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COMMENT LETTER NO. 1 
LYONDELL CHEMICAL COMPANY 

 
Daniel B. Pourreau, Ph.D. 

May 18, 2006 
 
 
Response 1-1 
 
SCAQMD staff understands that Lyondell believes their product, tertiary butyl acetate 
(TBAc) is a useful solvent that, if exempted as a volatile organic compound (VOC), will 
reduce ozone as it allows coating manufacturers to formulate with it and comply with 
stringent VOC content limits.  The SCAQMD is also aware of the support for TBAc from 
both industrial maintenance (IM) and architectural coating manufacturers. 
 
Response 1-2 
 
The SCAQMD estimated the short-term acute risk associated with the use of TBAc 
where toxicity data were available.  TBAc is known to metabolize into tert-butyl alcohol 
(TBA) whose potency factors have been established.  Therefore, TBAc is used as a 
surrogate for TBAc to evaluate non-cancer health effects from exposure to IM coatings 
formulated with TBAc.  The cancer potency factor (CPF) of TBA was used to calculate a 
CPF for TBAc assuming metabolism of TBAc to TBA and a certain molar conversion 
factor.  The acute inhalation unit risk value for TBAc was then derived from the CPF 
value for TBAc by assuming a certain human breathing rate (Budroe, et. al, Acute 
Toxicity and Cancer Risk Assessment Values for Tert-Butyl Acetate, 2004).  Chronic 
hazard index (HI) was not calculated because neither TBAc nor TBA have chronic 
Reference Exposure Levels (RELs) established for them. 
 
SCAQMD is uncertain as to the 1953 acute inhalation study upon which the commentator 
claims was solely relied upon to determine the acute REL.  According to Acute Toxicity 
and Cancer Risk Assessment Values for Tert-Butyl Acetate, (Budroe, et. al, 2004), the 
two TBAc acute inhalation toxicity studies available for use in deriving an acute REL 
were conducted by Industrial Biotest Laboratories, Inc (1958) and Stillmeadow, Inc. 
(1997).  With regard to the Good Laboratory Practices studies, the SCAQMD does not 
dictate which studies Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) 
chooses to reference when making toxic determinations.  SCAQMD staff relies on and 
defers to OEHHA to provide cancer potency values for preparing a health risk assessment 
(HRA).   
 
 
Response 1-3 
 
A “worst-case” short-term exposure to an IM coating formulated with TBAc was 
analyzed by examining a large one-million gallon tank as a typical piece of equipment to 
be painted using IM coatings that contain TBAc.  All assumptions and the methodology 
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for calculating the acute HI from TBAc exposure can be found in Appendix D of this 
Final Environmental Assessment (EA).  The calculation concludes that a realistic “worst-
case” scenario of coating four gallons per hour of IM coating formulated with TBAc will 
produce an acute HI of 0.4 which is less than the SCAQMD’s HI significance threshold 
of one.   
 
Based on comments raised at the Public Workshop and in another commentator’s letter 
regarding the potential toxicity of TBAc, there exists a potential chronic health risks from 
TBAc reformulated in IM coatings applied at facilities that continuously paint throughout 
the year.  The SCAQMD has identified facilities where IM coatings are continuously 
applied and considered these sources.  To evaluate the potential impacts from these types 
of specific sources, the Draft EA included an analysis of potential cancer and noncancer 
risk if TBAc is formulated in IM coatings used at a sewage treatment plant, refinery, and 
a water/power facility.  For CEQA purposes, the SCAQMD’s significance threshold for 
carcinogenic impacts is a MICR greater than or equal to 10 in one million (10x10-6).  
Using a realistic “worst-case” TBAc emissions for usage limited to IM coatings, real 
downwind distance to sensitive receptors and meteorological data, the HRA analysis 
concluded that carcinogenic risk to be less than significant.  
 
 
Response 1-4 
 
The commentator suggests that the CEQA analysis should include the health benefits of 
TBAc with regard to key low-VOC technologies.  The purpose of the CEQA document is 
to evaluate the impacts of the project, generally using worse-case scenarios, not promote 
one product over another.  The benefits of the rule, i.e., VOC emission reductions are 
disclosed to provide the rational for the rule.  Since VOC emissions are an ozone 
precursor, reducing VOC emissions generally results in reducing ozone formation.  
Economic benefits and impacts can be found in the socioeconomic assessment.  
 
