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Preface

This document constitutes the Final Environmental Assessment (EA) for the Proposed Rule 1132 – Further Control of VOC Emissions from High-Emitting Spray Booth Facilities.  The Draft EA was released for a 30-day public review and comment period from December 1, 2000 to January 2, 2001.  Three comment letters were received from the public.  These comment letters as well as responses to these comment letters are contained in Appendix D.

To ease in identification, modifications to the document are included in italics, and text removed from the document is indicated by strikethrough.  None of the modifications alter any conclusions reached in the Draft EA, nor provide new information of substantial importance relative to the Draft document.
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Introduction 

The proposed project implements control measure CTS-09 from the 1997 Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) as amended in 1999.  The air quality objective of this proposal is to further reduce volatile organic compound (VOC) emissions from high emitting spray booth facilities.  Proposed Rule (PR) 1132 - Further Control of VOC Emissions from High-Emitting Spray Booth Facilities, would require these facilities to install add-on controls or use low VOC materials to effectively reduce VOC emissions from spray booth operations by at least 65 percent.  Alternatively, the affected facilities may comply with an approved compliance plan.  The proposed rule allows for facilities to take an enforceable cap on its emissions to be excluded from the control requirements.  In addition, an exemption is offered for spray booths that meet specific criteria.  The proposed compliance dates would be in 2003 or 2004, depending on facilities’ emission levels.  PR 1132 will remove 3.7 tons per day of VOC emissions from the atmosphere by July 1, 2004.

legislative authority

The California Legislature created the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) in 1977
 as the agency responsible for developing and enforcing air pollution control rules and regulations in the South Coast Air Basin (Basin) and portions of the Salton Sea Air Basin and Mojave Desert Air Basin (collectively known as the “district”).  By statute, the SCAQMD is required to adopt an AQMP demonstrating compliance with all federal and state ambient air quality standards for the district
.  Furthermore, the SCAQMD must adopt rules and regulations that carry out the AQMP
.  The 1997 AQMP concluded that major reductions in VOC emissions and oxides of nitrogen (NOx) are necessary to attain the air quality standards for ozone and particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter (PM10).

PR 1132 would implement the first of the two-phase Control Measure CTS –09, which is part of the 1999 Amendment to the Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP).  PR 1132 would apply to facilities utilizing spray booths with annual facility-wide VOC emissions of more than 20 tons.  The proposed rule will reduce VOC emissions from the top VOC-emitting facilities operating spray booths associated with the use of resins, coatings, solvents, and other VOC-containing materials.  Reducing emissions from these sources would help achieve and maintain state and federal ambient air quality standards in the SCAQMD’s jurisdiction with a margin of safety.

california Environmental quality act

PR 1132 is a "project" as defined by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines §15378.  California Public Resources Code §21080.5 allows public agencies with regulatory programs to prepare a plan or other written document in lieu of an environmental impact report once the Secretary of the Resources Agency has certified the regulatory program.  The SCAQMD regulatory program was certified by the Secretary of the Resources Agency on March 1, 1989, and is codified as SCAQMD Rule 110.  Pursuant to Rule 110 (the rule which implements the SCAQMD’s certified regulatory program), SCAQMD has prepared this Environmental Assessment (Final EA) to evaluate potential adverse environmental impacts of implementing PR 1132.

CEQA requires that the potential adverse environmental impacts of proposed projects be evaluated and that feasible methods to reduce or avoid identified significant adverse environmental impacts of these projects be implemented.  The purpose of the Final EA is to inform the SCAQMD’s Governing Board, public agencies, and the public in general of potential adverse environmental impacts that could result from implementing the proposed project.

CEQA requires that the potential environmental impacts of proposed projects be evaluated and that feasible methods to reduce or avoid significant adverse environmental impacts of these projects be identified.  To fulfill the purpose and intent of CEQA, the SCAQMD has prepared this Final EA to address the potential environmental impacts associated with the adoption and implementation of PR 1132.  Because the environmental analysis, as shown in Chapter 2, concluded that PR 1132 would not have any significant or potentially significant effects on the environment, identification and comparison of project alternatives, or identification of mitigation measures, are not required (CEQA Guidelines §15252).

A Notice of Preparation and an Initial Study (NOP/IS) for this project was prepared and distributed to the public for a 30-day review and comment period from October 3, 2000 to November 3, 2000.  The NOP/IS identified potential adverse impacts for the following six environmental topic areas: air quality; energy; hazards and hazardous materials; hydrology/water quality; solid/hazardous waste; and transportation/traffic.  The SCAQMD received four comment letters during the public comment period for the NOP/IS.  The SCAQMD’s responses to comments submitted on the NOP/IS are presented in Appendix B of this Final EA.  A subsequent analysis of PR 1132, which forms the basis of this Final EA, was conducted and identified no significant environmental adverse impacts.  This Final EA supercedes the NOP/IS.

Project Location

PR 1132 would affect facilities located throughout the SCAQMD’s jurisdiction.  The SCAQMD has jurisdiction over an area of approximately 10,743 square miles, consisting of the four-county South Coast Air Basin (Basin) (Orange County and the non-desert portions of Los Angeles, Riverside and San Bernardino counties), and the Riverside County portions of the Salton Sea Air Basin (SSAB) and Mojave Desert Air Basin (MDAB).  The Basin, which is a subarea of the SCAQMD’s jurisdiction, is bounded by the Pacific Ocean to the west and the San Gabriel, San Bernardino, and San Jacinto mountains to the north and east.  It includes all of Orange County and the nondesert portions of Los Angeles, Riverside, and San Bernardino counties. The Los Angeles County portion of MDAB (known as north county or Antelope Valley) is bounded by the San Gabriel Mountains to the south and west, the Los Angeles/Kern county border to the north, and the Los Angeles/San Bernardino county border to the east.  The Riverside County portion of the SSAB is bounded by the San Jacinto Mountains in the west and spans eastward up to the Palo Verde Valley.  The federal nonattainment area (known as the Coachella Valley Planning Area) is a subregion of the Riverside County and the SSAB that is bounded by the San Jacinto Mountains to the west and the eastern boundary of the Coachella Valley to the east (Figure 1-1).

Figure 1-1
South Coast Air Quality Management District
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Background

PR 1132 is being undertaken to implement Control Measure CTS-09 of the 1999 Amendments to the 1997 Ozone SIP for the district.  The objective of this control measure is to further reduce VOC emissions from high VOC-emitting facilities beyond emission reductions required under existing SCAQMD rules and regulations.  This control measure is also part of a litigation settlement agreement between several environmental groups and the SCAQMD regarding the implementation of the 1994 State Implementation Plan (i.e., 1994 AQMP) for the district.  Control Measure CTS-09 calls for a in two-phase rule development approach.  Phase I, the subject matter of this rule development and CEQA analysis, focuses on the top VOC-emitting facilities that currently operate spray booths
.  Phase II, on the other hand, will address VOC emissions from other high VOC-emitting sources.  Phase I is scheduled for adoption in early 2001, while rule development for Phase II will tentatively begin in the later part of 2001.

The control measure relies upon the advent of VOC emissions control technologies, improvement of airflow management practices, and the advancement in low-VOC water-borne coatings technology to achieve further VOC emissions reductions at high VOC-emitting facilities.  In general, VOC emissions from the affected facilities are mainly associated with the surface coating operations or other processes that use large quantities of VOC-containing materials.  Technological advancements to control VOC emissions in a cost-effective manner from spray booths, have been demonstrated in practice and are currently in use throughout the district and the nation.

Project Description

Affected Industries

Currently, the proposed applicability threshold for PR 1132 are those facilities that operate spray booths with VOC emissions greater than 20 tons per year in any year beginning 1998-99
.  Based on this applicability threshold, there are approximately 79 facilities with spray booths in the district that would be subject to the PR 1132.

As shown in Table 1-1, spray booth operations at the Phase I facilities are distributed among four main industries: aerospace, metal and plastics, fiberglass-reinforced plastics, and wood products.  Although classified in distinct industrial categories, the methods of controlling VOC emissions from these facilities’ operations are technically similar.  The two primary methods of VOC control are the use of add-on control equipment and reformulated low-VOC products.

Table 1-1
Affected Facilities, Industry Profile

Industry
No. of Facilities
Contribution To
Phase I
Emission Inventory
Applicable
SCAQMD Rule(s)

Aerospace
6
6 %
1124, 1171

Metals & Plastics
26
35 %
1107, 1115, 1128, 1145, 1171

Fiberglass-Reinforced Plastics
19
33 %
1162, 1171

Wood Products
28
26 %
1136, 1171

Total
79
100%

The following discussion provides a general description of these industries and highlights some of the essential aspects of these industries as they relate to the proposed rule.

Aerospace Industry

VOC emissions from this industry are associated with coating, cleaning, and other manufacturing processes used in the production of airplanes, rockets, spacecraft, and other aerospace vehicles or their components.  The aerospace industry has been regulated since 1979 by Rule 1124 – Aerospace Assembly and Component Manufacturing Operations.  Rule 1124 applies to commercial and military aerospace manufactures and their subcontractors.  In general, the rule sets forth VOC content limits on products used in this industry.

There are VOC limits in Rule 1124 that become effective January 1, 2002.  Taking into consideration the current and future (2002) VOC limits of Rule 1124, it is expected that the emission inventory for this industry will be reduced by 17 percent in 2010.

