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

Rule 219 is an administrative rule that exemptsmgant emitting small amounts
of air contaminants from District written permigrerements under Regulation 1.

The proposed amendments to Rule 219 are as follows:

Exempt the following equipment that has very smalpotential for emissions:
» Passive and intermittently operated active vensggtems used at and
around residential structures to prevent the actation of naturally
occurring methane and associated gases in endpseds, (c)(10).

Modify language to level the playing field for exemt equipment for:

* Printing and related coating and/or laminating asdociated dryers and
curing equipment, (h)(1).

» Coating, or adhesive application, or laminatingipoent (1)(6).

* Drying equipment associated with coating, adhesote laminating
equipment (I)(11).

* Roller to roller coating systems (j)(13).

» Hand application of resins, adhesives, dyes antingsa(l)(10).

Add exemption from written permits for equipment/processes utilizing ultra-
low VOC material:
e printing operations, (h)(1);
» coating, adhesive applications and laminating egaint, (1)(6) and
 Drying equipment associated with coating, adhesore laminating
equipment (1)(11).
» Roller-to-roller coating systems, (j)(13)

Require a Rule 222 filing andwith-asseciated-fees-under Rule-3061-as-well as
Annual Emission Reporting for the following operatons that are currently
not required to have awritten permit:
» Certain specified equipment, processes or opematioat are individually
exempt from permits, but may emit 4 tons or mor&OICs in aggregate at
one facility, (s)(3). These processes/sourcespair@ing operations, (h)(1),
(h)(7); coating, adhesive and resin operationg6)()(1)(10); and hand
application of solvents for cleaning purposes,4p)(
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Modify or delete language to clarify certain exempgbns as follows:

 Remove “internal combustion engine” from paragrdb}(4). This was
inadvertently left in the last amendment.

* Modify the language to “Hand application of resiaslhesives, dyes and
coatings” for clarification, (1)(10).

* Modify the language by adding “including dispensita(m)(4). This is to
clarify that “dispensing” of the VOC containing reatls (primarily diesel
fuel) is exempt in conjunction with the storage ipquent.

BACKGROUND

Rule 219 is an administrative rule that exemptsipgeant, processes, or
operations emitting small amounts of air contamisdrom the AQMD’s written
permit requirements. The rule was first adoptetldi6, and last amended in May
and July of 2006.

At the July 14, 2006 Board meeting, in responsetmests for additional changes
to Rule 219 by representatives from a manufacturmognpany, Wavefront
Technologies, and RadTech, an association of earpmanufacturers, staff
proposed to study and reconsider exemption levdead to the application of
Ultra Violet (UV) and Electron Beam (EB) curable teraals. Staff has reviewed
the exemption levels applicable to UV/EB and Rolker Roller Coating
manufacturing processes, compared the exemptiaisl@pplicable to other ink,
adhesive and coating applications and is propoginigarmonize the exemption
levels in an equitable manner.

In the previous amendments to Rule 219, staff At presented a proposal to
require permits for certain categories of equipmenbcesses or operations that
are individually exempt from permits, but may e#hitons or more of VOCs or
PMy, per year in aggregate at one facility. In viewcohcerns raised at the time
by several companies with regard to implementaiothis proposal, the proposal
was deferred for further study. Staff is now preipg to require Rule 222 filing
for facilities that exceed 4 tons of VOCs per yebemissions in certain specified
equipment categories.

LEGISLATIVE AUTHORITY

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

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

Management Plan (AQMP) demonstrating compliancé alt state and federal
ambient air quality standards for the Basin (H&Sd€o40460(a)). Further,
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AQMD must adopt rules and regulations that carry the AQMP (H&S Code
40440(a)). Finally, AQMD is authorized to establia permit system for any
article, equipment, machine, or other contrivameag may cause the issuance of air
contaminants and to enforce its rules and reguiat{pl&S Code 42300 et seq.).

AQMD Rule 201 requires permits for equipment whihy eliminate, reduce, or
control the issuance of air contaminants. H & SI€89002 provides that local
and regional authorities have the primary respalitgilior control of air pollution
from all sources other than vehicular sources. ithathl authority to regulate
non-vehicular sources of air pollution is provideg H & S Codes 41508 and
42310. AQMD Rule 204 authorizes the Executive ¢affito impose written
conditions on any permit to assure compliance walitapplicable regulations.

RULE PROPOSAL
The following summarizes the proposed amendmerfiute 219:

Exempt the following equipment that has very smalpotential for emissions:

1. Passive and intermittently operated active wgnsystems used at and
around residential structures to prevent the actation of naturally
occurring methane and associated gases in endpseds(c)(10).