 
Response 1-5 
 
The environmental assessment conducted in accordance with CEQA examines the 
potential impacts from formulations expected to be used to comply with the proposed 
project.  Compliance with the 7/1/2006 VOC content limits for clear wood finishes, 
sanding sealers and other coating categories is not part of the current rule proposal and 
the impacts from these new formulations can be found in previous environmental 
analyses when those limits were proposed.   
 
With regard to providing a broad exemption of TBAc as a VOC for all coating categories, 
the SCAQMD is proposing to limit the exemption to the IM coating category because a 
segment of that category, atmospheric IM coatings, has not been successfully 
reformulated at a lower future VOC content limit to meet the Metropolitan Water District 
rigorous criteria.  Reformulating IM atmospheric coatings with TBAc has reportedly 
provided a satisfactory product that complies with the lower future VOC content limit of 
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100 grams per liter.  Reducing VOC emissions, which is a precursor to ozone, has 
positive environmental and public health consequences.  However, potential cancer risk 
and non-cancer health effects are also a major concern on public health, especially 
because there is little toxicity data for TBAc.  U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA), OEHHA and the California Air Resource Board (CARB) have expressed 
concerns regarding the potential toxicity of TBAc.  The risk and health effects from 
reformulated IM coatings have been evaluated in the Draft EA and, although determined 
to be not significant, demonstrates that a limited exemption is warranted.  However, 
broad usage of TBAc in all architectural coatings is unnecessary and has the potential to 
substantially increase cancer and noncancer health risks to the public.  The limited 
exemption for TBAc as a VOC for IM coatings limits public exposure to these adverse 
toxic impacts while providing a solvent that will assist manufacturers with formulation 
coatings that would meet the most rigorous standards. 
 
 
Response 1-6 
 
The SCAQMD acknowledges the studies conducted on the acute toxicity of TBAc and 
has used acute REL determined by OEHHA’s in the HRA presented in the Draft EA, 
however the commentator’s opinion that TBAc has been “extensively studied” is not 
completely accurate.  Besides the need to use data on the known metabolite, TBA, for 
CPF and acute REL determination, the 90-day subchronic study mentioned is not 
finalized, and until those results are released, peer reviewed and confirmed, no data is 
available to assess chronic noncancer impacts from TBAc.   
 
With regard to the toluene, xylene, etc. currently used to comply with the current 
requirements, these formulations are considered baseline and in most cases have been 
evaluated in previous environmental assessments with regard to their potential adverse 
impacts.  If compliance with proposed lower VOC limits is achieved with the use of 
waterborne coatings and coatings formulated with VOC exempt solvents, then the 
evaluation will analyze impacts from those types of coatings.  The evaluation will not 
compare what is currently used because the current coating formulations will not comply 
with the future standards.   
 
 
Response 1-7 
 
The commentator compares the availability of chronic studies for TBAc and 
parachlorobenzotrifluoride (PCBTF); however, PCBTF is currently exempt under Rule 
102 so an exemption for PCBTF is not part of the proposed project.  The SCAQMD 
originally exempted PCBTF from the definition of VOC in November 1995, and 
classified it as a Group II compound.  A Final EA was prepared to address potential 
impacts from the proposed action.  PCBTF was exempted from the definition of VOC 
based on the information available at that time, which indicated, “PCBTF is not absorbed 
into the body to any appreciable extent.  Most of the material is either exhaled back or 
excreted.  The small quantities that are assimilated are converted to non-toxic water 
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soluble products and excreted.” (Final EA for Proposed Amended Rule 102 – Definition 
of Terms, SCAQMD, October 1995).   
 
PCBTF was moved from the Group II to the Group I list of exempt VOC compounds as 
part of amendments to Rule 102 adopted by the Governing Board on June 12, 1998.  A 
Final Supplemental EA was prepared to address impacts from the proposed action.  
PCBTF was moved to the Group I list based on subchronic toxicity data evaluated by the 
OEHHA.  After completing its review, OEHHA notified the SCAQMD in writing that 
there was an “absence of adverse health effects.”  Based on this evaluation, the 
SCAQMD moved PCBTF from Group II to Group I. 
 