Aerospace coating operations are typically performed in enclosed buildings and booths where all or almost all of the VOC emissions are captured.  However, the characteristics of the exhaust stream for each booth are highly variable.  Most of the spray booths are designed to accommodate custom parts that are highly variable in size and shape.  The exhaust flow rates from these booths often exceed 100,000 standard cubic feet per minute (scfm) each.  Coating operations in these booths are predominantly sporadic or intermittent and result in very low average VOC concentrations that often render the control of these emissions through add-on controls ineffective.

The other VOC emission sources in the aerospace industry come from the use of cleaning solvents, sealants, and fabrication of composite materials.  These are fugitive emissions occurring in open areas of the manufacturing buildings and are vented through the building ventilation systems.  Most of the solvent usage in this industry is associated with hand-wipe cleaning of various parts not necessary applied in the spray booths.  

Metal and Plastics

Facilities classified under this category are mainly regulated under SCAQMD Rules 1107 – Coatings of Metal Parts and Products (most recently amended in 1998), 1115 – Motor Vehicle Assembly Line Coating Operations (last amended 1995), 1128 – Paper, Fabric and Film Coating Operations (last amended 1996), and 1145 – Plastic, Rubber, and Glass Coatings (last amended 1997).  In general, these SCAQMD rules set forth VOC limits on the materials used and are fully implemented.

The facilities grouped under this industry category are widespread among several industrial classification codes.  In general, these facilities are involved in the manufacturing of fabricated metal or plastic products, including automobile parts, office furniture, metal containers, and miscellaneous coated products.  Depending on the manufacturing process, VOC emissions may or may not be associated with spray booths.  VOC emissions from these facilities may be associated with spraying and drying of coatings of various parts in spray booths, but they may also be a result of other processes such as flow coaters, dip tanks, and solvent cleaning.  An estimate based on the 1998-99 annual emissions reports shows that approximately half of the emissions from the 26 affected facilities are spray booth related emissions.

Some of the facilities are highly automated in mass-producing their products and use enclosed type spray booths.  However, the standard spray booths used in most facilities are open face spray booths.  Typically, open spray booths may consist of a single plenum of filters or only sidewalls and a ceiling.  Items are placed in the booth either by mechanical conveyer or mounted on wheeled or tracked carts for as long as necessary to be coated and then removed for air-drying or baking.  Therefore, to optimize the control of VOC emissions from these facilities it may be necessary to improve the capture efficiency of the booth areas and to control ovens and other areas in which parts are allowed to dry. 

Fiberglass-Reinforced Plastics (FRP)

The FRP industry is regulated under SCAQMD Rule 1162 – Polyester Resin Operations (last amended in 1994).  Rule 1162 is fully implemented and has no future compliance requirements.  This rule applies to polyester resin operations in the fabrication of composite or fiberglass products including boats, plumbing fixtures, bath ware, cultured marble, vehicle parts, mobile home parts, and storage tanks.  The rule sets forth work practice standards and VOC content limits (monomer content in polyester resin materials).  Styrene monomer released during the polymerization process and clean up solvents are the main emissions from these industries.

There are several FRP manufacturing processes of which open molding is most commonly used.  Open molding operations involve the application of a liquid gel coat (i.e., non-reinforced resin) and reinforced resin layers to a mold with a spray gun or by hand lay-up.  SCAQMD regulations require operations using spray guns be conducted in spray booths.  The spray booths used are usually open or semi-open to allow easy access for bulky molds.  Styrene and methyl methacrylate, both are VOCs and toxic air contaminants, are emitted when the resin is applied and during the curing process.  These types of operations use high ventilation rates to ensure that styrene levels are maintained below the worker exposure limit.  The flow rates from these processes can range from 10,000 to 100,000 CFM.  Other processes used in FRP manufacturing include filament winding, pultrusion, continued lamination and sheet molding.  These processes do not involve the use of a spray gun but the VOC emissions are more localized and can be collected using significantly lower airflow rates
.

Wood Products

Wood working operations are regulated pursuant to SCAQMD Rule 1136 – Wood Products Coatings (most recently amended in 1996).  The rule applies to furniture manufacturers, cabinet makers, and other manufacturing industries that employ wood as their main substrate.  The VOC limits for this rule will be further reduced by approximately 50 percent effective July 1, 2005, subject to a technical assessment due in 2003.  

The wood/furniture industry encompasses companies that produce furniture, picture frames, doors, cabinets, shutters, guitars, flooring, panel products as well as other wood products.  The substrates include solid wood, wood composition, simulated wood used in combination with solid wood or wood composition and paper laminated on wood-fiber based substrates.  The industry has been using nitrocellulose lacquers reformulated with acetone, an exempt compound, to meet the current VOC limits.  Water based materials are also being used to a certain extent.  Curing of water based coatings requires the use of low temperature ovens.  Typically, the wood-coating process includes the application of stain, sealer, and then a topcoat, with sanding steps between coatings.  The coating steps could also include a glaze and toner for a more custom look.  The most common method of application is by atomized spray using a high volume-low pressure spray gun in a spray booth.  Other application methods include roller coaters, curtain coaters, flow coaters, dip tanks, or hand application (brush, roller, wipe rag).

PR 1132 Components

Under PR 1132, affected facilities that operate one or more spray booths would be required to reduce their spray booth VOC emissions by 65 percent by installing add-on control equipment, use of low VOC products, or a combination thereof.  Alternatively, owners or operators of affected facilities can propose other methods that would result in equivalent emission reductions.  Existing facilities already emitting more than 50 tons of VOCs per year would have until July 1, 2003, to comply with PR 1132.  Whereas, existing facilities already emitting more than 20 tons but less than 50 tons of VOCs per year would have until July 1, 2004, to comply with PR 1132.  Facilities that become subject to PR 1132 after July 1, 2001, will have three years to comply with the emission reduction requirements.  Table 1-2 summarizes the applicable compliance deadlines.

Table 1-2
PR 1132 Compliance Deadlines

Facility
To File Applications
Final Compliance Date

Existing facilities > 50 tpy
1/1/2002
7/1/2003

Existing facilities <= 50 > 20 tpy
1/1/2003
7/1/2004

Facilities later become subject to rule
12 months from date when 20 tpy is exceeded
30 months from date when 20 tpy is exceeded

tpy = tons per year

Spray booths that are complying with the best available control technology (BACT) requirements would be exempt from the proposed rule requirements so long as the BACT is as stringent or exceeds the proposed control requirements.  Facilities may also be deemed in compliance by applying for a permit condition limiting their facility-wide VOC emissions to 20 tons per year or less.  The proposed rule establishes emission thresholds based on the exhaust flow rate to exempt low emitting and intermittently operated spray booths.

For the rule language of PR 1132, the reader is referred to Appendix A of this Final EA.
Projected Emission Reductions

As shown in Table 1-3, the 1998-99 annual average emissions inventory for the 79 affected facilities, including emissions from permitted and non-permitted equipment or operations, is estimated at 10.5 tons per day.

Table 1-3
PR 1132 VOC Emission Inventory by Industry

Industry
Number
Of
Facilities
Emissions From Permitted Sources
(tons/year)
Emissions From Non-Permitted Sources
(tons/year)
Total Emissions
(tons/year)
Contribution To Emission Inventory

Aerospace
6
156
64
220
6%

Metal & Plastics
26
1,010
337
1,347
35%

FRP
19
917
371
1,288
33%

Wood Products
28
891
110
1,001
26%

Total
79
2,974
882
3,856
100%

Total (tons/day)
--
8.15
2.41
10.56
--

As shown in Table 1-4, based on the 1998-99 emissions inventory, PR 1132 is expected to reduce 3.7 tons per day of VOC from these facilities.  This represents an over-all 45.4 percent reduction of the permitted emission inventory and 35 percent reduction of the total emissions inventory.  This level of reductions is expected to meet the Phase I emission reduction target under Control Measure CTS-09 for year 2010.

Table 1-4
PR 1132 VOC Emission Reductions by Industry

Industry
Emission Reductions

(tons/year)
Contribution to 

Emission Reductions

Aerospace
2
0.2%

Metal & Plastics
465
34.0%

FRP
454
33.2%

Wood Products
446
32.6%

Total
1,367
100%

Total (tons/day)
3.7
--
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INTRODUCTION

The environmental checklist provides a standard evaluation tool to identify a project's adverse environmental impacts.  This checklist identifies and evaluates potential adverse environmental impacts that may be created by the proposed project.

GENERAL INFORMATION

Project Title:
Proposed Rule (PR) 1132 - Further Control of VOC Emissions from High-Emitting Spray Booth Facilities

Lead Agency Name:
South Coast Air Quality Management District

Lead Agency Address:
21865 E. Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, CA  91765

CEQA Contact Person:
Darren W. Stroud, (909) 396-2526

PR 1132 Contact Person:
Ricardo Rivera, (909) 396-3069

Project Sponsor's Name:
South Coast Air Quality Management District

Project Sponsor's Address:
21865 E. Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, CA  91765

General Plan Designation:
Not applicable

Zoning:
Not applicable

Description of Project:
PR 1132 would apply to facilities utilizing spray booths with annual facility-wide VOC emissions of more than 20 tons.  The proposed rule would require these facilities to install add-on controls or use low VOC materials to effectively reduce VOC emissions from spray booth operations by at least 65 percent.  The proposed rule allows for facilities to comply with an approved alternative control plan or take an enforceable cap on its emissions to be excluded from the control requirements. In addition, an exemption is offered for spray booths that meet specific criteria.  The proposed compliance dates would be in 2003 or 2004, depending on facilities’ emission levels.