* Underground gases, mainly methane gas, emanatngdubsurface
geological formations into the atmosphere are aafnenomena in
certain areas of the South Coast Air Basin; pddrty in coastal
cities and the City of Los Angeles’ designated rapthzones and
buffer zones. These gases, including methane r@active), ethane,
volatile organic compounds, hydrogen sulfide ankepttoxic air
contaminants, may also be detected in areas naadabed oil wells
which later become developed properties. Locaheigs at the city
and county levels regulate such collection systemaccordance
with building and construction codes where methgag is or has
been known to exist. Typical venting systems insi a series of
slotted pipes placed below the slab and within ekhiged gravel
layer, impermeable membranes or other barriersigoation placed
directly below the slab, gas detectors and alarnih wnter-
connected blowers, and vertical stacks. The blspveee activated
upon detection of methane in the system or in dimed area at a
pre-established concentration, for example in Lagées, at 37,500
ppm,. In the passive or the intermittently active mothe system
provides the methane gas and associated gasesawithferential
pathway away from residential structures into ttraasphere. The
air quality impacts from passive and intermittergfyerated systems
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are not expected to be significant due to the teszecentrations of
non-methane and non-ethane volatile organic cong®associated
with passive systems and the minimal hours of dmerafor
intermittently operated systems. To date, perimage been issued
for non-passive systems built at some non-residemstiructures.
This proposed exemption would expand the exempirowided in
Rule 219(c)(5) to larger residential structureshsas town homes,
condominiums and apartment buildings.

» Fiscal Impact: No financial impact on the AQMD base there are
currently no permits issued to such equipment.

Amend language to the following:
1. Printing and related coating and/or laminatimmipment and associated

dryers and curing equipment, (h)(1)

* The language is being revised to create a levgingdield and ensure
consistent implementation of the exemption toaild not just selected,
types of products and technologies, which are cteehnologies and/or
emit small amount of emissions. This amendment wdintain the 6
gallons per day exemption level applicable to UV/&Bable materials;
eliminate the unrestricted usage exemption for WB//Enaterials
containing fifty (50) grams or less of VOC per fitef material when
cleanup solvents containing twenty five (25) gramsess of VOC per
liter of material are used. This amendment wioakllow UV/EB
operations using more than 6 gallons of materiatsday to still qualify
for an exemption if it can be shown that the cqroesling VOC
emissions are equal to or less than three (3) popadday or 66 pounds
per calendar month. This change will result in ¢heation of a level
playing field and in equal treatment of all priggiand related coating
and/or laminating operations regardless of the geneomposition
(solvent based, waterborne, UV/EB, etc.) of theemals used. This
limited exemption from permits applies only to lemitting equipment.
Without this restriction on material usage, equipmasing low VOC
content material could avoid permit review and lesu potentially
significant VOC emissions due to high throughputs.

* As an incentive to promote ultra-low emission raiguipment and
processes, the proposal establishes a limited ex@mpor all inks,
coatings and adhesives, fountain solutions and caged VOC
containing solvents containing 50 grams or lesdifgrof VOC and for
cleanup solvents containing 25 grams or less pardf VOC, provided
the total VOC emissions do not exceed one ton par ynd provided
the operator files a registration with the Distpcirsuant to Rule 222.
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Changes have also been made to clarify the exemjptiorder to allow
consistent implementation.

Fiscal impact: Unknowsat-this-timebut expected to be minimaStaff

will be developing a filing procedure for the uHmwv emission rate
equipment and processes as an alternative to pegmirocess.

2. Roller to roller coating systems (j)(13)

The proposed change will allow greater flexibiliy allowing coating

usages greater than 12 gallons per day provide¥@@ emissions are
equal to or less than 3 pounds per day or 66 popedsalendar month.
The twelve gallon per day figure was originally efetined as being
approximately equal to a VOC emission rate of 3nuisuper day for a
material that contained 25 grams of VOC per litAs with exemptions
found in subparagraphs (h)(1)(E), ()(6)(F) and1@)(F), for these
coating systems and for associated VOC contaimhgests containing
50 grams or less per liter of VOC and for cleannlpents containing 25
grams or less per liter of VOC, the exemption \aiply if the total

VOC emissions do not exceed one ton per year aodlidaed the

operator files registration with the District puasii to Rule 222.

Fiscal impact: There is no financial impact on A@MD because there
are currently no permits issued for such equipmetaff believes that
there is only one piece of equipment currentlyatstl and operating.
Staff will be developing a filing process as arealative to permitting
process for these processes.

3. Coating, adhesive application, or laminatingipopent (1)(6)

At the present time, this equipment operated wittontrol enclosures
do not qualify for an exemption under Rule 219{l)(6lhis proposed
amendment will expand the existing exemption tattagpplication and
laminating equipment operated outside and withintr@d enclosures
equally.