Unlike TBAc’s metabolite TBA, no cancer potency values had been developed at that 
time for PCBTF or any of its metabolites.  When OEHHA publishes toxicity values for 
chemicals, SCAQMD staff evaluates the health risk from these chemicals.  Since cancer 
potency and acute noncarcinogenic values have been provided by OEHHA for use in 
evaluating health risk impacts from TBAc’s metabolite, TBA, SCAQMD staff used these 
values to estimate the potential increase health risk from the limited VOC exemption for 
TBAc in PAR 1113. 
 
 
Response 1-8 
 
Toxicity studies are complex considering a number of factors that could affect the 
outcome of the study.  Regardless, the SCAQMD relies and defers to OEHHA to provide 
cancer, acute or chronic noncancer toxic determinations.  Mice and rat studies are used to 
derive determinations of the effects to humans as humans are not used to test 
carcinogenicity.  According to Acute Toxicity and Cancer Risk Assessment Values for 
Tert-Butyl Acetate, (Budroe, et. al, 2004), “TBAc should be considered to pose a 
potential cancer risk to humans because of the metabolic conversion to TBA.”   
 
 
Response 1-9 
 
The discussion under the Acute Health Effects section of the Final EA has been modified 
to reflect the use of the latest OEHHA evaluation, Acute Toxicity and Cancer Risk 
Assessment Values for Tert-Butyl Acetate, (Budroe, et. al, 2004) and suggestions made 
by the commentator have been clarified in the Final EA.   
 
 
Response 1-10 
 
While the commentator disagrees with Dr. Katy Wolf’s objection to the TBAc 
exemption, the comments do not specifically list what statements were incorrect.  
SCAQMD staff responded to her comment letter and those responses can be found in 
Appendix C of the Draft and Final EA.  
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Response 1-11 
 
Based on the potential, but unknown toxicity of TBAc, the proposed limited exemption 
of TBAc is more health protective compared to the complete exemption while providing 
the coating manufacturers with flexibility in formulating compliant products with the 
future limits of PAR 1113 for IM coatings.  IM coatings have exceptionally long 
durability, typically require personal protection equipment during application, and some 
are required to adhere to stringent MWD criteria.  With regard to expanding the 
exemption to other coatings, according to 2001 CARB survey results as listed in Table 2 
of the 2005 Annual Status report, some coatings have already recorded high sales data of 
coatings complying with the lower future VOC content limit.  For example, 36 percent of 
the clear wood finishes had already achieved the future lower VOC content limit.  
Further, applicators of other coating categories do not typically wear personal protection 
equipment worn by professionals who apply IM coatings.  Staff is opposed to allowing 
TBAc use in residential applications until final conclusions regarding the toxicity of 
TBAc have been concluded. 
 
 
Response 1-12 
 
SCAQMD staff proposed a limited exemption for TBAc in Rule 1151, in part, based on 
the HRA prepared to analyze cancer and noncancer health risks.  An HRA to analyze 
cancer and noncancer health risks was prepared for PAR 1113 using the same 
methodology that was used for the Rule 1151 HRA.  Similar assumptions were used 
including using TBA as a surrogate, the percent concentration, emission rates, etc.  The 
main difference is that the PAR 1113 HRA used actual IM coating usage information for 
facilities in the district and used the actual meteorological data for the identified facilities.  
Similar to the results for Rule 1151, the HRA for PAR 1113 identified potential cancer 
and acute noncancer risks, but in neither case did the risks exceed applicable significance 
thresholds.  See Chapter 4 and Appendix D for the results of the HRA. 
 
 
Response 1-13 
 
The HRA conducted and presented in the Draft EA concluded that facilities using IM 
coatings that could be reformulated with TBAc would not pose a significant cancer or 
acute noncancer risk.  However, a chronic noncancer risk could not be determined as 
neither TBAc nor TBA have chronic RELs established for them.  However, cancer and 
noncancer risk from exemption TBAc as a VOC in other coating categories were not 
analyzed as that is not part of the proposed project.  However, there is concern the users 
of other coating categories would be consumers who do not typically wear personal 
protection equipment worn by professionals who apply IM coatings and due to the 
unknown toxicity of TBAc and lack of consensus with regards to cancer potency factors 
and RELs, the proposed limited exemption of TBAc in IM coatings is more health 
protective compared to the complete exemption from other coating categories. 
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 2 
NATIONAL PAINT AND COATING ASSOCIATION 

 
David F. Darling, P.E. / Jim Sell, Esq. 