Surrounding Land Uses and Setting:
Industrial and commercial facilities

Other Public Agencies Whose Approval is Required:
Not applicable

environmental factors potentially affected

The following environmental impact issues have been assessed to determine their potential to be affected by the proposed project.  As indicated by the checklist on the following pages, environmental topics marked with an "(" may be adversely affected by the proposed project.  An explanation relative to the determination of impacts can be found following the checklist for each area.

(
Aesthetics
(
Agriculture Resources 
(
Air Quality 

(
Biological Resources 
(
Cultural Resources
(
Energy 

(
Geology/Soils
(
Hazards & Hazardous Materials
(
Hydrology/
Water Quality

(
Land Use/Planning
(
Mineral Resources
(
Noise

(
Population/Housing
(
Public Services
(
Recreation

(
Solid/Hazardous Waste
(
Transportation/
Traffic
(
Mandatory Findings of Significance

DETERMINATION

On the basis of this  initial evaluation:

(
I find the proposed project, in accordance with those findings made pursuant to CEQA Guideline §15252, COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and that an ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT with no significant impacts has been prepared.

(
I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will NOT be significant effects in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent.  An ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT with no significant impacts will be prepared.

(
I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect(s) on the environment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT will be prepared.

(
I find that the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact" on the environment, but at least one effect 1)has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets.  An ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed. 

(
I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required.

Date:    November 30, 2000
 
Signature:







Steve Smith, Ph.D.




Program Supervisor

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST AND DISCUSSION

There are several air pollution control technologies that may be used to reduce VOC emissions from affected PR 1132 facilities, such as carbon adsorption, thermal oxidation, catalytic oxidation, biofiltration, cryogenic condensation, ultraviolet oxidation, and hybrid systems (adsorption/incineration).  Additionally, VOC emission reductions at affected facilities may also be achieved by process changes, including the use of lower VOC products, good house keeping techniques, source reduction, source elimination, or other operational changes at the facility.  However, for the purpose of this environmental checklist to maximize impacts and provide a “worst-case” analysis, the SCAQMD has reviewed the potential secondary impacts associated with the use of control technologies such as regenerative thermal oxidizers (RTOs), concentrator/catalytic oxidizers (CCOs), and low-VOC product reformulation.  Based on discussions with affected industries, these technologies appear to be the main technologies that will be used to comply with PR 1132.  The following is a brief description of these technologies.

Regenerative Thermal Oxidizer (RTO)

RTO technology remains one of the most flexible means of thermal treatment for VOCs.  RTOs can process a wide variety of VOCs effectively, even if there are fluctuations in the airflow volume.  An RTO consists of a combustion chamber located adjacent to several energy recovery chambers.  The energy recovery chambers are filled with ceramic heat exchange media.  The solvent-laden air enters an inlet header and is directed to one of the energy recovery chambers through the inlet control valve.  The air passes through the heat exchange media, adsorbing heat from the media.  It then enters the combustion chamber at a temperature close to the oxidation temperature.  The oxidation process is completed in the combustion chamber.  A gas burner maintains a preset oxidation temperature.  If the incoming air contains enough solvents, the solvent combustion energy provides the necessary heat to raise the temperature to the combustion set-point.

The clean air leaves the RTO through the heat exchange media of an adjacent chamber.  The energy in the clean, hot exhaust air is transferred to the heat exchange media for storage.  The clean air then passes through the exhaust manifold and is discharged through a stack to atmosphere.  The temperature of the air as it leaves the RTO is close to the temperature of the incoming air.  At least one chamber is always on inlet mode and another on outlet mode to allow the RTO to continuously process a solvent-laden air stream.

Concentrator/Catalytic Oxidizer (CCO)

With a CCO system, contaminants from a volume of VOC-laden air are first collected on an adsorbent bed.  A much smaller volume of air (approximately one-tenth the original volume) is used for regeneration and sent to the thermal oxidizer.  The oxidizer used for VOC destruction is much smaller than the unit that would have been required for the initial waste gas volume.  Also, the waste stream sent to the oxidizer has a higher heating value, so that less auxiliary fuel may be required.  Finally, with adsorption and incineration, the VOCs are destroyed.  

A CCO system can handle a broad range of flow rates and VOC concentrations.  It is especially suited to spray booth exhaust air where the VOC concentrations are typically below 100 parts per million (ppm) and conventional systems are most expensive to operate.  Typically, a CCO system can achieve a destruction/removal efficiency of 95%.  Higher efficiencies have also been reported.

Low-or Reduced-VOC Materials

Substitution of coatings, solvents, resins, printing materials, adhesives, and other VOC-containing materials currently in use with materials containing less VOC and/or lower vapor pressures can significantly reduce VOC emissions.  The low-VOC products generally include materials that are waterborne, high solids, light/radiation curable, and/or formulated with VOC-exempt compounds.  Over the past decades, the VOC contents of these materials in almost all categories have steadily gone down due primarily to the general environmental quality concerns and technology-forcing regulations.  The continued efforts of manufacturers, developers, and industrial users of these materials may further expand the application of low VOC formulations beyond what have been accomplished to date.

It should be noted that for the following environmental impact analysis RTOs and CCOs will be referred to collectively as add-on controls.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






I.
AESTHETICS.  Would the project:






a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?


(
(
(

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway?


(
(
(

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings?


(
(
(

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area?


(
(
(

I.a) & b) Affected PR 1132 facilities, which are existing facilities, are expected to be located in areas that are predominately industrial or commercial.  Accordingly, the adjacent land uses will also be predominately industrial or commercial.  Therefore, modifications (e.g., installation of add-on controls and ovens) at affected facilities are not expected to negatively affect visual resources since these modifications will blend in with the existing equipment as well as the surrounding visual setting.

I.c)  The proposed modifications and construction-related activities are expected to be located entirely within the boundaries of the affected facilities and, in some cases, located entirely within an enclosed building.  Thus, the additions of small structures similar to those already located at the affected facilities are expected to blend with the existing visual setting.

I.d)  Additional new lighting sources are not expected to be added that will adversely affect day or nighttime views.  Existing light sources are expected to be sufficient at facilities affected by PR 1132.  Construction activities are not anticipated to require additional lighting since activities are expected to take place during daylight hours.  Similarly, PR 1132 is not expected to result in the need for nighttime work that would require additional lighting.

Based upon the above considerations, significant aesthetics impacts are not anticipated from the implementation of PR 1132 and are not further evaluated in this Final EA.

Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






II.
AGRICULTURE RESOURCES.  Would the project:






a)
Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to non- agricultural use?


(
(
(

b)
Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract?  


(
(
(

c)
Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use?  


(
(
(

II.a), b), & c)  The implementation of PR 1132 will require improvements and modifications to existing industrial or commercial facilities.  Accordingly, it is anticipated that agricultural resources are not present on or in close proximity to affected facilities.  Therefore, PR 1132 is not expected to require the conversion of farmland (as defined in Item II.a) above) to non-agricultural use or involve other changes in the existing environment that would convert farmland to non-agricultural use.

Additionally, affected facilities are not envisioned to be currently zoned for agricultural use.  Therefore, PR 1132 would not conflict with existing agricultural zones or Williamson Act contracts.  

Based upon the above considerations, significant agriculture resources impacts are not anticipated from the implementation of PR 1132 and are not further evaluated in this Final EA.

Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






III.
AIR QUALITY.  Would the project:






a)
Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?


(
(
(

b)
Violate any air quality standard or contribute to an existing or projected air quality violation?


(
(
(

c)
Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard (including releasing emissions that exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?


(
(
(

d)
Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?


(
(
(

e)
Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people?


(
(
(

f)
Diminish an existing air quality rule or future compliance requirement resulting in a significant increase in air pollutant(s)?


(
(
(

III.a)  PR 1132 is being implemented to reduce VOC emissions pursuant to AQMP control measure CTS-09.  Accordingly, the proposed project is expected to significantly contribute to the overall improvement of air quality in the region and aid the SCAQMD in its progress of achieving compliance with the federal and state ambient air quality standards for ozone.  Therefore, this impact issue will not be further analyzed in this Final EA.

III.b), & c)  The objective of the proposed project is to reduce VOC emissions from facilities operating spray booths with total annual VOC emissions of 20 tons/yr.  However, the implementation of PR 1132 (e.g., the use of add-on controls or reformulated products) could create both direct and indirect air quality impacts.  These impacts are discussed separately below.

Direct Air Quality Impacts

As explained in Chapter 1, PR 1132 is estimated to reduce VOC emissions from affected facilities by 3.7 tons per day (see Table 1-4 above).  Based on an evaluation of inventories of facilities subject to PR 1132, the universe is comprised of 79 facilities
.  These facilities have been categorized amongst four main industries: aerospace, metal and plastics, FRP, and wood products (see Table 1-1 above).  Consequently, VOC emission reductions from these facilities provides an air quality benefit in the near- and long-term.

Indirect Air Quality Impacts

However, the installation and operation of add-on controls as well as the use of low-VOC reformulated materials can potentially create secondary air quality impacts (e.g., emissions).  These emissions that can adversely affect air quality originate from various activities.  A project generates emissions both during the period of its construction and through ongoing daily operations.  During construction of the new add-on controls and ovens, emissions will be generated by onsite construction equipment and by offsite vehicles used for worker commuting.  After construction activities are completed, emissions will be generated by the operation of the add-on controls and ovens, along with the use of low-VOC reformulated materials.  

To estimate the “worst-case” construction- and operational-related emissions associated with the implementation of PR 1132, the following assumptions were made.  Please see Appendix C for all the assumptions used to estimate indirect construction- and operational-related air quality impacts.