This exemption was originally designed to exempfatiog and
laminating equipment that emitted 3 pounds of VO£ @ay or less.
The usage limitations that are found in subpardgrag)(6)(B),

H(®6)(C), (H(B)(D), and ()(6)(E) were selected be approximately
equivalent to an emission rate of 3 pounds of V@€day, which is the
exemption level in subparagraph (I)(6)(A). Thegeémits in gallons
were developed to make it easier for small busese$s determine if
they qualified for the exemption. This amendmeiit @liminate the

unrestricted usage exemption for UV/EB materialstaming fifty (50)

grams or less of VOC per liter of material whenaaolp solvents
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containing twenty-five (25) grams or less of VOQ pter of material
are used. This amendment will also allow UV/EB rafiens using
more than 6 gallons of material per day to stiklgy for an exemption
if it can be shown that the corresponding VOC eioissare equal to or
less than three (3) pounds per day or 66 poundsgiendar month.
Furthermore, in an effort to promote ultra-low esios rate equipment
and processes, this proposal establishes a limgeeimption for
coatings, adhesives and associated VOC contaimivgrgs containing
50 grams or less of VOC per liter and for cleannlpents containing 25
grams or less of VOC per liter provided the tot@® emissions do not
exceed one ton per year and provided the operéésr d registration
with the District pursuant to Rule 222.

This change will result in the creation of a lepdhying field and in
equal treatment of all coatings regardless of themeric composition
(solvent based, waterborne, UV/EB, etc.). Thisngx@on should only
be applicable to low emitting equipment and na@dqaipment using low
VOC content materials that could potentially resalsignificant VOC
emissions due to high throughputs.

Changes have also been made to clarify the exemjptiorder to allow
consistent implementation.

Fiscal impact: Unknowsat-this-timebut expected to be minimaStaff
will be developing a filing process as an alten&tio permitting for
these ultra-low emission rate equipment/processes.

Drying equipment or curing ovens associated wiblating, adhesive or

laminating equipment (1)(11)

This exemption was originally designed to exempt flash-off ovens,
drying ovens and curing ovens associated with tbatimg and
laminating equipment covered by the exemption iteRA1L9()(6). In
order to ensure consistent implementation of ges$yof products and
technologies which emit small amount of emissidhss amendment
will eliminate the unrestricted usage exemption fBY/EB materials
containing fifty (50) grams or less of VOC per fitef material when
cleanup solvents containing twenty-five (25) grammdess of VOC per
liter of material are used. This amendment wikoalallow ovens
associated with UV/EB operations using more thgalé®ns of material
per day to still qualify for an exemption if it cdre shown that the
corresponding VOC emissions are equal to or lems three (3) pounds
per day or 66 pounds per calendar month. Thisgdhanll result in the
creation of a level playing field and in equal treant of all drying
equipment regardless of the generic compositionvésd based,
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waterborne, UV/EB, etc.) of the materials being cessed. This
exemption should only be applicable to low emitteggipment and not
to equipment using low VOC content materials thald potentially

result in significant VOC emissions due to highotighputs.

* Furthermore, in an effort to promote the use aofadibw emission rate
equipment and processes, this proposal establslested exemption
for coatings, adhesives and associated VOC contairsolvents
containing 50 grams or less of VOC per liter anddi@anup solvents
containing 25 grams or less of VOC per liter preddhe total VOC
emissions do not exceed one ton per year and @\t operator files
with the District pursuant to Rule 222.

» Changes have also been made to clarify the exemptiorder to allow
consistent implementation.

* Fiscal impact: Unknowsat-this-timebut expected to be minimaStaff
will be developing a filing process as an alten@permitting for ultra-
low emission rate equipment/processes.

Add exemption from written permits for equipment/processes utilizing ultra-

low VOC material;
Staff is proposing to exempt, from written permpsnting, coating, adhesive
applications and laminating equipment and assatM@C containing solvents
and cleanup solvents if they use ultra-low VOC malke provided their VOC
emissions do not exceed one ton per year and th@wpisa filing pursuant to
Rule 222. This exemption replaces the current apeled exemption
applicable only to equipment and processes utdizivV/EB curable materials,
and expands it in an equitable manner to all eqeigrand processes utilizing
ultra-low VOC materials.

Require-Filings—under Rule 222 filing with—associated-fees-underRule-301as
well-asand Annual Emission Reporting for_the following operations that are
currently not required to have a written permit:
Certain specified equipment, processes or opematibat are individually
exempt from permits, but due to their expandednuag emit 4 tons or more of
VOCs in aggregate when operated at a facilg)(3).

* Rule 219 currently exempts certain equipment, B®€eg or operations
from a written permit because, individually, they amall sources of
emissions. However, at a single facility, thestviies in aggregate,
though individually exempt, could result in a sigant source of
emissions. Staff recommends that facilities baiireg to obtain a Rule
222 Filing for certain equipment, processes, orrajens if their
emissions in aggregate exceed the proposed thcesirad are not
holding written permits for any other equipmentpsocesses. These
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proposed categories pfocesses/sources are: printing operations, (h)(1),
and (h)(7); coating, adhesive and resin operatid@n®), and (1)(10);
and hand application of solvents for cleaning pagso (0)(4).