May 19, 2006 
 
 
Response 2-1 
 
The National Paint and Coatings Association (NPCA) has worked with the SCAQMD on 
past amendments to Rule 1113 and has contributed valuable information and input during 
this latest Rule 1113 amendment proposal process.  The SCAQMD appreciates the 
participation of the NPCA at the Ad Hoc Board Committee meetings to address industry 
concerns regarding architectural coatings and staff will consider any material submitted 
by the public in crafting the rule amendments as well as evaluating environmental 
impacts from these amendments.  The issues outlined in this comment are discussed in 
further detail in the following responses. 
 
Response 2-2 
 
The three year sell-through provision, as currently written, is only available to coatings in 
small containers provided they were manufactured prior to the July 1, 2006 effective date 
and meet the VOC limit of 350 g/l in the Table of Standards.  The three year sell-through 
provision is not available for all other products with a VOC content exceeding that of the 
Table of Standards.  In an effort to assist manufacturers with the transition and alleviate 
the need for a product variance, staff is proposing a one year sell-through provision for 
coatings in small containers above the current VOC limit of 350 g/l to allow time for the 
products to be sold and used after the exemption expires on July 1, 2006.  That one year 
sell-through was to apply to clear wood finishes in small containers that were 
manufactured and distributed before July 1, 2006, provided certain records were 
maintained.  Further, staff has amended the proposal to change the applicability for these 
coatings from manufacture and distribution prior to the expiration of the exemption to 
simply manufacture prior to the date of expiration of the exemption.  In addition, the 
recordkeeping and reporting requirements have been amended to require the same 
reporting requirements for the one year sell-through that has been required of 
manufacturers to maintain their small container exemption.   
 
Staff does not agree that the small container exemption provides no air quality benefit.  
The elimination of the small container exemption was promulgated in 2003 and is not 
part of the current rule amendments.  According to the staff report prepared for the 2003 
amendments to Rule 1113, the elimination of the small container exemption would result 
in a VOC emission reduction of 1,660 pounds per day.  After more data refinement and 
further survey of the small container products, the VOC emission reductions were 
updated to 1,820 pounds per day.  The same 2003 staff report also reported that 420 
pounds per day of VOC emissions would be reduced when clear wood varnishes comply 
with the lower VOC content limit of 275 grams per liter on July 1, 2006.   
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Response 2-3 
 
Based on the potential, but unknown toxicity of TBAc, the proposed limited exemption 
of TBAc is more health protective compared to the complete exemption while providing 
the coating manufacturers with flexibility in formulating compliant products with the 
future limits of PAR 1113 for IM coatings.  IM coatings have exceptionally long 
durability, typically require personal protection equipment during application, and some 
are required to adhere to stringent MWD criteria.  With regard to expanding the 
exemption to other coatings, according to 2001 CARB survey results as listed in Table 2 
of the 2005 Annual Status report, some coatings have already recorded high sales data of 
coatings complying with the lower future VOC content limit.  For example, 36 percent of 
the clear wood finishes had already achieved the future lower VOC content limit.  
Further, applicators of other coating categories do not typically wear personal protection 
equipment worn by professionals who apply IM coatings.  Staff is opposed to allowing 
TBAc use in residential applications until final conclusions regarding the toxicity of 
TBAc have been concluded. 
 
There has been a wide debate among interested parties whether TBAc is considered a 
“drop in” substitute or whether a complex reformulation needs to take place.  If TBAc is 
a “drop in” substitution, then extending the compliance date for IM coatings to meet the 
lower VOC content limit is not necessary.  The strong desire to use TBAc to comply with 
the lower VOC content limit requirement for IM coatings implies that TBAc has been 
already tested and has proven to assist IM coatings in 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 
Status report, and according to the store sales data in the 2001 CARB survey as listed in 
Table 2 of the Annual Status report, 11 percent market penetration of IM coatings 
meeting the 100 grams per liter VOC content limit has already occurred.  The current 
percentage of IM coatings complying with 100 grams per liter is expected to have 
increased over the five years since the survey revealed 11 percent market penetration.  
The Essential Public Service Agency’s technology assessment included satisfactory 
performance fom number comliant IM coatings that did not use TBAc, but also 
highlighted the need for TBAc for coatings with exceptionally long service life.  The 
recently completed UMR study also found superior performing IM coating systems that 
meet future lower VOC limits.  Discussions with new material suppliers indicate that 
resins and additives can 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 they need additional time to reformulate. 
 