Incremental Number of Add-on Pollution Control Equipment and Ovens

· Out of the 79 affected facilities with an estimated total of 173 add-on controls that could be installed, 25 facilities (84 add-on controls) would take advantage of the low-VOC concentration exemption in PR 1132.  Therefore, these facilities would be out of PR 1132 and would not need to make any changes to their current operation unless required by other SCAQMD rules and regulations.  This is based on the SCAQMD’s estimation of the VOC concentration exiting the spray booths of affected facilities.  Cost-effective analysis conducted by the SCAQMD revealed that low-VOC concentrations would require higher cost to control, and therefore, may not be cost-effective.

· Of the remaining 54 facilities (89 add-on controls), 50 percent of wood coating and 50 percent of FRP facilities (16 with 24 add-on controls) would not install add-on controls.  Rather, these facilities would use low-VOC reformulated material or source reduction to comply with PR 1132.  This leaves a total of 65 add-on controls that could potentially be operated simultaneously.  This is based on discussions with these facilities in which many of them indicated that reformulation or source reduction appeared to be favorable alternatives to installing add-on controls.

· For the 50 percent of wood coating facilities (10 with 49 spray booths) that would use low-VOC reformulated material or source reduction, one curing oven is required for every three spray booths.  This leaves a total of 16 curing ovens that could potentially be operated simultaneously in conjunction with the 65 add-on controls.  This is based on discussion with these facilities in which they indicated that some of the emerging low-VOC coatings technology required ovens for the coated products to cure properly.

Construction Assumptions

· Since PR 1132 has two compliance deadlines (e.g., 07/01/03 – Tier I ( >50 tons per year and 07/01/04 – Tier 2 ( <50 >20 tons per year), the construction period that could cause the most add-on controls and curing ovens to be installed simultaneously was chosen as the “worst-case.”  For this analysis, Tier 1 had the most add-on controls, 39, and ovens, 5, that could be simultaneously installed.

· To derive the peak construction-related activities, the 39 add-on controls and 5 ovens for the Tier 1 “worst-case” was divided by a six-month construction period to yield eight add-on controls that could be installed in any one day.  This based on a “worst-case” assumption that some facilities may delay submitting their applications in a timely manner, the SCAQMD’s permitting backlog, and the unavailability of contractors to install add-on controls.

· Every add-on control and oven installation required the use of one air compressor, generator set, and welder that operated eight hours per day.

· Every add-on control and oven installation required the use of one crane.  The crane at each facility operated two hours per day.

· Each add-on control and oven installation required a construction crew consisting of five members.

Operational Assumptions

· To be consistent with the cost-effective analysis, all 65 add-on controls and 16 ovens would operate simultaneously for 12 hours per day.  This is also based on a “worst-case” weighted average where 10 percent of the 65 facilities would operate 24 hours per day, 15 percent would operate 16 hours per day, and 75 percent would operate 8 hours day.

· “Worst-case” NOx emissions for add-on controls were estimated based on the firing of supplemental natural gas necessary to provide additional heat to maintain optimal temperature window for thermal oxidization in the presence of the catalyst.

· Of the 12 hours a day the 65 add-on controls were fired, supplemental natural gas was required 75 percent of the time.  The remaining 25 percent of the time the VOC concentration was sufficient to provide all necessary heat for optimal thermal oxidization.  The natural gas consumption has been adjusted to 75 percent of what was estimated for the base case scenario in the VOC Control Systems for Spray Booth LAER Guidelines (EnviroTech Financial, Inc., 10/98) to reflect the higher VOC loading associated with heat content estimated for the higher emitting spray booth facilities affected by PR 1132.  Additionally, this is consistent with the SCAQMD’s current permitting practices for estimating actual “worst-case” emissions from the operation of add-on controls associated with spray booths.

· The operational load factor for the 16 curing ovens was assumed to be 75 percent.  This is consistent with the SCAQMD’s current permitting practices for estimating actual “worst-case” emissions from the operation of add-on controls associated with spray booths.

· Based on current trends in the basin, 75 percent of new add-on control installations are CCOs and the remaining 25 percent are RTOs.

· To estimate NOx emissions from CCOs the SCAQMD used an emission factor of 50 pounds of NOx per million cubic feet (mmcf) of natural gas consumed.  This emission factor was derived from a source test performed on a catalytic oxidizer.

· To estimate NOx emissions from RTOs the SCAQMD used an emission factor of 100 pounds of NOx per million cubic feet (mmcf) of natural gas consumed.  This emission factor was obtained from the SCAQMD’s Annual Emission Report (AER) Guidance document for boiler operation.

· To estimate CO, VOC, PM10, and SOx emissions from both CCOs and RTOs used the SCAQMD’s AER default emission factors for boiler operation.

· Of the 50 percent of the wood coating facilities (10 with 49 spray booths) that would choose to use low-VOC materials rather than install add-on controls, one oven is required for every three spray booth.  This would require the operation of 16 curing ovens subject to SCAQMD BACT requirements (e.g., 30 parts per million for NOx – 38 pounds per mmcf).

· Of the 50 percent of the wood coating and FRP facilities (16 with 24 potential add-on controls and 74 spray booths) that would chose to use low-VOC materials or source reduction rather than install add-on controls, all coating usage will be low-VOC reformulated water-borne materials.  This will maximize potential toxics and water resources impacts.

Both the potential construction- and operational-related activities associated with the implementation of PR 1132 using the above described assumptions are discussed below.

Construction Emissions

Construction-related emissions can be distinguished as either onsite or offsite.  Onsite emissions generated during construction principally consist of exhaust emissions (NOx, oxides of sulfur (SOx), carbon monoxide (CO), VOC, and particulate matter (PM10)) from heavy-duty construction equipment operation, fugitive dust (PM10) from disturbed soil, and VOC emissions from storage tank degassing prior to demolition and from asphaltic paving and painting.  Offsite emissions during the construction phase normally consist of exhaust emissions and entrained paved road dust (PM10) from worker commute trips, material delivery trips, and haul truck material removal trips to and from the construction site

It should be noted that for PR 1132 no construction emissions from soil disturbance (e.g., digging, earthmoving, grading, stock piling, slab pouring, etc.) or asphaltic paving are anticipated because modifications or installation of new add-on control equipment would occur at existing industrial/commercial facilities.  The type of construction-related activities (e.g., installation of add-on controls and ovens) expected from the implementation of PR 1132 would consist predominantly of cutting, welding, moving equipment into place, and construction worker commuting.

Onsite Equipment Sources 

As explained above to maximize peak daily construction-related impacts, it is estimated that approximately eight add-on controls and ovens could at any one time be in the process of being installed.  For the purposes of this analysis, peak daily simultaneous construction-related activities associated with the installation of the eight add-on controls and ovens are anticipated to entail the use of portable equipment (e.g., generators and compressors), cranes (to set the add-on controls and ovens into place), and hand held equipment by small construction crews to weld, cut, and grind metal structures.  Table 2-1 presents the results of the SCAQMD's construction air quality analysis.  It lists the total peak daily onsite construction emissions from use of equipment during the installation of seven control devices.  Appendix C contains the spreadsheets with the results and assumptions used by the SCAQMD for this analysis.

Offsite Mobile Sources 

Construction and installation of control equipment could generate truck and automobile traffic, resulting primarily from construction workers traveling to and from the work site.  Mobile source emissions, such as CO, NOx, SOx, VOC and PM10, may increase as a result of additional worker trips.  The assumptions used to derive estimates for mobile source emission increases are based on worker-power resources and hours required to install a typical add-on control.  Assuming a five-day week at eight hours per day, the construction project would require five workers per day.  Using a 1.0 vehicle occupancy, the labor force would generate approximately 35 vehicle trips per day throughout the SCAQMD’s jurisdiction.  Assuming an estimated 20 mile round trip each day per vehicle (two start-ups per day), the total daily worker’s travel emissions that would be attributed to construction-related activities for the eight add-on controls and ovens in shown in Table 2-1.  The reader is referred to Appendix C for the assumptions, equations, and emission factors used to calculate offsite emissions.

As shown in Table 2-1, total peak daily construction emissions would not generate emissions that exceed the SCAQMD’s CEQA air quality significance thresholds for construction of 100 pounds per day of NOx, 75 pounds per day of VOC, and 550 pounds per day of CO and 150 pounds of PM10 as identified in the SCAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook (November 1993).  Therefore, air quality impacts from construction-related activities associated with the implementation of PR 1132 are considered to be not significant.

Table 2-1

Total Peak Daily Construction Emissions for PR 1132 (pounds per day)


C R I T E R I A     P O L L U T A N T S


CO
VOC
NOx
SOx
PM10

Equipment Emissions
(Onsite Equipment Sources) from the simultaneous installation of eight add-on controls and ovens per day
47
10
88
9
5

Mobile Emissions
(Offsite Construction Worker) from the simultaneous installation of eight add-on controls and ovens per day
19
1
3
0
0

Total Emissions
Emissions from the simultaneous installation of eight add-on controls and ovens per day
66
11
91
9
5

PROJECT CONSTRUCTION SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLD
550
75
100
150
150

SIGNIFICANT?
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO

Operational Emissions

Add-on Pollution Control Equipment

Out of the 79 facilities impacted by PR 1132, 25 facilities are expected to take advantage of the low-VOC concentration exemption in the proposed rule.  Of the remaining 54 facilities, as a worst case, 50 percent of wood coating and 50 percent of FRP facilities are expected to not install add-on controls.  Rather, these facilities would use low-VOC reformulated material or source reduction to comply with PR 1132.  This leaves a total of 35 facilities that would install a total of 65 add-on controls to comply with PR 1132.