Under this proposal:

» a facility with an AQMD written permitwill not be subject to
paragraph (s)(3).

* similarly, a facility with an AQMD written permitrad having 4
tons or more of VOC emissions from the specifiedigment per
paragraph (s)(3)ill not be subject to a Rule 222 filing.

» a facility with no AQMD written permit and havingds than 4
tons of VOC emissions in aggregate from the spmtifiquipment
per paragraph (s)(3ill not be subject to a Rule 222 filing.

» a facility with no AQMD permits and having 4 tons more of
VOC emissions in_aggregate from the specified egaip per
paragraph (s)(3Will be subject to filing under Rule 222.

These categories were selected base@missionsdata found in the
AER program. The emissions fraime relatedhese-spectioperations
atready—exceed-ohave the potential to exceed 4 tons threshold for
VOCs.

It should be noted that the AER only collects emissinventory

information for facilities that have at least onatien permit from the
AQMD. At this time, the number of facilities witlho AQMD permits

or filings, which individually have the above-ddbed equipment,
processes or operations that could have emissiueeding 4 tons per
year is unknown. However, staff is aware of asieme facility with no

AQMD permits or filings that has more than 4 tores gear of VOC

emissions.

» Fiscal Impact: Currently, under the AER prograatjlities with at least
one permit from the AQMD are required to report \O(@nd other
criteria air pollutants) emissions from un-perndttesources that are
exempt per Rule 219.

At the present time, although the fiscal impact ncdnbe fully
determined from facilities having no AQMD filings@ with 4 tons or
more of VOC emissions, it is expected that thealismpact would be
small.
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CALIFORNIA HEALTH AND SAFETY CODE SECTION 40727.2
ANALYSIS (COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS)

Health and Safety Code Section 40727.2 requiresnaparison of the proposed
amended rule with existing regulations imposednensame equipment. There are
no federal air pollutioreAQMB-regulations which will require a comparative
analysis under Health and Safety Code 40727.2 #ffect these types of
operations. There are several AQMD rules that may be applecdepending on
the type of equipment, processes or operations diedaby the proposed
amendments to Rule 219. These are source spediis under Regulation XI.
These rules impose VOC limits on types of mater(glsch as inks, coatings,
solvents, etc) used. None of these rules requrmits or filing. The proposed
amendments to Rule 219 do not change or affeahyrmaay VOC limits imposed
by these rules.

INCREMENTAL COST EFFECTIVENESS

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

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL AIR QUALITY ACT ANALYSIS

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA)

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

The proposed amendments to Rule 219 extend the pégmfor passive and
intermittently operated active venting systemsatgé residential structures. There
is no fiscal impact on the AQMD since these systaresnot permitted currently.

The proposed amendments require Rule 222 Filingls agsociated fees under
Rule 301 as well as Annual Emission Reporting fopermitted facilities with
exempt equipment, processes, or operations th#&cteely emit four tons or
more per year of VOCs. Additionally, the proposadendments eliminate the
current unlimited usage of UV/EB type materials gomdvide a new limited
exemption for a number of related processes inatugrinting, and related coating
operations, coating and associated drying opematas well as roller to roller
coating operations. Staff proposes to develop & R22 filing process as an
alternative permitting process for these ultra-Eawission rate sources.

It is unknown how many facilities may now requitenfs under this proposal that
it is expected to be small.

FINDINGS UNDER THE CALIFORNIA HEALTH AND SAFETY COD E
Before adopting, amending, or repealing a rule,Ghaéfornia Health and Safety
Code (H&SC) requires AQMD to adopt written findingg necessity, authority,
clarity, consistency, non-duplication, and refeeenas defined in H&SC section
40727. The findings are as follows:

Necessity- The AQMD Governing Board has determined thateadnexists to:
amend Rule 219 - Equipment Not Requiring a Writlearmit Pursuant to
Regulation II, to exempt from written permits cart@quipment that has been
evaluated and found to emit small amounts of anmaminants; to require filing
pursuant to Rule 222 for certain equipment, praeesmnd operations that are
exempt but emit in aggregate 4 tons or more of V@smonize exemption levels
applicable to coating, ink, adhesive and laminagggipment; and to include new
and clarified rule language for various types afipment.

Authority - The AQMD Governing Board obtains its authorayeidopt, amend, or
repeal rules and regulations from H&S Code Sectidd802, 40000, 40001,
40440, 40441, 40463, 40702, 40725 through 407288141700, 42300 et seq.
Clarity - The AQMD Governing Board has determined that PAR - Equipment
Not Requiring a Written Permit Pursuant to Reguolatil is written and displayed
so that the meaning can be easily understood Isopsrdirectly affected by the
rule.

