential impact areas.

The air quality analysis concluded significant adeeproject-specific impacts would
occur from the delay to comply with lower VOC camitdimits for specific coating
categories resulting in a delay of VOC emissiorducgons of 1,560 pounds per day
that exceeds the SCAQMD operational VOC daily sigance thresholds of 55 pounds
per day. This delay, however, will last one yeafobe the coating categories are
required to comply with the lower VOC content limiThus, while the delay of VOC
emission reductions is significant, the delay imgerary and not permanent. In
addition, PAR 1113 will require new lower VOC comitéimits for three other existing
coating categories providing new VOC emission rédus of 1,360 pounds per day
from the rule. These new emission reductions nat be realized until after July 1,
2007, when the new lower VOC content limits arenpuitgated.

So, environmental change will occur as a resuthefproposed project, but because it is
temporary and further emission reductions will bbeiaved, the proposed project would
not result in irreversible environmental changesttor irretrievable commitment of
resources.

Potential Growth-Inducing Impacts

CEQA Guidelines 815126.2(d) requires an environaleanalysis to consider the
“growth-inducing impact of the proposed actionrhglementing PAR 1113 will not, by

itself, have any direct or indirect growth-inducingpacts on businesses in the
SCAQMD'’s jurisdiction because it is not expectedféster economic or population

growth or the construction of additional housingl garimarily affects existing coating

formulation companies.

CONSISTENCY

The Southern California Association of Governmg®€AG) and the SCAQMD have
developed, with input from representatives of loggvernment, the industry
community, public health agencies, the USEPA - BedK and the California ARB,

guidance on how to assess consistency within tistiex general development planning

PAR 1113 4-26 May 2006



Chapter 4 — Environmental Impacts and Mitigation

process in the Basin. Pursuant to the developraedt adoption of its Regional
Comprehensive Plan Guide (RCPG), SCAG has develapedntergovernmental
Review Procedures Handbook (June 1, 1995). The(3VlA also adopted criteria for
assessing consistency with regional plans and Q&R in its CEQA Air Quality
Handbook. The following sections address conststéetween PAR 1113 and relevant
regional plans pursuant to the SCAG Handbook ari@@D Handbook.

Consistency with the Air Quality Management Plan

PAR 1113 is consistent with the AQMP since it ig@pcally identified as a control
measure that is necessary to attain and maintaistétte and national ambient air quality
standards. Although the proposed project will teraply delay VOC emission
reductions, the overall

Consistency with Regional Comprehensive Plan and Gie (RCPG) Policies

The RCPG provides the primary reference for SCAgject review activity. The
RCPG serves as a regional framework for decisiokimgafor the growth and change
that is anticipated during the next 20 years angbibeé. The Growth Management
Chapter (GMC) of the RCPG contains population, hmgysand jobs forecasts, which are
adopted by SCAG’s Regional Council and that reflecal plans and policies, shall be
used by SCAG in all phases of implementation anteve The subsections summarize
the main policies and goals contained in the GM@ wahether or not PAR 1113 is
consistent with these polices and goals

Improve the Regional Standard of Living

The Growth Management goals are to develop urbamsfdhat enable individuals to
spend less income on housing cost, that minimizipand private development costs,
and that enable firms to be more competitive, whiatuld strengthen the regional
strategic goal to stimulate the regional econonBAR 1113 in relation to the GMC
would not interfere with the achievement of thesalg, nor would it interfere with any
powers exercised by local land use agencies teeehhese goals. PAR 1113 will not
interfere with efforts to minimize red tape and edijpe the permitting process to
maintain economic vitality and competitiveness.

Provide Social, Political and Cultural Equity

The Growth Management goals are to develop urbamsdhat avoid economic and
social polarization; promote the regional strategmals of minimizing social and

geographic disparities; and reach equity amongegments of society. Consistent with
the Growth Management goals, local jurisdictions)pkyers and service agencies
should provide adequate training and retrainingvofkers, and prepare the labor force
to meet the challenges of the regional economy.ow@ir Management goals also
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includes encouraging employment development ingobr localities through support of
labor force retraining programs and other econodeegelopment measures. Local
jurisdictions and other service providers are respgme to develop sustainable
communities and provide, equally to all membersadiety, accessible and effective
services such as: public education, housing, headtle, social services, recreational
facilities, law enforcement, and fire protectiomplementing PAR 1113 is not expected
to interfere with the goals of providing sociallipcal and cultural equity.