The simultaneous operation of the 65 add-on controls at the 35 affected facilities could generate secondary air quality impacts on a continuous basis.  Since these 65 add-on controls will require some supplemental natural gas to provide the necessary heat to thermally destroy VOCs, combustion emissions (e.g., NOx, SOx, CO, VOC, and PM10) are created.

In addition, of those 50 percent of the wood coating facilities (10 with 49 spray booths) that chose to use low-VOC materials rather than install add-on controls, the SCAQMD assumed that one curing oven is required for every three spray booths operated at these facilities.  This would require the operation of 16 new curing ovens subject to SCAQMD BACT requirements.  The operation of these 16 new ovens would create combustion emissions similarly to the operation of the 65 spray booths.  Natural gas will be consumed in the ovens to create heat, which will be used to rapidly dry wood products coated with low-VOC water-borne materials.

As shown in Table 2-2, total daily peak daily operational emissions would not generate emissions that exceed the SCAQMD’s CEQA air quality significance thresholds of 55 pounds per day of NOx, 75 pounds per day of VOC, and 550 pounds per day of CO, and 150 pounds of PM10 as identified in the SCAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook (November 1993).  Therefore, air quality impacts from operational-related activities associated with the implementation of PR 1132 are considered to be insignificant

Table 2-2

Total Peak Daily Operational Emissions for PR 1132 (pounds per day)


C R I T E R I A     P O L L U T A N T S


CO
VOC
NOx
SOx
PM10

Add-on Control Emissions
Simultaneous operation of 65 add-on controls
20
4
50
1
4

Oven Emissions
Simultaneous operation of 16 ovens
2
0
2
0
1

Total Emissions
Simultaneous operation of add-on controls and ovens
22
4
52
1
5

PROJECT OPERATIONAL SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLD
550
75
55
150
150

SIGNIFICANT?
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO

As such, the proposal would not diminish an existing air quality rule or future compliance requirement, nor conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan.  The proposal has no direct provision that would violate any air quality standard or directly contribute to an existing or projected air quality violation or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant.

Secondary Impacts from Increased Electricity Demand

Electricity is often used as the power source to operate various components of add-on control equipment, such as ventilation systems, fan motors, vapor recovery systems, etc.  Increased demand for electrical energy may require generation of additional electricity, which in turn could result in increased indirect emissions of criteria pollutants in the district.

Increased electricity demand is not expected to create significant adverse air quality impacts in the district.  Only if demand exceeds available power would new electricity sources be required.  Even then in-district power generation is subject to applicable SCAQMD rules such as Rule 1135 - Emissions of Oxides of Nitrogen From Electric Power Generating Systems, SCAQMD Rule 1134 - Emissions of Oxides of Nitrogen From Stationary Gas Turbines, and the NOx RECLAIM program.  Rule 1135 and RECLAIM establish absolute mass caps on the allowable NOx emissions from electric generating facilities.  As a result, NOx emissions from electric generating facilities have already been accounted for in previously prepared CEQA documents and will not increase above established NOx emissions caps, regardless of increased power demand from the operation of add-on control equipment.  No significant adverse impacts to air quality are expected from control measures that increase electricity demand.

Product Reformulation - Toxics

As noted above, it is assumed that some facilities will reduce VOC emissions from spray booth operations by using low-VOC reformulated products.  As a “worst-case,” it is estimated that as much as 844,000 gallons per year of low-VOC reformulated products may be used by affected facilities to comply with PR 1132 (see Appendix C).

Though PR 1132 does not dictate any particular product formulation, implementation of PR 1132 may result in the use of reformulated products (e.g., coatings and solvents) with toxic constituents.  It should be noted that for the following discussion the term solvent in reference to coatings refers to coalescing solvents that allow the otherwise solid resin in the coating to flow together to form a film.  The term solvent in reference to solvents refers to a material that is used primarily for cleaning operations.

Since there are many different product manufacturers and coating formulations, as well as many different coating and solvent applications that may be impacted by PR 1132, the specific chemical composition of reformulated products is not known.  Consequently, the analysis of exposure to toxic air contaminants from reformulated products is based on trends observed for recently amended coatings and solvent rules such as Rule 1113 – Architectural Coatings, Rule 1136 – Wood Products Coatings, Rule 1168 – Control of Volatile Organic Compound Emissions from Adhesive Application, Rule 1171 – Solvent Cleaning Operations, Rule 1122 – Solvent Degreasers, etc.  Based upon SCAQMD’s research in these redevelopment endeavors the trend appears product formulators will replace conventional product formulations, which may contain toluene, xylene, mineral spirits, acetone, methyl ethyl ketone (MEK), tricholorethylene, and percholoroethylene, with either exempt solvents (e.g., acetone, Oxsol 100, t-butyl acetate) or water-borne formulations.  In addition to the above-mentioned solvents, coalescing solvents such as texanol, propylene glycol, and ethylene glycol may be used more widely in low-VOC water-borne formulations as alternatives to more toxic coalescing solvents such as ethylene glycol monobutyl ether (EGBE), ethylene glycol monoethyl ether (EGEE), ethylene glycol monomethyl ether (EGME), and their acetates.  Furthermore, diisocyanates (e.g., hexamethylene diisocyanate (HDI), methylene bisphenyl diisocyanate (MDI), and toluene diisocyanate (TDI)) may be used more widely in low-VOC two component, water-borne systems as activators to their higher-VOC solvent-borne counterparts.

The following analysis of exposure to toxic air contaminants associated with PR 1132 compares the relative toxicity of current conventional solvents to possible replacement solvents.

Current Conventional and Possible Replacement Solvents That May Be Used in Low-VOC Product Reformulations

The following bullet points identify solvents common to current product formulations, as well as those replacement solvents that may be used to formulate low VOC products to comply with PR 1132.

Conventional Solvents

· Toluene

· Xylene

· Methyl Alcohol

· Stoddard Solvent

· Methyl Ethyl Ketone

· Isopropyl Alcohol

· EGEE

· EGME
· EGBE

· Ethyl Alcohol

Possible Replacement Solvents

· Acetone

· 2,2,4-Trimethyl-1, 3-Pentanediol Monoisobutyrate (Texanol)
· Methylene Chloride

· Methyl Acetate
· n-Butyl Acetate

· t-Butyl Acetate
· Isobutyl Acetate
· Ethylene Glycol

· Propylene Glycol

· Di-Propylene Glycol

· 1,1,1-Trichloroethane

· TDI

· MDI

· HDI

· Oxsol 100 - Parachlorobenzotrifluoride (PCBTF)

Background Information on Current and Possible Replacement Solvents 

The potential for significant exposure to adverse toxic impacts is dependent on a number of variables.  These include the specific chemical composition of the low-VOC products that may be used to comply with the requirements of PR 1132, the amounts of these materials are used, and the chemical composition of the materials to be replaced (e.g., coating materials formulated with conventional solvents also may contain toxic or otherwise hazardous air pollutants).  Previous analyses in other SCAQMD rule development activities reveals that the potential toxic impacts from the use of reformulated low-VOC products containing various replacement solvents is generally the same or much less when compared to the toxicity of products formulated with conventional solvents.

A compilation of toxicological information of representative conventional solvents and their possible replacements is given below.  This information was extracted from the following sources: Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry ToxFAQs; New Jersey's Department of Health, Right to Know Program's Hazardous Substance Fact Sheets; EPA’s Integrated Risk Information System; EPA’s Chemicals In the Environment: OPPT Chemical Fact Sheets; NISOH Pocket Guide to Chemical Hazards; NIOSH Documentation for Immediately Dangerous to Life or Health Concentrations; OSHA Health Guidelines; and Department of Health and Human Services National Toxicology Program Chemical Repository.

Conventional Solvents

TOLUENE:  The largest use for toluene is in the production of benzene.  Toluene is also used as an octane booster or enhancer in gasoline, as a raw material for toluene diisocyanate, as a solvent, and in solvent extraction processes.  As a solvent, it may be used in aerosol spray paints, wall paints, lacquers, inks, adhesives, natural gums, and resins, as well as in a number of consumer products, such as spot removers, paint strippers, cosmetics, perfumes, and antifreezes. 

Breathing large amounts of toluene for short periods of time adversely affects the human nervous system, the kidneys, the liver, and the heart.  Effects range from unsteadiness and tingling in fingers and toes to unconsciousness and death.  Direct, prolonged contact with toluene liquid or vapor irritates the skin and the eyes.  Human health effects associated with breathing or otherwise consuming smaller amounts of toluene over long periods of time are not known.  Repeatedly breathing large amounts of toluene, such as when "sniffing" glue or paint, can cause permanent brain damage.  As a result, humans can develop problems with speech, hearing, and vision.  Humans can also experience loss of muscle control, loss of memory, and decreased mental ability.  Exposure to toluene can also adversely affect the kidneys.  Laboratory animal studies and, in some cases, human exposure studies show that repeat exposure to large amounts of toluene during pregnancy can adversely affect the developing fetus.  Other studies show that repeat exposure to large amounts of toluene adversely affects the nervous system, the kidneys, and the liver of animals.

The Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 list toluene as a hazardous air pollutant.  Toluene is also listed in Table I
  of SCAQMD Rule 1401 – New Source Review of Toxic Air Contaminants, and Table II
 of SCAQMD Rule 1402 – Control of Toxic Air Contaminants from Existing Sources.  