10
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Consistency - The AQMD Governing Board has determined that PABE® -
Equipment Not Requiring a Written Permit PursuariRégulation Il is in harmony
with, and not in conflict with, or contradictory,texisting statutes, court decisions,
federal or state regulations.

Non-Duplication -The AQMD Governing Board has determined thatdiogposed
amendments to Rules 219 - Equipment Not Requirityisten Permit Pursuant to
Regulation Il does not impose the same requiremgainy existing state or federal
regulation, and the proposed amended rule is negeasd proper to execute the
powers and duties granted to, and imposed upon AQMD

Reference- In adopting these regulations, the AQMD Govegridoard references
the following statutes which the AQMD hereby impkmts, interprets or makes
specific. H&S Code Sections 40001 (rules to achiambient air quality
standards), 40440 (adoption of rules and regula}joA0701 (rules regarding
district's authority to collect information), 4150@uthority over non-vehicular
sources), 42300 et seq. (authority for permit sy$te40702 (rules and
regulations), 42320 (rules implementing the Airlétdn Permit Streamlining Act
of 1992), and 41511 (rules for determination of antaf emissions).

CONCLUSION

Rule 219 is an administrative rule that is amenffequently to add, delete or
clarify language regarding equipment that is exerfinpn AQMD permitting
requirements. This amendment attempts to furtkéneg and clarify the rule
language, require new Rule 222 Filings and AnnumaisBion Reporting. Also, the
amendment proposes to exempt certain equipmentiovitiemission potential.

PUBLIC COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

This section summarizes the comments received assalt of the Public
Workshop conducted on February 23, 2007. Mosthefdomments focused on
two proposed amendments: Ultraviolet and Electreanb (UV/EB) curable
materials; and the permitting proposal for 4 Tontrs.

UV/EB Materials

Background

The current issue of permitting spray machinesgusittraviolet (UV) materials
arose due to a UV coating line that was proposedatober 2005 and installed in
January 2006 by Spectrum Custom Design, a woochetbanufacturer in Desert
Hot Springs. This coating line contains severakps of equipment including a
spray machine, a flash-off oven and a UV curingnovelhe company uses a
waterborne stain and a waterborne UV topcoat tsHitheir cabinets. Spectrum
Custom Design submitted a permit application f@irtlspray machine on October
19, 2005 and for their UV curing oven on January2ll6. After the applications

11
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were submitted, the consultant for Spectrum Cudbasign informed the AQMD
(letters dated January 16, 2006, February 14, 20@6March 23, 2006) that he
believed the spray machine and associated dryingécovens were exempt from
a permit under Rule 219(m)(6) as amended on Decen3he2004. In
correspondence dated March 9, 2006 and April 4628@QMD staff advised the
company that permits were required for the spraghim@ and drying and curing
ovens. In response to the company’s request, SispeMWilson and AQMD staff
visited the company’s facility on April 6, 2006 ul&equent to this visit and as part
of the proposed amendments to Rule 219, the AQMID sticommended and on
May 5, 2006, the AQMD Governing Board adopted amsgmts to Rule 219
including language to expand a permit exemptionntdude drying equipment
(including UV curing ovens) associated with coatiaglhesive application, or
laminating equipment operated inside, as well aside of, control enclosures
using UV/EB. The Governing Board also directedfdta discuss the requested
permit exemption for spray machines with the PeB8tiéamlining Task Force and
report back to the Board with a timeline for addneg the spray machine
permitting concerns at its June meeting. AQMD fsthdcussed this exemption
request at the May 18, 2006 Permit Streamliningk Fasce meeting and provided
a status report to the Stationary Source CommatteMay 26, 2006. At the June
AQMD Governing Board meeting, the requested rep@s continued until the
July Board meeting. At the July Board meetingffgieovided the timeline of first
six months of 2007 within which to consider amendteeto Rule 219 for
addressing the above request and other requestscamhents received by the
Board regarding the UV/EB materials.

Comment: Staff is proposing to eliminate Board adopted epions which
have been “part and parcel” to the agency’s pyimiccy for various
years i.e. the unrestricted usage exemption for UV/E&damals:

Response: Staff is not proposing to eliminate the exemptioh UV/EB
materials. The amendment will retain the exemptievel at 3
pounds per day or less (or 66 pounds per montW) L emissions,
or 6 gallons per day (or 132 gallons per month)iegple to UV/EB
curable materials. However, staff is proposing rémove the
unrestricted usage exemption for UV/EB materialataming 50
grams or less of VOC per liter of material whenaolgp solvents
containing 50 grams or less of VOC materials aeglusThis change
will create a level playing field and will resuit the equal treatment
of all printing and related coating, laminating guompent and
associated dryers and curing equipment; and otiegings, adhesive
application or laminating equipment, regardless tloé generic
composition (solvent based, waterborne, UV/EB, )ewf the

12
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Comment:

materials used. Furthermeore;tThis proposal will incentivize the
introduction of new, ultra-low VOC materials by nmags the

exemption still applicable for these processessgoaiated VOC
emissions are less than one ton per year.