Improve the Regional Quality of Life

The Growth Management goals also include attainmadpility and clean air goals and
developing urban forms that enhance quality of, l[decommodate a diversity of life
styles, preserve open space and natural resoareegesthetically pleasing, preserve the
character of communities, and enhance the registnategic goal of maintaining the
regional quality of life. The RCPG encourages p&hdevelopment in locations least
likely to cause environmental impacts, as well appsrts the protection of vital
resources such as wetlands, groundwater rechaeges,avoodlands, production lands,
and land containing unique and endangered plantaamals. While encouraging the
implementation of measures aimed at the preservatimm protection of recorded and
unrecorded cultural resources and archaeologicéds,sithe plan discourages
development in areas with steep slopes, high fioed and seismic hazards, unless
complying with special design requirements. Fialhe plan encourages mitigation
measures that reduce noise in certain locationgsuares aimed at preservation of
biological and ecological resources, measures uatld reduce exposure to seismic
hazards, minimize earthquake damage, and devel@pgency response and recovery
plans. PAR 1113 in relation to the GMC is not etpd to interfere with attaining these
goals and, in fact, promotes improving air quallityhe region.

Consistency with Regional Mobility Plan (RMP) and @ngestion Management Plan
(CMP)

PAR 1113 is consistent with the RMP and CMP singesignificant adverse impact to

transportation/circulation will result from the rdgtion of architectural coatings within

the district. Further, no traffic and congestia generated from the operational
activities because the proposed project will nofjunee an increase number of
employees. Furthermore, because affected opesatidh not increase their handling

capacities, so there will not be an increase irenttransport trips associated with the
implementation of PAR 1113. Therefore, materiahsport trips are not expected to
significantly adversely affect circulation patterns
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Chapter 5 — Project Alternatives

INTRODUCTION

This Draft EA provides a discussion of alternativies the proposed project.
Alternatives include measures for attaining thesotiyes of the proposed project and
provide a means for evaluating the comparative tsv@fi each alternative. A “No
Project” alternative must also be evaluated. Taege of alternatives must be
sufficient to permit a reasoned choice, but neddnobude every conceivable project
alternative. CEQA Guidelines 815126.6(a) spediffcaotes that the range of
alternatives required in a CEQA document is govetmga ‘rule of reason’ and only
necessitates that the CEQA document set forth thlbsmatives necessary to permit
a reasoned choice. The key issue is whether tlextiom and discussion of
alternatives fosters informed decision-making arehningful public participation.
A CEQA document need not consider an alternativaoseheffect cannot be
reasonably ascertained and whose implementatiomensote and speculative.
SCAQMD Rule 110 does not impose any greater requangs for a discussion of
project alternatives in an environmental assessthantis required for an EIR under
CEQA.

The alternatives are viable options to the propgsegect and all, or parts, of the
alternatives can be chosen by the decision-makaay lge.g., SCAQMD Governing
Board) to become the proposed project. For tlasamr, the public is encouraged to
review the environmental analysis since the paaémnvironmental impacts from
implementing all, or parts, of the alternatives nh@ygenerated if chosen to become
the proposed project.

ALTERNATIVES REJECTED AS INFEASIBLE

A CEQA document should identify any alternativesttivere considered by the lead
agency, but were rejected as infeasible duringstioping process and explain the
reasons underlying the lead agency's determinati@@EQA Guidelines
815126(d)(2)). Some alternative concepts weretifilesh in the past have been
determined to be infeasible as the basis for aifspgwroject alternative. These
concepts and the rationale for rejecting them dsasible are discussed in the
following subsections.