XYLENE:  Xylene occurs naturally in petroleum and coal tar and is formed during forest fires.  Chemical industries produce xylene from petroleum.  It is one of the top 30 chemicals produced in the United States in terms of volume. 

Xylene is used as a solvent and in the printing, rubber, and leather industries.  It is also used as a coating agent, paint thinner, and in paints and varnishes.  It is found in small amounts in airplane fuel and gasoline.

Xylene adversely affects the brain.  High levels of exposure for short periods (14 days or less) or long periods (more than 1 year) can cause headaches, lack of muscle coordination, dizziness, confusion, and changes in one's sense of balance.  Exposure of people to high levels of xylene for short periods can also cause irritation of the skin, eyes, nose, and throat; difficulty in breathing; problems with the lungs; delayed reaction time; memory difficulties; stomach discomfort; and possibly changes in the liver and kidneys.  It can cause unconsciousness and even death at very high levels. 

Studies of unborn animals indicate that high concentrations of xylene may cause increased numbers of deaths, and delayed growth and development.  In many instances, these same concentrations also cause damage to the mothers.  It is unknown if xylene harms the unborn child if the mother is exposed to low levels of xylene during pregnancy.  

The International Agency for Research on Cancer (IARC) has determined that xylene is not classifiable as to its carcinogenicity in humans.  Human and animal studies have not shown xylene to be carcinogenic, but these studies are not conclusive and do not provide enough information to conclude that xylene does not cause cancer.  

The Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 list xylene as a hazardous air pollutant.  Because xylene can cause adverse health affects other than cancer, it is listed in Table I of SCAQMD Rule 1401 and Tables II and III
 of SCAQMD Rule 1402.

METHYL ALCOHOL:  Methyl alcohol, also known as methanol and wood alcohol, is a colorless liquid that occurs naturally in wood and in volcanic gases.  Methanol is also a product of decaying organic material.  It is produced in large amounts in the United States (approximately 1.3 billion gallons in 1992).  The largest users of the methanol sold in the US are companies that make methyl t-butyl ether, a gasoline additive.  Companies also use methanol to make chemicals such as formaldehyde, acetic acid, chloromethanes, and methyl methacrylate.  Methanol is a component of paint strippers, aerosol spray paints, wall paints, carburetor cleaners, and car windshield washer products.  Methanol is also a gasoline additive and, in some cases, a gasoline substitute for use in automobiles and other small engines.  Exposure to methanol can occur in the workplace or in the environment following releases to air, water, land, or groundwater.  Exposure can occur when people use certain paint strippers, aerosol spray paints, wall paints, windshield wiper fluid, and small engine fuel.  Methanol enters the body when breathed in with contaminated air or when consumed with contaminated food or water.  It can also be absorbed through skin contact.  It does not remain in the body due to its breakdown and removal in expired air or urine.

Effects of methanol on human health and the environment depend on how much methanol is present and the length and frequency of exposure.  Effects also depend on the health of a person or the condition of the environment when exposure occurs.  People have died as a result of drinking large amounts of methanol.  Drinking smaller, non-lethal amounts of methanol adversely affects the human nervous system.  Effects range from headaches to in coordination similar to that associated with drunkenness.  Delayed effects such as severe abdominal, leg, and back pain can follow the inebriation effects of methanol.  Loss of vision and even blindness can also occur after exposure to amounts of methanol causing inebriation.  These effects are not likely to occur at levels of methanol that are normally found in the environment.  Human health effects associated with breathing or otherwise consuming smaller amounts of methanol over long periods of time are not known.  Workers repeatedly exposed to methanol have experienced several adverse effects.  Effects range from headaches to sleep disorders and gastrointestinal problems to optic nerve damage.  Laboratory studies show that repeat exposure to large amounts of methanol in air or in drinking water cause similar adverse effects in animals.  Methanol can contribute to the formation of photochemical smog when it reacts with other volatile organic carbon substances in air.

The Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 list methanol as a hazardous air pollutant.  Methanol is listed in Table I of SCAQMD Rule 1401 and Table II of SCAQMD Rule 1402.

STODDARD SOLVENT:  Stoddard solvent is a colorless, flammable liquid that smells and tastes like kerosene.  It will turn into a vapor at temperatures of 150-200°C.  Stoddard solvent is a petroleum mixture that is also known as dry cleaning safety solvent, petroleum solvent, and varnoline.  It is a chemical mixture that is similar to white spirits.  Stoddard solvent is used as paint thinner; in some types of photocopier toners, printing inks, and adhesives; as a dry cleaning solvent; and as a general cleaner and degreaser. 

Most of the information on the health effects of Stoddard solvent comes from studies in which it is inhaled; there are fewer studies of exposure to the eyes or skin.  Exposure to Stoddard solvent in the air can affect the nervous system and cause dizziness, headaches, or a prolonged reaction time.  It can also cause eye, skin, or throat irritation.  Rats, cats, and dogs that breathed in large amounts of Stoddard solvent for several hours suffered seizures.  Breathing Stoddard solvent has caused bronchitis in guinea pigs, but neither seizures nor bronchitis has been reported when humans inhaled it.  The effects of swallowing Stoddard solvent are not known.  It is not known whether Stoddard solvent can cause birth defects or affect reproduction.

Very few studies have been located that study the carcinogenic effects of Stoddard solvent in humans or animals, and the International Agency for Research on Cancer (IARC) has determined that Stoddard solvent is not classifiable as to its carcinogenicity to humans.

METHYL ETHYL KETONE:  The primary use of methyl ethyl ketone (MEK), accounting for over 60 percent of all use, is as a solvent in protective coatings.  It is also used as a solvent in adhesives, printing inks, paint removers, and other coating products; in the production of magnetic tapes; and in dewaxing lubricating oil.  MEK is used as a chemical intermediate in several reactions, including condensation; halogenation; ammonolysis; and oxidation.  Small amounts of methyl ethyl ketone are also used as a sterilizer for instruments, hypodermic needles, syringes, and dental instruments; as an extraction solvent for hardwood pulping and vegetable oil; and as a solvent in pharmaceutical and cosmetic production.

Breathing MEK for short periods of time, such as when painting in a poorly vented area, can adversely affect the nervous system.  Effects range from headaches, dizziness, nausea, and numbness in fingers and toes to unconsciousness.  MEK vapor irritates the eyes, the nose, and the throat.  Direct, prolonged contact with liquid methyl ethyl ketone irritates the skin and damages the eyes.  Human health effects associated with breathing or otherwise consuming smaller amounts of methyl ethyl ketone over long periods of time are not known.  Workers have developed dermatitis, upset stomachs, loss of appetite, headaches, dizziness, and weakness as a result of repeated exposure to MEK.  Laboratory studies show that exposure to large amounts of MEK in air causes animals to give birth to smaller offspring.  Studies also show that repeat exposure to large amounts of MEK in air causes adverse liver and kidney effects in animals.  

The 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments list methyl ethyl ketone as a hazardous air pollutant.  MEK is also listed in Table I of SCAQMD Rule 1401.

ISOPROPYL ALCOHOL:  Isopropyl alcohol is used as a solvent and in making many commercial products.  Isopropyl alcohol is an irritant of the eyes and mucous membranes.  By analogy with effects seen in animals, it may cause central nervous system depression in humans at very high concentrations.  Exposure to 400 ppm isopropyl alcohol for three to five minutes resulted in mild irritation of the eyes, nose, and throat; at 800 ppm, these symptoms were intensified.  An oral dose of 25 milliliters (ml) in 100 ml of water produced hypotension, facial flushing, bradycardia, and dizziness.  A postmortem examination in a case of massive ingestion revealed extensive hemorrhagic tracheobronchitis, bronchopneumonia, and hemorrhagic pulmonary edema.  Prolonged skin contact with isopropyl alcohol caused eczema and sensitivity.  Delayed dermal absorption is attributed to a number of pediatric poisonings that have occurred following repeated or prolonged sponge bathing with isopropyl alcohol to reduce fever.  In several cases symptoms included respiratory distress, stupor, and coma.  Epidemiological studies suggested an association between isopropyl alcohol and paranasal sinus cancer; however, subsequent analysis suggests that the "strong-acid" process used to manufacture isopropyl alcohol may be responsible for these cancers.  The International Agency for Research on Cancer has concluded that the evidence for the carcinogenicity of this process is adequate but that the evidence for isopropyl alcohol itself is inadequate. 

Isopropyl alcohol is listed in Tables I and II of SCAQMD Rule 1401.

GLYCOL ETHERS:  Ethylene oxide-based glycol ethers are made by reacting ethylene oxide with different alcohols.  The most widely produced glycol ether is ethylene glycol monobutyl ether (EGBE).  For more than 50 years, EGBE has been a key ingredient in products ranging from industrial and consumer coating compounds to water- and solvent-based coatings.  Recent concern relative to the toxicological effects of exposure to EGBE has resulted in scientific and regulatory attention.  Concern is based on early studies that revealed significant adverse health effects in laboratory animals exposed to ethylene glycol methyl ether (EGME) and ethylene glycol ethyl ether (EGEE).  The studies of these compounds found serious health effects ranging from damage to bone marrow and the male reproductive system to impaired fetal development and birth defects.  Subsequent research on EGBE, including studies performed by the National Toxicology Program of the National Institute of Environmental Health Sciences, showed no evidence of adverse effects to bone marrow, reproduction, or fetal development.  Studies also showed no observable effects from inhalation, dermal contact, and ingestion of specific amounts of EGBE by laboratory animals.  At extremely high levels, however, EGBE exposure in laboratory animals has been found to reduce body weight and food consumption and to cause skin irritation and red blood cell breakage (hemolysis).  All these effects were reversible, ending shortly after exposures terminated.  Based on these tests, further studies of EGBE, including the use of human volunteers, were conducted to examine the potential for hemolysis of human blood cells.  The studies appear to confirm that humans are comparatively resistant to hemolysis at levels clearly hemolytic for susceptible species.