 
Response 2-4 
 
The rule proposals are based on information exchanged during the rule development 
process.  At the July 8, 2005 Ad Hoc Committee Meeting with SCAQMD Governing 
Board and Los Angeles County Supervisor Michael Antonovich, Councilwoman Jan 
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Perry, NPCA President Andy Doyle agreed, in response to a question from SCAQMD 
Executive Officer Barry Wallerstein, that the industry (rule) proposal would be 
“emissions neutral.”  This dialogue was noted in both the July 8, 2005, meeting minute 
notes as well as in the Annual Status Report on Rule 1113 submitted to the SCAQMD 
Governing Board on February 3, 2006.  Thus, it appeared that both the SCAQMD and 
NPCA recognize the extreme air quality needs of the region by suggesting rule proposals 
that would achieve the same overall VOC emission reductions while providing the 
industry flexibility to meet future limits.  Subsequently, at both the August 10, 2005, and 
September 14, 2005, subcommittee meetings, the NPCA proposed subdividing five 
coating categories into interior and exterior applications and moving the compliance date 
up for the interiors at the current final VOC content limit.  The exteriors would 
presumably be allowed to stay at a higher VOC content limit creating permanent forgone 
emission reductions.  Implementation and enforcement concerns have been raised with 
regard to properly classifying interior and exterior coatings so this suggestion has not 
been included as part of the current proposed amendments to Rule 1113.  At those same 
meetings, NPCA suggested additional reductions by lowering the VOC content limit for 
concrete curing compounds, dry fog coatings, and traffic coatings.  Being a feasible 
suggestion and a proposal that will reduce emissions, the SCAQMD has included this 
suggestion as part of the proposed project. 
 
Waterborne acrylic dry-fog coatings are an environmentally acceptable alternative to 
traditional solvent-based ceiling coatings.  They emit a very low odor during application, 
and have a low flash point.  Waterborne acrylic dry-fog coatings are especially well 
suited for spaces with pre-cast concrete or steel beam ceilings.  They can save time and 
make application easier in an occupied space.  After staff contacted and met with 
manufacturers of dry-fog coatings, the main issues discussed were potential slower dry 
times associated with low-VOC coatings especially during high humidity conditions and 
adherence of the coating to dirty surfaces.  It was generally agreed that low-VOC dry-fog 
coatings might require more substrate preparation than a solventborne coating.   
 
 
Response 2-5 
 
Fire-retardant coatings retard ignition and flame spread.  The coating has to be fire tested 
and rated by a testing agency approved by building code officials for use in bringing 
building and construction materials into compliance with federal, state, and local building 
code requirements.  The fire-retardant coating and the testing agency must be approved 
by building code officials.  The coating must be tested in accordance with ASTM Test 
Method E-89 or listed by Underwriter’s Laboratories, Inc. as a fire-retardant coating with 
a flame spread index of less than 25.  Staff has identified several low-VOC fire-retardant 
coatings with comparable performance to their higher VOC counterpart.  Additionally, 
staff was contacted by several coating manufacturers expressing concern regarding the 
abuse of this category due to significantly high VOC limits.  Their concern was 
confirmed by SCAQMD compliance staff through a recent enforcement action. 
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To determine if the fire-retardant low-VOC products performed as well as high-VOC 
products, AQMD contracted with SGS U.S. Testing Company, Inc. to perform ASTM 
Test Method E-84 – Standard Test Method for Surface Burning Characteristics of 
Building Materials on four fire-retardant coating systems.  Refer to the Staff Report for 
PAR 1113 for details of that study and the conclusions. 
 
 
Response 2-6 
 
As explained in Response 2-4, NPCA did mention at both the August 10, 2005, meeting 
and the September 14, 2005, meeting several rule proposal options which were later 
included in the current rule proposal.  There were reasons why certain suggestions were 
included and why others were not.  With regard to commentator’s opinion that further 
additional consultation with industry before the January 26, 2006, public workshop, the 
SCAQMD staff did meet and discuss the proposed limits with the coating manufacturers 
after reviewing market penetration and availability of compliant products.  The public 
workshop rule proposal relied on NPCA’s suggestions as an expert opinion which could 
be seriously considered as feasible rule proposal options.  
 