Low Vapor Pressure (Low Volatility) Exemption

Under this alternative, VOC emission limits would based on the volatility of
affected coatings’ VOC compounds rather than theCV€&ntent of the coating.
Thus, under this alternative, VOC compounds wittv kapor pressures may be
exempted as a VOC from the overall VOC contenthef ¢oating. This alternative
has been rejected as infeasible as described foltbeing paragraphs.
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Currently several solvents are used in consumedtyats and architectural coatings
that are considered low volatility compounds, megnthat they have a vapor
pressure of less than 0.1 mm of Hg at 20 degre¢suSe Although CARB has

included a low vapor pressure (LVP) exemptionsndGonsumer Products regulation,
CARB staff indicates that the LVP exemption wascpth into the proposed

regulation because of specific additives found onstimer products, such as
surfactants, paraffin’s, and other heavier compsuhdt are typically washed away
before they evaporate into the air. Furthermo®RB has indicated that the LVP
exemption was not intended to apply to solventsl useAlM coatings, since these
solvents are intended to evaporate into the aiARE has not provided an LVP

exemption in its aerosol coating rule.

U.S. EPA also did not include an LVP exemptionhea National AIM Rule and U.S.
EPA staff has communicated to the SCAQMD that UEBA does not support an
LVP exemption for the architectural coatings rul¢S. EPA staff concludes that any
VOCs (non-exempt solvent species) that are inclunlélde approved test method are
considered to be part of the overall VOC contenthef coating, and should not be
exempted. Using the currently approved test mettesding of coatings containing
some of the LVP solvents includes identifying soow solvents as VOCs. As a
result, because a LVP exemption is not appropf@teaints, a low vapor pressure
alternative is considered to be infeasible andiefloee, has not been included as a
project alternative in this Draft EA.

Performance-Based Standards

Rather than establish lower VOC content requireméot specified categories of
coatings, this alternative would establish emisstandards based on performance
standards such as emissions per area coveredtorgcdarability.

This alternative was rejected as infeasible becasthe uncertainty on how to
create a standard to cover the multitude of coafmgnulations with varying
performance characteristics. For example, alkygkbacoating formulations for
some applications currently have a life cycle wEfto seven years, while urethane-
based coating formulations for similar applicatiomay have a life cycle of
approximately 20 years. In this situation, thefgmnance standard could be seven
years, 20 years, or some time frame in-betweenretinesnbers. There was also
uncertain regarding the appropriate standard foln &gpe of coating technology. As
a result, this alternative has been dropped framhéun consideration.

Reactivity-Based Alternative

This alternative would regulate coatings based upermrreactivity of the solvent used
rather than establish VOC content requirementsndied in “Areas of Controversy”
in Chapter 1, a number of studies have been coeduntthe field of atmospheric
chemistry that conclude that many different typésv@Cs are emitted into the
atmosphere, each reacting at different rates.dtlle®n suggested that VOC control
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strategies taking reactivity into account can ptédig achieve ozone reductions in a
more cost-effective manner than strategies thatoe® OC mass emissions.

CARB has implemented a limited reactivity-basecde rahd the U.S. EPA has also
issued a guidance to have states evaluate regdiadied approaches. CARB is
finalizing their new survey which will include resad speciation data and will
evaluate the feasibility of reactivity-based appfoas part of their next SCM.
However, based on the 2001 survey, mass-based \W@@ot approach was deemed
effective for most categories and shows a lower SMIR value for low-VOC
coatings. The SCAQMD will continue to work with &8 and U.S. EPA staff on a
potential reactivity-based approach and until aseosus is reached, a reactivity-
based alternative is not a feasible alternativtbiattime.

Seasonal Regulation

The low-VOC content limits proposed for various togs in PAR 1113 would only

be in effect during the “high ozone season” (itgpically the summer months).

During the “low ozone season” (i.e., typically twanter months), coatings subject to
the currently proposed amendments with higher VOGtent limits could be used.
This alternative might not be feasible for coatinged “on large-scale, long-term
new construction and maintenance projects — wheeework of many trades is

coordinated through a critical path schedule aradicgs used for low-volume touch-
up and repair work.

Based on discussions with industry, staff has detexd that this alternative is
infeasible because it may be difficult for coatinystributors to manage architectural
coating stocks to ensure that only compliant cgatiare sold during the high ozone
season. As a result, this alternative is reje@sdnfeasible due to this lack of
enforceability.

DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES

The rationale for selecting and modifying specifiomponents of the proposed
amendments to generate feasible alternatives fatysis is based on CEQA'’s
requirement to present “realistic” alternativesttis, alternatives that can actually be
implemented. The following alternatives were depeld by identifying and
modifying major components of PAR 1113. Specificadhe primary components of
the proposed alternatives that have been modifiedh& compliance dates and VOC
content limits particularly in light of a proposay the National Paint and Coating
Association (NPCA) and the SCAQMD policy (SCAQMDjsolicy document
Environmental Justice Program Enhancements for 802203, Enhancement |I-19
require a Least Toxic Alternative. Further, theafiVOC content limit requirements
are driven by the VOC emission reductions iderdifie the 2003 AQMP, which are
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necessary if the district is to attain and mainthi@é state and national ambient air
guality standards for ozone.

Table 5-1 identifies the major components of PAR3LAnd each of the project
alternatives. All other components of PAR 1113 iw#ntified in the following
subsections or in Table 5-1 would also be includiedthe proposed project
alternatives.

Alternative A - No Project

This alternative assumes that the proposed amendn@rRule 1113 will not be

adopted. Existing Rule 1113 compliance dates a@C\tontent limits would

remain in effect with no modifications. As a rdsuf/OC emissions from

architectural coatings would be further reducedaas amended but no additional
VOC emission reductions would occur.

Alternative B — NPCA Proposal

Alternative B would modify compliance dates and VO@htent limits as proposed
by the NPCA. Alternative B would not phase out ¢ieall container exemption but
would eliminate compliance with the final lower VQ©ntent limits for 12 coating
categories currently required to comply with low&dC content limits in the future.
Further, compliance with a lower VOC content lifiait the IM and rust preventative
coating categories would be extended for one yédso, flats would be divided in
two subcategories of interior and exterior, and lhveer VOC content limit for

interior flats would be required to comply soonefinally, TBAc would not be

considered a VOC if formulated in clear wood fimstas well as IM coatings.

Settlement Agreement

In December 1999, the SCAQMD entered into a Sedi@mgreement with several
environmental organizations based on a complded in the U.S. District Court in
which it was alleged that the SCAQMD and CARB hadlefl to adopt and
implement 34 control measures from the 1994 Stamdmentation Plan (SIP). Of
the 34 control measures identified by the enviramiaeorganizations, the SCAQMD
is responsible for implementing 31. The Settlemé&greement identifies the
SCAQMD'’s control measures, including those thatehdeen fully or partially
adopted (Exhibits 2 and 3). Control measure CTS-6arther Emission Reductions
from Architectural Coatings, is one of the contr@asures listed in Exhibits 2 and 3.

In particular, the Settlement agreement statestfitht respect to control measures
listed in Exhibit 2, which includes CTS-07, with anplementation date later than
2006, “the Governing Board is required at the twh@doption of such rule to make
a written finding that it is infeasible to impleniethe measure in 2006 in order to
adopt an ending implementation date in 2007...¢ $kttlement Agreement states
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TABLE 5-1
PAR 1113 and Project Alternatives

Alternative A — No

Alternative B — NPCA

Alternative C — No

Current PAR 1113 Project Alternative Proposal (Eliminate 12 | TBAc Delisting; Delay
Affected Coating VOC (Current Rule) Lower VOC Limits)? IM Limit
Categories Limit
(gl V(ID: gtiirrii ¢ Effective | Future VOC Effective Vlz)rg:pl?isrﬁi? Effective F\y(t)u Cr:e Effective
/) Date Limit (g/l) Date ) Date Limit (/) Date

CWF-Small Containets Unlimited -- -- 275 07/01/06 Unlimited  |ndefinite -- --
Concrete Curing Compoundsg 350 100 07/01/07 -- -- -- -- 100 07/01/07
Dry Fog Coatings 400 150 07/01/07 -- -- -- -- 150 7/00/07
Flat, Inter|9r(new) 100 B B 50 07/01/08 50 07/01/07 B B
Flat, Exterior(new) 100 Indefinite
Floor, Exterior(new) 100 -- -- 50 07/01/06 100 Indefinite -- --
IM 250 - - 100 07/01/06 100 07/01/07 100 07/01/0
Antigraffiti, General(new) 250 07/01/06