Glycol ethers are listed in Table I of SCAQMD Rule 1401 and Tables II and III of SCAQMD Rule 1402.

Possible Replacement Solvents

ACETONE:  Acetone is a manufactured chemical that is also found naturally in the environment.  It occurs naturally in plants, trees, volcanic gases, forest fires, and as a product of the breakdown of body fat.  It is present in vehicle exhaust, tobacco smoke, and landfill sites.  Acetone is used to make plastic, fibers, drugs, and other chemicals.  It is also used to dissolve other substances.  Industrial processes contribute more acetone to the environment than natural processes.  

Acetone is absorbed into the bloodstream and carried to all the organs in the body.  If it is a small amount, the liver breaks it down to chemicals that are not harmful and uses these chemicals to make energy for normal body functions.  Breathing moderate-to-high levels of acetone for short periods of time, however, can cause nose, throat, lung, and eye irritation; headaches; light-headedness; confusion; increased pulse rate; effects on blood; nausea; vomiting; unconsciousness and possibly coma; and shortening of the menstrual cycle in women. 

Swallowing very high levels of acetone can result in unconsciousness and damage to the skin in the mouth.  Skin contact can result in irritation and damage to your skin. 

Health effects from long-term exposures are known mostly from animal studies.  Kidney, liver, and nerve damage, increased birth defects, and lowered ability to reproduce (males only) occurred in animals exposed long-term.  It is not known if people would have these same effects.  California does not list acetone as a reproductive toxicant under Proposition 65.

The Department of Health and Human Services, the International Agency for Research on Cancer, and the EPA have not classified acetone for carcinogenicity.  Acetone does not cause skin cancer in animals when applied to the skin.  It is unknown, however, if breathing or swallowing acetone for long periods will cause cancer.  Studies of workers exposed to it found no significant risk of death from cancer. 

Acetone has not been identified by the CARB as a toxic air contaminant (TAC) under AB 1807, but is listed in Category 3 (substances which are being evaluated for entry into Category 2) on the TAC Identification List.  Acetone is also included in the list of  “Substances for which emissions must be quantified” under AB 2588 Air Toxics “Hot Spots” Program.  The 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments do not list acetone as a hazardous air pollutant. 

2,2,4-Trimethyl-1, 3-pentanediol Monoisobutyrate (TEXANOL): Texanol is a slow evaporating, water-insoluble coalescing aid for latex paints.  It provides good performance characteristics, such as scrub resistance, color development, and package stability in paints.  It is an excellent coalescing aid for emulsion polymers and has excellent hydrolytic stability, allowing it to be used with a wide variety of latex emulsions including high pH acrylics.  When added to an emulsion paint, Texanol is absorbed by the emulsion's polymeric particles, softening them and causing complete fusion when the paint film dries.

The potential effect of exposure to Texanol is set forth in the toxicological information provided by the manufacturer.  This compound poses a low hazard for exposure to eyes, skin, or by inhalation or ingestion.  The compound is not regulated by relevant transportation organizations (i.e., the Department of Transportation, the International Civil Aviation Organization, the International Maritime Dangerous Goods).  It is not listed by the following organizations or programs:  Occupational Safety and Hazard Administration, California Proposition 65, International Agency for Research on Cancer, American Conference of Governmental Industrial Hygienists, National Toxicological Program, or Superfund Amendments and Title III of the Reauthorization Act.  The product is listed on the US Toxic Substances Control Act inventory.

METHYLENE CHLORIDE:  Methylene chloride is a colorless liquid with a mild, sweet odor.  Another name for it is dichloromethane.  It does not occur naturally in the environment.  It is made from methane gas or wood alcohol.  It is widely used as a solvent in paint strippers, as a propellant in aerosols, and as a process solvent in the manufacturing of drugs.  It is also used as a metal cleaning and finishing solvent and as an extraction solvent for spices and hops.  It used to be popular for removing caffeine from coffee, but most coffee producers no longer use it.  Most methylene chloride gets in the environment from its use in industry and from home use of aerosols and paint removers.  Because of concern over the health effects, its use in aerosols has declined.  

Methylene chloride harms the human central nervous system.  High levels in the air (nearly 1,000 times average levels) may affect your ability to react fast, remain steady, or perform tasks that require precise hand movements.  If you continue to breathe high levels, you may experience dizziness, nausea, tingling, or numbness in the fingers and toes. 

In most cases, these effects will stop shortly after exposure ends.  In animals, however, very high exposures have caused unconsciousness and death.  Exposure to lower levels of methylene chloride in air can lead to slightly impaired hearing and vision.  Many people can smell methylene chloride at these lower levels.  However, people differ in their ability to smell methylene chloride, so odors may not help in avoiding unwanted exposures. 

In humans, direct skin contact with methylene chloride causes intense burning and mild redness of the skin.  Direct contact with the eyes can burn the cornea. In animals that have been exposed to vapors or directly to methylene chloride, the cornea was damaged. The damage healed within a few days after the exposure ended. 

The Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS) has determined that methylene chloride may reasonably be anticipated to be a carcinogen.  Methylene chloride has not been shown to cause cancer in humans exposed to vapors in the workplace.  However, breathing high concentrations of it for long periods did increase the incidence of cancer in mice. 

The Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 list methylene chloride as a hazardous air pollutant.  Methylene chloride is listed in Table I of SCAQMD Rule 1401 and Tables I, II, and III of SCAQMD Rule 1402.

METHYL ACETATE:  Methyl acetate is not listed as a hazardous air pollutant under the Clean Air Act Amendments, nor is it listed as a toxic chemical under Section 313 of the Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act of 1986.  Any organic compound has some toxicity, however, which is the case for methyl acetate.  California EPA’s Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment has determined methyl acetate to: be an eye and mucous membrane irritant, cause unconsciousness in animals at high doses, and metabolize to methanol which can be a reproductive system toxicant at low doses.  

t-BUTYL ACETATE:  The USEPA is currently in the process of delisting t-butyl acetate, which may also help product formulators in utilizing exempt solvents in their formulations.  In the past, t-butyl acetate has been used as an industrial solvent.  It has been added to gasoline since the 1960's to prevent engine knocking.

T-butyl acetate is a colorless, flammable liquid that is often used in organic chemistry laboratories as a solvent.  Industrially, t-butyl acetate is used in the manufacture of lacquers, artificial leather, photographic films, plastics, safety glass, and various coatings.  It has a pleasant, fruity odor.  At high concentrations it maybe considered a toxic.

ETHYLENE GLYCOL and PROPYLENE GLYCOL:  Both ethylene glycol and propylene glycol are clear, colorless, slightly viscous liquids at room temperature.  Either compound may exist in air in the vapor form, although propylene glycol must be heated or briskly shaken to produce a vapor.  Ethylene glycol is odorless but has a sweet taste.  Propylene glycol is practically odorless and tasteless.  Both compounds are used to make antifreeze and de-icing solutions for cars, airplanes, and boats; to make polyester compounds; and as solvents in the paint and plastics industries.  Ethylene glycol is also an ingredient in photographic developing solutions, hydraulic brake fluids and in inks used in stamp pads, ballpoint pens, and print shops. 

The Food and Drug Administration (FDA) has classified propylene glycol as an additive that is "generally recognized as safe" for use in food.  It is used to absorb extra water and maintain moisture in certain medicines, cosmetics, or food products.  It is a solvent for food colors and flavors.  Propylene glycol is also used to create artificial smoke or fog used in fire-fighting training and in theatrical productions. 

Eating or drinking very large amounts of ethylene glycol can result in death, while large amounts can result in nausea, convulsions, slurred speech, disorientation, and heart and kidney problems.  In addition, ethylene glycol affects the body's chemistry by increasing the amount of acid, resulting in metabolic problems.

Female animals that ate large amounts of ethylene glycol had babies with birth defects, while male animals had reduced sperm counts.  However, these effects were seen at very high levels and would not be expected in people exposed to lower levels at hazardous waste sites. 

Similar to ethylene glycol, propylene glycol increases the amount of acid in the body. However, large amounts of propylene glycol are needed to cause this effect. 

The Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS), the International Agency for Research on Cancer (IARC), and the EPA have not classified ethylene glycol and propylene glycol for carcinogenicity.  Studies with people who used ethylene glycol did not show carcinogenic effects.  Animal studies also have not shown these chemicals to be carcinogens. 

Propylene glycol is generally considered to be a safe chemical, and is not routinely tested for, unless specific exposure, such as to a medicine or cosmetic, can be linked with symptoms.  Since both chemicals break down very quickly in the body, they are very difficult to detect, even though symptoms may be present. 

1,1,1-TRICHLOROETHANE:  1,1,1-Trichloroethane is a colorless liquid with a sharp, sweet odor.  Even though it is usually found as a liquid, it evaporates quickly and becomes a vapor.  It is also known as methyl chloroform, methyltrichloromethane, and trichloromethylmethane. 