The RadTech cannot support the segmeanfimateqgories for UV

Response:

into UV _solventborne, UV waterborne and 100% solid¥.

Specifying different exemption thresholds for diffiet types of UV
materials, causes discord, not harmony, in the rdlbe 50 grams
per liter limit would adequately address any conséhe district may
have of potential VOC formulations being inadvetie®xempted

from permits.

Rule 219 (h)(1) was originally designedexempt printing and

related coating and/or laminating equipment thatl mainimal

emissions (less than 3 pounds of VOC per day). r Quee, the

exemption was modified to include specific usagele for various
types of coatings (6 gallons of UV/EB, 6 gallonspbdistisol type
inks, 2 gallons per day of other graphic arts mal®r to make it
easier for a company to determine if they qualifitm the

exemption. All of the indicated usages were desigio correspond
to the baseline threshold of 3 pounds per day V@ison rate. A
facility still has the option of determining theemption based on
VOC emissions at 3 pounds per day or less.

There are three types of UV materials: Non-solmaged and non-

Comment:

waterborne (100% solids), waterborne and solvesédba All three
types can emit VOCs to the atmosphere due to a&ddithat do not
crosslink to form a final film or printed image.ahoratory analysis
of non-solvent based and non-waterborne inks amdings, using
EPA Test Method 24, indicated as much as 80 gram&O& per
liter of material. Non-cross linking VOC contaigicomponents are
added to waterborne and solvent based UV curablerias and
must evaporate prior to exposure to UV light. Tisage limits of 6
gallons per day for 100% solids UV materials andaons for
solvent based and waterborne UV materials are appie because
they are based on their potential emissions.

The EPA and AQMD have documented the lack of bletdest
methods to measure very small VOC emissions fron/EB)
processes. VOC content of very low VOC materialglifficult to
measure. USEPA has allowed the use of calcula@@ ¥s reported
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Response:

Comment:

Response:

in the MSDS data sheets by suppliers. The optiarsé calculations
in the rule is appreciated, but “district approvest methods” should
be changed to “EPA approved” test methodrlhis will level the
playing field nationally. The current proposeddaage could mean
different test methods will be used by differergioms.

The EPA and AQMD have only documented the lacla cluitable
VOC content test method for thin-film UV curable tergals. Both
EPA and AQMD consider EPA Method 24 to be applieabl non-
thin film UV curable materials. Most UV coating @ications are
non-thin film applications but the AQMD looks atchaapplication
independently to determine the applicabilityed?A TestMethod 24.

Rule—219-is—only—applicable—within—the-AQMB-—Therefore;eth

needs-of-thisregioNevertheless, in response to comments received,
staff has agreedis—proposing alter the staff proposal to allow the
use of all test methods approved by the Distrié&tR8 and US EPA.

When determining Rule 219 exemption eligibilitgafé uses a 5
percent VOC default emission factor. There itelitif any, scientific
basis behind the factor. It unfairly penalizesustdy for fictitious
emissions.

AQMD staff disagrees with this statement for twasens: First, it
is AQMD engineering policy to allow applicants, tog
manufacturers or other parties to determine the \é@1ssions from
UV curable materials using Method 24, if applicalde other test
methods or procedures acceptable to the AQMD. Qmihen
acceptable test data or other acceptable dataasaiuable does the
staff require the use of tfepercent by weight VOC emission factor.
This factor applies only to the UV curable portmina coating. The
second reason is that the 5 percent factor is mibiowut scientific
basis. The factor is actually based on three V@Gtent tests
performed by the AQMD laboratory using EPA Methotl 2The
three tests were performed on clear UV over-vagssihised in the
printing industry. Absent other test data, stalidves the 5 percent
emission factor, while probably conservative, iasanable. Staff

14



Proposed Amended Rule 219 Final Staff Report

Comment:

Response:

Comment

has repeatedly requested EPA Method 24 test dataassociated
reports from the commenter but no data has beenited to date.

A permit (UV/EB type) is simply a rubber stamp hwvé cost attached
to it which does not provide incentives for bussessin California to
convert to less polluting processes. UV/EB tecbggl allows
businesses to stay in compliance in Californiaheut the necessity
to move manufacturing operations overseas. Ingestimates that
overly stringent regulations have caused 83 peroérthe wood
manufacturing industry to move either out of s@at@verseas. This
had unintended consequence of increasing impoudféex@ goods
thereby increasing air pollution at the ports.