: - 250 -- - 100 07/01/06 -- --
Antigraffiti, Permeablénew) 400 07/01/06
Nonflat, Exterior(new) -- -- 150 Indefinite -- --

. 150 50 07/01/06

Nonflat, High Glosgnew) 50 07/01/07 150 Indefinite 50 07/01/07
PSU, Exteriornew) 200 -- -- 100 07/01/06 200 Indefinite -- --
QDE, Interior(new) 07/01/06 / 150 Indefinite 07/01/06 /
QDE, Exteriof(new) 250 150750 “47/01/07 50 07/01/06 250 indefinite | 20! °°  07/01/07
QDPSU, Exteriotnew) 200 -- -- 100 07/01/06 200 Indefinite -- --
Rust Preventative 400 -- -- 100 07/01/06 100 oo/ -- --

. . 07/01/06 / 07/01/06 /
Specialty Primers 350 250/ 100 07/01/07 100 07/01/06 350 Indefinite 250/ 100 07/01/07
Stains, Exterior (new) 250 - - 100 07/01/07 250 Indefinite -- --
Traffic Coatings 150 100 07/01/07 -- -- -- -- 100 7/@1/07
WPCMS 400 - - 100 07/01/06 400 Indefinite -- -
WPS 250 - - 100 07/01/06 250 Indefinite -- --

1. Includes Lacquers, Sanding Sealers, and Varnish

2. Alternative B has not yet been determined ta feasible alternative. Unless and until substhetiidence, based on the entire record, has beeitdpd to demonstrate the current rule limits are
technically infeasible, this alternative may notdoasidered.

PAR 1113

May 2006




Proposed Amended Rule 1113 — Final Environmentségsnent

further that the SCAQMD will not relax or delay ilementation of emission
limitations in the Rules set forth in Exhibit 3, wwh includes Rule 1113, as long as:
() The Board makes a finding that it is infeasibdeimplement the measure by the
date on Exhibit 3; (ii) the cumulative total of essions reductions from rules on
Exhibit 3 relaxed or delayed does not exceed ttoee per day at any time, and (iii)
the implementation date for an individual rule & delayed by more than two years
and no later than 2010.

The Settlement Agreement defines infeasible aswi@] “Achievement of some or
all of the required emissions reductions shall Ibetdeemed infeasible unless the
implementing technology is not reasonably likely te available by the
implementation date, or achievement of the emissgaluctions by that date is not
cost-effective.” Further, “the Board’s finding ioiffeasibility... shall be supported by
substantial evidence on the whole record...”

Based upon the above considerations, it is pos#idlieAlternative B may not be a
feasible alternative. The reason for this deteatnom is that according the 2005
Annual Status Report for Rule 1113, presented ¢oGbverning Board in 2006, the
only coating categories where it was concluded timratfinal compliance date could
not be achieved by 2006 include: nonflat coatinggh gloss quick dry enamel
coatings, and specialty primers. Until such tirsetlee regulated industry provides
evidence that the final compliance limits for theatings identified in Alternative B
cannot be achieved, they are considered feasiBlecause such evidence may be
submitted as part of the public record for the entlly proposed amendments to Rule
1113, findings of infeasibility may yet occur. As result, the SCAQMD will
continue its standard practice of evaluating prtogdternatives recommended by the
regulated industry.

Alternative C — No TBAc Delisting; Delay IM Limit

Alternative C would be similar to the proposed pobjexcept TBAc would not be
delisted as a VOC and IM coatings would be givema year extension to comply
with a lower VOC content limit currently required be lower to 100 g/l by July 1,
2006.