Both the SCAQMD and NPCA discussed the importance of proposing an “emission 
neutral” rule amendment early in the rule development process.  In this spirit of 
cooperation and negotiation, NPCA proposed the lowering of limits of certain coating 
categories which the SCAQMD has incorporated into the current rule proposal.  The 
NPCA has changed their stance regarding an emission neutral proposal and the 
SCAQMD has determined that coatings complying with future lower VOC content limits 
for certain coatings are commercially available.  Thus, based on the technical data and 
commercial availability, the SCAQMD is proposing to lower the VOC content limit for 
certain coatings.   
 
The SCAQMD has a responsibility to the public, legislative decision-makers as well as 
the affected industry to set goals and reach those targets.  The SCAQMD has adjusted 
emission reductions goals for a number of rules, including Rule 1113, in the past and it is 
unfounded that SCAQMD is not being willing to adjust our goals.  By allowing the delay 
of compliance dates causes a delay in emission reductions which adjusts our emission 
reductions goals.  Compliance dates have been adjusted a number of times during the 23 
amendments to Rule 1113 since its adoption in 1977.  The proposed lowering of the VOC 
content limits affect coatings that currently comply with the future proposed VOC 
content limits. 
 
As long as there are commercially available coatings that meet the lower VOC content 
limits, the proposed rule amendment to lower the VOC content limit does not constitute 
“technology forcing.”  After the NPCA first identified potential coating categories with 
lower VOC coatings, staff researched and found that many coatings with VOC content 
limits below the proposed limits are currently available on the market.  The staff report 
for proposed amended Rule 1113 shows that the lower VOC limits for the five affected 
coating categories are “potential cost-effective means of offsetting the VOC emissions 
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foregone due to the delay in implementation.”  This observation does not directly 
contradict the nature of technology forcing limits since the staff conducted a 
comprehensive technology assessment, which demonstrated that coatings meeting the 
future VOC limits were commercially available.  Further, a list of coating categories 
showing that lower VOC content limits are feasible was provided by NPCA.  Staff 
conducted a preliminary evaluation of the emission inventory and available VOC 
technology for these five categories which strongly indicates potential significant cost-
effective emission reductions.   
 
 
Response 2-7 
 
The SCAQMD recognizes there are technical hurdles to overcome to develop a 
successful coating product when reformulating to achieve a lower VOC content limit, 
including dirt pickup.  The one year extension for the high gloss category is being 
proposed to allow manufacturers to take advantage of the latest resin and additive 
technologies in overcoming the performance challenges identified and transition to the 
new limits.  The gloss of 70 in the definition of high gloss was based on CARB’s SCM so 
in order to maintain consistency in regulating and enforcing that definition is not 
proposed to be changed. 
 
 
Response 2-8 
 
The decision to propose the extension of compliance dates is based on the technology 
assessment and Annual Report to the SCAQMD Governing Board.  According to the 
market penetration data in Tables 2 and 4 of the Annual Status report, compliant coatings 
that already meet the lower VOC content are commercially available and being sold in 
local stores.  Given an additional year to achieve compliance, the remaining quick dry 
enamels will also achieve compliance with the lower VOC content limit.   
 
Further, the SCAQMD is fully aware of the characteristics the coatings are expected to 
demonstrate in order to be successful and be a marketable product.  Field exposure 
testing beyond lab testing is essential and if a manufacturer needs additional time to test 
and research, a variance from rule compliance should be requested from the SCAQMD 
Hearing Board.  The consequences for failure are not considered a potential adverse 
impact since it is not expected that coatings manufacturers will produce and market a 
coating that will knowingly fail.  If it is unknown whether or not a coating will fail, the 
analysis would be speculative. 
 