As directed by the AQMD Governing Board on May Z)06,
AQMD staff discussed the permitting requirements f&pray
machines with the Permit Streamlining Task Forcéiayy 18, 2006.
A RadTech representative was present during thetimgee The
group concluded that it was reasonable to requerenjs for spray
machines. During the meeting, the RadTech reptatem was
asked if she had problems obtaining permits forsipray machines
and she responded that she did not. The costpefrait for spray
machines (approximately $1,695) cannot be a faetben, for
example, the cost of the spray machine purchase®&pgsctrum
Custom Design is approximately $270,000 and thé¢ abthe entire
coating line is approximately $730,000, making test of the
AQMD permit approximately 0.6% of the spray machioe
approximately 0.2% of the entire coating line. dAtdher companies
using UV/EB spray machines have applied for anéiabt permits
without relocating outside the South Coast arearthir, it has been
AQMD’s experience that certain factors, such as ke
compensation insurance costs in California, hasgga a significant
role in certain manufacturing companies’ decisiomsnove out of
state or out of the country and not the cost offitst Nevertheless,
staff has agreed to provide a higher thresholdriggering a permit
for ultra-low emission rate equipment and will diexea registration
filing process as an alternative to permitting @sscfor the ultra-low
emission rate equipment.

The use of Rule 219 to impose a new requirenteitwould specify

how to determine VOC emissions, such as by an AQi\proved
test method or calculation procedures is inappabgri
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Response

Staff disagrees. AQMD historically has requitedt data or some
other documentation to justify emission rates, VE&dtent (or any
other air contaminant), usage data, etc. for, is ¢ase, verification
of exemption. This is added for clarification.

Roller--to--Roller Coating Equipment

Comment:

Response:

Wavefront Technology manufactures 3-dimensionalicsiires on
flexible substrates utilizing 100% solid, ultra I&@C Photocurable
oligomer. Exemption paragraph (j)(13) “Roller twlRr coating
systems...” should be eliminated. This was added yagr to
capture only one manufacturer (Wavefront). The ®¥iant process
was and is already captured under another exemptand in
paragraph (j)(11), “Photocurable Stereolithogragoyipment....,”
and should be reviewed and managed under such.

The exemption in Rule 219(j)(11) was written fovery specific
procesgphotocurable stereolithograpitfiat is used to manufacture
prototypes and various parts one layer at a tirhe.garts are “built”
in a tank of resin by exposing very thin successyers of liquid
resin to the light. The process is time consumamgl parts are
basically built one layer at a time. Total ressage per machine is
typically less than one gallon per dagased on field observations
and meetings with the company, staff has determited &he
Wavefront reefoller-—to-—+eekoller coating process uses different
equipment and is basically a different manufactyjmmocess from
the photocurable stereolithography equipment andgss that was
evaluatedand-in led—to-the development of Rule 219(j)(11). In
conclusion, the Wavefront reeto--reel process was not considered
in the development of Rule 219(j)(11), is not thens process and is
not covered by this permit exemption.

In response to the commenter, however, staff hagged additional
flexibility to this process in qualifying for theequested exemption
by adding language to (j)(13), allowing optionsv@C emissions of
3 pounds per day or 66 pounds per month or up écdamper year of
VOC emissions provided that the material contaidgygams or less
of VOC per liter for VOC containing solvents an@ahup solvents
containing 25 grams or less of VOC per liter anel dperator files a
registration with the District pursuant to Rule 223taff believes
that this proposal will offer the company subst@nfliexibility in its
operation before triggering a permit.
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4 — TONS PER YEAR EMISSIONS PROPOSAL

Comment:

Response:

Cooling tower emission factor (EF) is a gross apjpnation, and
significantly overstates actual emissions. Furthefinement is
needed before using it for making permit appliagbitiecisions.
The assumption that there is a continuous leakydfdtarbon into
the cooling water is not an accurate estimatiod@C emissions.

Staff uses the following default emission factdos Particulate
Matter (PMg) and VOCs from AP-42.

* VOC emission factor of 0.7 Ib of VOC per millionlgams of
circulating cooling water is based on AP-42, Tablé&-2.
This controlled emission factor is used when hydrbon
leaks into the cooling water system are minimized #he
cooling water is monitored for hydrocarbons.

* PMy emission factor of 0.019 Ib per 1000 gallons of
circulating cooling water is consistent with the fadgt
emission factor provided in AP-42, Section 13.4[€®13.4-
1.

* In addition, there are alternative methods for erois
calculations provided in “Emission Calculation Gelides for
Cooling Tower Emissions” prepared by Annual Emissio
Reporting group. The method allows facility operatto use
site specific parameters, such as total dissoleédss(TDS),
drift loss and operating hours.