Least Toxic Alternative

In accordance with SCAQMD'’s policy document Envimental Justice Program
Enhancements for FY 2002-03, Enhancement |I-1 recends that all SCAQMD
CEQA assessments include a feasible project atteenaith the lowest air toxics
emissions. In other words, for any major equipnurprocess type under the scope
of the proposed project that creates a signifiesmironmental impact, at least one
alternative, where feasible, shall be consideredhfa “least harmful” perspective
with regard to hazardous air emissions. With respe the proposed project, a
lowest air toxics alternative would be to use [EAE€s during solvent formulation to
comply with the rule. The proposed project anceAlatives B would delist TBAc as
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a VOC for IM coatings and, thus, potentially in@eahe use of a compound which
is known to metabolize into TBA that has been destrated to promote both acute
and cancer risk effects in laboratory animals.shibuld be noted that TBAc could
currently be used in coating formulations but wooédconsidered a VOC. However,
by exempting TBAc as a VOC, the increased use cbalek potentially significant
adverse public health impacts. The exemption natéid to usage in only IM
coatings and the health risk assessment did comclusing realistic “worst-case”
scenarios, that the acute and cancer risk impaetsnat significant. However,
Alternative A (No Project) and Alternative C wouldt allow the delisting of TBAcC
as a VOC for IM coatings and, thus, would eliminaty potential acute and cancer
risk effect resulting from increase usage of TBATherefore, Alternative A (No
Project) and Alternative C are equally considereltowest Toxic Alternative.

COMPARISON OF THE ALTERNATIVES

The Initial Study (see Appendix B) identified onaveEonmental topic area, air
guality, where the PAR 1113 could cause advers&@mmental impacts. Further
evaluation of the other 16 environmental topic arekentified in Chapter 4 of this
Draft EA reveals that there are no significant ietparesulting from the
implementation of PAR 1113.

Air Quality

The following subsections briefly describe potengidverse air quality impacts that
may be generated by each project alternative. &rh@ronmental topic summary
contains a brief description of the environmentapacts for each project alternative
compared to impacts resulting from implementing th®posed amendments.
Potential impacts for the air quality are quandfie Table 5-2 using the latest known
emissions data as described in the footnotes. padison of the air quality impacts
is summarized in Table 5-3 and the alternativesran&ed according to severity of
potential adverse air quality impacts in Table 5-4.

Alternative A - No Project

This alternative assumes that the proposed amendn@rRule 1113 will not be
adopted. Existing Rule 1113 would remain in eff@th no modifications. As a
result, the approximately 32,860 pounds per day4@6ons per day) of VOC
emissions originally anticipated from previous anm@ents to Rule 1113 would be
realized by the current compliance date of JulA06. This alternative, however,
would not achieve the additional 1,360 pounds graf VOC emission reductions
that would occur July 1, 2007 from PAR 1113.

Alternative B — NPCA Proposal

Alternative B would permanently forgo 9,360 pourmEr day of VOC emission
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reductions from eliminating the requirement for ddating categories to achieve a
lower VOC content limit in the future as currentgquired in Rule 1113, Alternative
A, and the proposed project. In addition, 7,440mus per day of VOC emission
reductions will be delayed from allowing a one-yestension for IM and rust
preventative coatings to comply with a currentlgjueed lower VOC content limit.
Alternative B does, however, require interior fladsscomply one year earlier than
currently required, which will provide a benefit 8380 pounds per day. Thus,
Alternative B would result in an overall delay 0f080 pounds per day of VOC
emission reductions for one year until July 1, 20@¥n IM and rust preventative
coatings are expected to comply with the lower V@&htent limit as currently
required by Rule 1113, Alternative A and the praebproject. Unlike the proposed
project and Alternative C, concrete-curing compajndty fog and traffic coatings
will not be required to comply with new lower VO®nient limits so no new
emission reduction benefits will be achieved in fimeire. Alternative B would go
beyond the proposed project and extend the daisifTBAc as a VOC in both IM
coatings and clear wood finishes. While the pakaicute and cancer risk from use
of TBAc in clear wood finishes would not expect bbe significant due to the
anticipated low usage of the finishes, additionatieptial risk would be introduced
that would not be experienced under Alternativend €.