 
Response 2-9 
 
The rule defines this category as coatings intended to seal fire, smoke or water damage, 
or to condition excessively chalky surfaces.  Many of the coatings that fall within other 
categories, such as primer, sealer, undercoaters (PSUs), have characteristics similar to 
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requirements for specialty primers, such as the need to condition excessively chalky 
surfaces.  A review of the available specialty primer products are listed under PSUs and 
the associated characteristics in Appendix A of the current Annual Status Report 
indicates a vast amount of coatings available that meet those needs.  One of the major 
manufacturers of coatings in this category met with staff several times and explained that 
the waterbased technology to develop a usable specialty primer at 100 g/l limit which can 
seal fire and smoke damage, as well as severe water-soluble stains was not currently 
possible but the technology is moving in the right direction and would soon be 
achievable.  The manufacturer is currently working with exempt solvents and major 
alkyd resin suppliers to reduce the VOC in their alkyd primers as well as partnering with 
a major university to develop new coating formulations which will meet or be below the 
100 g/l limit in the rule.  After reviewing the available technology and several 
manufacturer recommendations, staff is proposing to establish an interim VOC limit of 
250 g/l effective July 1, 2006 and delay the 100 g/l limit by one year for this category. 
 
 
Response 2-10 
 
As noted in Response 2-4, tthe NPCA proposed subdividing five coating categories into 
interior and exterior applications and moving the compliance date up for the interiors at 
the current final VOC content limit.  The exteriors would presumably be allowed to stay 
at a higher VOC content limit creating permanent forgone emission reductions.  
Implementation and enforcement concerns have been raised with regard to properly 
classifying interior and exterior coatings so this suggestion has not been included as part 
of the current proposed amendments to Rule 1113.   
 
 
Response 2-11 
 
Please refer to Response to 2-1 with regard to the mission and goals set forth by the Ad 
Hoc Committee.  SCAQMD staff has carefully considered NPCA proposals.  However, 
SCAQMD cannot simply adopt whatever industry proposes merely because it would 
avoid litigation.  SCAQMD would like to eliminate unnecessary litigation, but also 
remains committed to obtaining feasible emission reductions and obtaining substantial 
public health benefits.   
 
The SCAQMD does not agree that the NPCA proposals would achieve substantial 
emission reductions when lower VOC content limits are not reached.  This would 
generate a permanent emission reduction foregone backsliding from the goals of Rule 
1113, the AQMP, and attainment with the state and federal ambient air quality standards.  
The four proposals offered by the NPCA were not “emissions neutral” but did provide 
elements used in crafting the current amendments to Rule 1113.  Federal consent decree 
permits the SCAQMD to support proposals that delay emission reductions by more than 
two years and not be offset. 
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Response 2-12 
 
Anti-graffiti coatings are a subset of the IM coatings and are generally divided into 
sacrificial or non-sacrificial coatings.  Sacrificial coatings are usually water based 
modified wax emulsions while non-sacrificial coatings are usually based on acrylic and 
polyurethane resins.  Sacrificial coatings are removed from the substrate along with the 
graffiti.  Anti-graffiti coatings are primarily non-penetrating forming a film to protect the 
substrate to prevent penetration of spray paint, marking pens, chemical attacks, crayons, 
etc.  Most of the anti-graffiti coatings require the substrate to be sealed, usually with 
penetrating sealers, prior to application to prevent moisture from being trapped inside.  
During meetings with manufacturers comments were made that anti-graffiti coatings at 
100 g/l or less VOC can not be produced that are penetrating and breathable.  Staff has 
identified both types of anti-graffiti coatings at 100 g/l or less that are breathable allowing 
water vapor transmission.   
 
Coatings subject to PAR 1113 for use on an architectural structure is anticipated to 
improve the aesthetic view of that structure, improve the visual character and protect the 
surface of the substrate upon which the coating is applied.  With regard to aesthetics, the 
baseline assumption is that a coating product will properly perform a function or the 
product will not be used.  In addition, an anti-graffiti coating is not the cause of the 
aesthetic issue but rather the graffiti itself which is not being generated by PAR 1113.   
 
There are no components in PAR 1113 that would alter existing work practices, or 
require coating activities at night.  Therefore, PAR 1113 is not expected to create a new 
source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect day or nighttime views in 
an area.   
 
PAR 1113 is not expected to affect archeological or cultural sites because reformulation 
of architectural coatings won’t require major construction activities such as grading, 
trenching, etc.  The application of architectural coatings typically occurs after site 
preparation and construction of structures has been completed.  As a result, it is expected 
that archaeological resources would have already been assessed or if the new structure is 
at an existing residential, commercial or industrial site, then they have already been 
disturbed or protected.  The proposed revisions to Rule 1113 are, therefore, not 
anticipated to result in any activities, or promote any programs that could have a 
significant adverse impact on cultural resources in the district.   
 