» Staff believes that the emission factors for VO@ &M,y as
provided in the guidelines are the best availablaapresent
time, and used by applicants in their applicatitarspower
plant permitting filed with the California Energy@mission,
as well as by other agencies and other districEacility
operators may use alternative methods for emission
calculations subject to AQMD approval.

However, staff has removed cooling towers from piheposal. In

the future, staff will conduct audits of coolingmer emissions to
determine any additional requirements are necessary
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Comment:

Response:

AQMD does not have the authority under CA H&S C@&kxtion

42300 to require a permit for hand operations ukingd wipe, rags,
and Q-tips. The commenter contends that requaipgrmit for this
type of operation is not within the authority greeshtoy H&S 42300.
Where is the authority for AQMD to impose this regment?

Staff has changed the proposal from a requirenhipéo one which
requires a Rule 222 filing along with associategsfander Rule 301
and Annual Emission Reporting.

For the record, however, staff responds as folltavéhe question
posed by the commenter.

H&S Code Section 42300 (a) states that the AQMD estgblish,
by regulation, a permit system that requires thedbie any person
builds, erects, alters, replaces, operates orarsgsarticle, machine,
equipment, or other contrivance which may causasigance of air
contaminants, the person obtain a permit from tl@V®. The
authority is not limited to permitting “equipmengéihd “machines”,
but also includes “articles” or “contrivances”. ud) the language of
the section is broad enough to authorize a peeqitirement for the
hand applications of VOC containing materials, ffe t hand
application articles or contrivances may cause isseance of air
contaminants as proposed in subparagraph (s)(3)(E).

AQMD has not heretofore interpreted its permit autly to be
strictly limited to H&S 42300. Under AQMD Rule 20permits are
required for equipment which may "eliminate, reduarecontrol” the
issuance of air contaminants. H&S 39002 provided tocal and
regional authorities have the primary responsipfiir control of air
pollution from all sources other than vehicularrees.

Under H&S 41508, "except as otherwise specificaityvided in this
division" districts can adopt requirements that"additional, stricter
standards than those set forth by law or by thée dteard for
nonvehicular sources." Since hand wipe operati@me a
nonvehicular source, AQMD can adopt additional neguents,
such as permit requirements, unless "expressl¥raise provided.

Hand wipe operations are NOT included in the lisexceptions to
permit requirements specified in H&S 42310, whiclhohbits
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Comment:

Response

Comment:

Response:

AQMD from requiring a permit for various sourcesg¢luding any
vehicle, structure designed for and used as a ohgeiibr not more
than four families, etc. Therefore, AQMD can requpermits or
filings for every pollution emitting activity exceghose listed in
H&S 42310.

Baseline Emissions, New Source Review (NSR), Bons©ffset,
Emission Reduction Credit (ERC), and Implementatwacedures.
Comments are summarized below:

» Use of the last two years baseline emissions mayepoesent
normal operations because of a recent businesstdowand
thus could severely limit capacity of a facilitfzor example:
facility with hand wipe operations might be permmittto
produce 100 units, but over the past 2 years, dtsiah
production might have only been 20 units. Thid wdp its
future emissions at 20 unit level based on the gqgajof last
2 years. Facility would not be able to return t® fully
permitted capacity without triggering New Source/idw.

» Asks for agreement on how to determine baselinsgans.

» Asks for specifics as to New Source Review (NSR{ an
offsets will be triggered.

Staff has removed the proposed requirement for ip@arg

equipment and processes that exceed 4 tons of VR@@he of the

programs _mentioned by the commenters will be trgdeby the

current proposal to require Rule 222 filings foegh categories of
equipment and processes.

The proposal should require permits for only théaselities that
currently do not have any written permits, and &hnerefore
completely outside the District's permitting regimget have
significant emissions.

Staff has changed the proposal to one which regdilings instead
of permitsand this requirement would apply ofdy to-all facilities
that have no AQMD permits and that have emissions fspecified
categories of equipment, operations, or procegdsssare currently
exempt under Rule 219 and that have 4 tons or mbr§OC
emissions per year.Thus, this proposal no longer affects facilities
with AQMD permits. Further clarificationon how this affects
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Comment

Response

permitted and unpermitted facilitidsas been provided in the Final
Staff Report.

Facilities should be on notice that in the neaure, staff will
conduct field audits at permitted facilities to ifaerthe emissions
contribution from the sources listed under paragr@)(3) and better
assess the potential emissions (EMWOC NOXx) impact of the
proposal. Based on the field audit findings, staddy propose
amendments to Rule 219 in the future for the B@acdnsideration.

Staff is proposing to require permits for eackcpi of equipment at a
facility. This would penalize clean processes suash UV/EB
because no differentiation is made between poutend
environmentally beneficial processes.

Staff has accommodated this concern and has edathg proposal
to require Rule 222 filings instead of permits irder to provide
incentives for UV/EB and other clean processes aqgdipment.

. . . g . . y
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