Alternative C — No TBAc Delisting; Delay IM Limit

Alternative C would achieve the same air qualitpdfé as the proposed project of
1,360 pounds per day from requiring new lower VQ@tent limits from concrete-
curing compounds, dry fog and traffic coatingssdsimilar to the proposed project,
Alternative C would allow a one-year extension tomply with the currently
required lower VOC content limit for high gloss filats, quick dry enamels and
specialty primers resulting in delayed VOC emisgsietuctions of 1,560 pounds per
day. However, unlike the proposed project, AltéxeaC would not delist TBAc as
a VOC, but would provide a one-year extension KMrcbatings to comply with the
lower VOC content limit of 100 g/l as allowed intétnative B. The result is an
additional delay in VOC emission reductions of 4®unds per day generating an
overall delay in VOC emission reductions of 6,44upds per day. Removing the
exemption of TBAc as a VOC may provide a poternpiablic health benefit due to
the uncertain nature of toxicity of TBAc and theeydial usage in the future.
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TABLE 5-2
Comparison VOC Emission Reductions From PAR 11IBRnoject Alternatives (pounds per day)
PAR 1113 Alternative A Alternative B — NPCA Proposal Alternative C — No TBAc
Current (No Projecty (Eliminate 12 Lower VOC Limits} Delisting; Delay IM Limit
Aﬁecf;?g gﬁ:;mg E/Izﬁ Delay in Proposed Permanently Delay in Delay in
9 i Future | (Additional) | - . \oc vgc Forgone | (Additional) Future (Additional)
(9/) VOC Emission Limit (g/l) it Emission Emission VOC Emission
Limit (g/l) | Reductions 9 ) Reductions | Reductiond | Limit (g/l) | Reductiong
(Ibs/day) 9 (Ibs/day) (Ibs/day) (Ibs/day)
CWF-Small Containefs Unlimited - -- 275 Unlimited 1820 - - -
Concrete Curing Compounds 350 100 (80) -- -- -- -- 100 (80)
Dry Fog Coatings 400 150 (700) -- -- -- -- 150 (Yoo
Flat, Interlgr(new) 100 B B 50 50 -- (3380) B B
Flat, Exterior(new) 100 1860 --
Floor, Exterior(new) 100 -- -- 50 100 40 -- -- --
IM 250 - - 100 100 - 4880 100 4880
Antigraffiti, General(new) 250 B B 100 250 not quantified - 3 B
Antigraffiti, Permeablénew) 400 not quantified -
Nonflat, Exterior(new) 150 -- -- 50 150 1280 -- -- --
Nonflat, High Glosgnew) 50 960 150 920 -- 50 960
PSU, Exteriofnew) 200 - - 100 200 560 - - -
QDE, Interior(new) 150 380 --
QDE, Exteriornew) 250 150/50 400 50 250 60 . 150/50 400
QDPSU, Exteriofnew) 200 -- -- 100 200 20 -- -- --
Rust Preventative 400 -- -- 100 100 -- 2560 -- --
Specialty Primers 350 250 / 100 200 100 350 280 -- | 250/100 200
Stains, Exterior (new) 250 -- -- 100 250 1140 - -- --
Traffic Coatings 150 100 (580) -- -- -- -- 100 (580
WPCMS 400 -- -- 100 400 500 -- -- --
WPS 250 -- -- 100 250 520 -- -- --
1- Includes Lacquers, Sanding Sealers, and Varnish H 1,560 (1,360) || || 9,380 H 4,060 H 6,400 (1.360)

2- No additional emission reductions achieved amémission reductions foregone or delayed.
3- Alt B has not yet been determined to be a féasilbernative. Unless and until substantial enéde based on the entire record, has been protadéeinonstrate the current rule limits are techlyidafeasible, this

alternative may not be considered.

4- Emission data for NPCA proposals based on CABBLArchitectural Coating Survey (Rust Preventasind Special Primers based on 2003 annual reortspAQMD making up 45% of CA population.
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TABLE 5-3

Comparison of Adverse Environmental Impact to PAR3 .and Alternatives

Environmental Proposed Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C
Topic Project (No Project) (NPCA Proposal — (Proposed Project
Eliminate 12 Lower with No TBAc
VOC Limits) Delisting; Delay IM
Ctg Limit)
Air Quality — Significant Not significant More significant than Slightly more

Criteria Pollutants
(VOCs)

(temporary delay of
VOC emission

reductions);

additional VOC
emission reductions
in future from new
lower VOC content

limits

(VOC emission
reductions achieved
on schedule)

PAR 1113
(permanent forgone
VOC emission
reductions)

significant than PAR
1113 (temporary
delay of VOC
emission reductions)
additional VOC
emission reductions

Non-Criteria Not Significant Not Significant (no Not Significant Not Significant (no
Pollutants (TACs) (increase use of | delisting of TBAC as (increase use of | delisting of TBAC as
TBACc in IM ctgs) VOC) TBACc in IM ctgs and VOC)
clear wood finishes)
TABLE 5-4
Ranking of Alternatives
Proposed Project Air Quality Impacts
and Alternatives
Criteria Pollutants Non-Criteria Cumulative
Pollutants
PAR 1113 X (2) v (3) v
Alternative A v (1) V(1) v
Alternative B X (4) v'(4) X
Alternative C X (3) V(1) v

Notes:

The ranking scale is such that 1 repred¢batieast impacts and subsequent higher
number represent increasingly worse or more sutigtatlverse impacts.
The same two numbers in brackets means that tmepegals would have the same impacts

if implemented.

An X denotes either a project-specific or cumulatigmigicant adverse impact.
A v denotes no project-specific or no cumulative digant adverse impact.

Comparison of Alternatives to PAR 1113

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 815126.6 (d), a mattigplaying the major
characteristics and significant environmental dffexf each alternative may be used
to summarize the comparison. Table 5-1 descritesilternatives considered by the
SCAQMD and how they compare to PAR 1113 ables 5-2 and 5-3 list the
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Chapter 5 — Project Alternatives

alternatives considered by the SCAQMD and how theynpare to PAR 1113
relative to generating adverse air quality impacisble 5-4 presents a matrix that
lists the significant adverse air quality impacssveell as the cumulative impacts
associated with the proposed project and the propternatives for all
environmental topics analyzed. The table also saméaich impact section as to
whether the proposed project or a project alteveatiould result in greater or lesser
Impacts relative to one another.

Environmentally Superior Alternative

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 815126.6 (e)(2), if #evironmentally superior

alternative is the “no project” alternative, the @& document shall also identify an
environmentally superior alternative among the o#igernatives. Although the No

Project Alternative does not achieve additional V@g@ission reductions, it will not

result in any VOC emissions foregone. For thisoea it is considered to be the
environomentally superior alternative.

Alternative B is not the environmentally superidtemative as it would allow a

considerable amount of permanent foregone emissidunctions, which could hinder
progress in achieving the state and national arlaierquality standards for ozone,
PM10 and PM2.5. Consequently, VOC emissions wdalde to be reduced from
other sources to achieve the goals of the 2003 AQMRternative C and the

proposed project are similar but Alternative C wHomore delayed emission
reductions than the proposed project but does mditaithe potential adverse public
health impact from the exemption of TBAc as a VOC.

While the No Project Alternative (Alternative A) widl not result in any VOC
emission reductions foregone, Alternative A doesauhieve the goals of PAR 1113
to allow manufacturers more time to formulate ast successful coatings as well as
obtain more emission reductions from lowering th@G/ content limits for three
coating categories. Under Alternative A, affectitilities could potentially
continue to operate using non-compliant cleaninigests by filing for variances
and, if granted, would not reduce the VOC emissasiset forth in the 2003 AQMP.
Therefore, since PAR 1113 only delays anticipat€C\feductions for one year and
provides further emission reductions than is culyerequired in Rule 1113, the
proposed project is the environmentally superitarahtive.
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APPENDIX A

PROPOSED AMENDED RULE 1113

In order to save space and avoid repetition, pleafsr to the latest version of the
proposed amended Rule 1113 located elsewhere ifindlerule package. The “PAR
1113 May 6, 2006 version of the proposed amendésl was circulated with the Draft
EA that was released on April 5, 2006 for a 45-gaplic review and comment period
ending May 19, 2006.

Original hard copies of the Draft EA, which inclutlee “PAR 1113 May 6, 2006”
version of the proposed amended rule, can be aaainrough the SCAQMD Public
Information Center at the Diamond Bar headquanetsy calling (909) 396-2039.
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NOTICE OF PREPARATION AND INITIAL STUDY
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