1,1,1-Trichloroethane does not occur naturally in the environment.  It is found in many common products such as glue, paint, industrial degreasers, and aerosol sprays.  Production of 1,1,1-trichloroethane in the United States was stopped in 1996 due to its adverse effects on the ozone layer.

Breathing air containing high levels of 1,1,1-trichloroethane for a short time may cause dizziness, light-headedness, or loss of balance.  These symptoms disappear when breathing contaminated air is stopped.  Breathing much higher levels may cause unconsciousness, low blood pressure, and loss of heartbeat.  The effects of breathing 1,1,1-trichloroethane for a long time are not known.  In animals such as rats and dogs, exposure to high levels damages the breathing passages, affects the nervous system, and causes mild effects on the liver.  

After pregnant rats or rabbits were exposed to 1,1,1-trichloroethane, effects on the offspring, such as delayed development and changes in the setting of the bone structure, were usually only seen at levels that were toxic to the mother.  It isn't known whether this chemical affects human reproduction or development.

There are no studies in people to tell whether harmful health effects occur from eating food or drinking water contaminated with 1,1,1-trichloroethane.  Placing large amounts of it in an animal's stomach has caused effects on the nervous system, mild liver damage, unconsciousness, and even death. 

Skin contact with 1,1,1-trichloroethane might cause some irritation.  Studies in animals have shown that skin contact may affect the liver and very large amounts may cause death.

No information is available to show that 1,1,1-trichloroethane causes cancer.  The International Agency for Research on Cancer (IARC) has determined that 1,1,1-trichloroethane is not classifiable as to its human carcinogenicity.

The Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 list 1,1,1-trichloroethane as a hazardous air pollutant.  1,1,1-Trichloroethane is listed in Table I of SCAQMD Rule 1401 and Tables II and III of SCAQMD Rule 1402.

DIISOCYANATES:  Diisocyanates, including TDI, HDI, and MDI, are low-molecular-weight aromatic and aliphatic compounds.  These compounds are widely used to manufacture flexible and rigid foams, fibers, coatings, and elastomers.  These compounds are increasingly used in the automobile industry, autobody repair, and building insulation materials.  The major route of occupational exposure to diisocyanates is inhalation of the vapor or aerosol; exposure may also occur through skin contact during the handling of liquid diisocyanates.  Occupational exposure could potentially occur during the mixing and application of two-component coatings containing diisocyanates.

Diisocyanates are powerful irritants to the mucous membranes of the eyes and gastrointestinal and respiratory tracts.  Direct skin contact with diisocyanates can also cause marked inflammation.  Respiratory irritation may progress to a chemical bronchitis with severe bronchospasm.

After one or more exposures, diisocyanates can also sensitize workers, making them subject to severe asthma attacks if they are exposed again--even at concentrations below the NIOSH REL.  Death from severe asthma in sensitized subjects has been reported.  Additionally, sporadic cases of hypersensitivity pneumonitis (HP) have also been reported in workers exposed to diisocyanates.  Individuals with acute HP typically develop symptoms four to six hours after exposure.

The Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 list TDI as a hazardous air pollutant.  TDI is listed in Table I of SCAQMD Rule 1401 and Table II of SCAQMD Rule 1402.

PARACHLOROBENZOTRIFLUORIDE (PCBTF):  Though PCBTF has been commercially produced since the early 1960’s toxicity data on this compound is less complete than other possible replacement solvents.  PCBTF had originally been used as an intermediate in the production of other compounds, but more recently has been marketed as a coating solvent.  Available toxicity information is presented below.  

PCBTF is slightly irritating to the eyes and barely irritating to the skin.  Uses of PCBTF include industrial solvent coating, aerosols, adhesives, coatings, and inks.  Under these applications, the major routes of exposure are considered to be through the skin and by inhalation.  The estimated rat oral LD50 is greater than 6.8 grams per kilogram  (g/kg); the acute dermal toxicity (LD50) value is greater than 2.7 g/kg in rabbits.  The acute inhalation toxicity LD50 is 4,479 ppm.

PCBTF is not absorbed into the body to any appreciable extent.  Most of the material is either exhaled back or excreted.  Even the very small quantities that are assimilated are converted to non-toxic water soluble products and excreted.  Only at very high concentration levels (>250 ppm) of prolonged exposures (>90 days) of PCBTF was slight liver damage observed.  Animal studies indicate that PCBTF is not a reproductive toxin.

Neither the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association, nor the U.S. EPA has developed non-cancer health standards for acute or chronic exposures to PCBTF. The State of California has not listed PCBTF as a reproductive toxin under Proposition 65.  Neither International Agency for Research on Cancer nor the U.S. EPA has classified PCBTF for carcinogenicity.  PCBTF is not listed on the State of California under Proposition 65 as a carcinogen and has not been identified by the CARB as a TAC under AB 1807.  PCBTF is not listed under AB 2588 Air Toxics “Hot Spots” Program or as a hazardous air pollutant under the 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments.

During the 1998 rule amendment process for SCAQMD Rule 1151, auto refinishers expressed concern about the potential negative health effects of compliant coatings formulated with PCBTF.  As such, the California Autobody Association (CAA) requested the California Department of Health Services to conduct an independent study of this issue.  Will Forest, an Associate Toxicologist with the Hazard Evaluation System and Information Service, Department of Health Services/Department of Industrial Relations, responded by letter to the CAA.  In his response, Mr. Forest noted that while PCBTF is not a harmless chemical, there was no reason to believe that it was substantially more harmful than materials it might replace.  The following are pertinent excerpts from the letter:

“There is no PEL for PCBTF.  In fact there are PELs for only about 650 of the many thousands chemicals in commercial use ...”

“The acute toxicity of PCBTF through ingestion, inhalation, or dermal contact is very low ...”

“... rat studies ... indicated that PCBTF is mostly breathed out “rapidly” (time not stated), without being metabolized.  About 15 percent was excreted in urine, essentially unchanged.  About 3-4 percent was excreted in feces, unmetabolized.  Four days after dousing, only 1 percent remained in the animal’s bodies, mostly in body fat.”

“... I see no reason to expect that PCBTF would need to be handled [in the waste stream] differently from the substances that it replaces.

“All in all, I can find no information to suggest that PCBTF would be any more hazardous than most of the substances it is intended to replace.

Based on this and other relevant information pertaining to the 1998 proposed amendments to Rule 1151, the analysis concluded that the use of PCBTF in certain coating formulations would not result in significant air quality/human health impacts.  No information was presented to the SCAQMD that refutes this conclusion.  

Comparison of the Toxicity of Current and Possible Replacement Solvents

In addition to the preceding discussions, the SCAQMD compared the toxicity of commonly used solvents to those expected to be used in reformulated low-VOC products.  Using the exposure values set by a variety of government agencies, the SCAQM compared the Threshold Limit Values (TLVs), including both the time-weighted averages and short-term exposure limits, established by the American Conference of Governmental Industrial Hygiene (ACGIH), the Permissible Exposure Limits (PELs) adopted by the Occupational Safety and Health (OSHA), and the Immediately Dangerous to Life and Health (IDLH) levels recommended by the National Institute for Occupational Safety and Health (NIOSH).

As illustrated in Table 2-3, many of the replacement solvents have higher or less severe TLVs, PELs, and IDLHs than traditional solvents.  For example, acetone would be considered less toxic than most of the listed traditional solvents.  

Although diisocyanates have a low TLV, it is not expected to create significant impacts for the following reasons. The SCAQMD investigated diisocyanates as part of a previous rule making effort.  This investigation, which includes discussions with resin manufacturers, coating formulators, and coating applicators, as well as the review of various health-related studies, reveals that the primary route of diisocyanate exposure to the public would be through the spraying of low- or zero-VOC two component industrial maintenance (IM) systems.  Controlled laboratory monitoring by Mobay
 while mixing a two-component system containing HDI showed non-detectable air concentrations of HDI.  Furthermore, field monitoring of hand brushing and rolling application of a single component system containing HDI conducted by CalTrans showed that HDI concentrations were not detectable.  Additionally, field monitoring studies conducted by Mobay during the brushing and rolling of one component IM topcoats (one system containing HDI and the other containing MDI), as well as the spraying of a two-component IM system containing HDI, revealed that HDI and MDI concentrations were well below HDI and MDI thresholds recommended by ACGIH and OSHA.  Therefore, mixing and hand brushing or rolling of the compliant one or two component systems appears not to release diisocyanates such that the general public would suffer acute significant adverse toxic air contaminant impacts.

Table 2-3

Toxicity of Various Solvents**
Conventional Solvents

Solvents
TLV
(ACGIH)
(ppm)
PEL
(OSHA)
(ppm)
STEL3
(ACGIH)
(ppm)
IDLH
(NIOSH)
(ppm)

Toluene
50
200
300
500

Xylene
100
100
150
900

MEK
200
200
300
3,000

Stoddard Solvent
100
500
Not Available
3,400

Ethyl Alcohol
1000
1000
Not Available
3,300*

Methyl Alcohol
200
200
250
6,00

Isopropyl Alcohol
400
400

2,000

EGBE
25
50
Not Available
700

EGEE
5
200
Not Available
500

EGME
5
25
Not Available
200

Table 2-3 (Continued)

Toxicity of Various Solvents**
Replacement Solvents

Solvents
TLV
(ACGIH)
(ppm)
PEL
(OSHA)
(ppm)
STEL3
(ACGIH)
(ppm)
IDLH
(NIOSH)
(ppm)

Acetone
500
1000
750
2,500*

Texanol
Not Established
Not Established
Not Established
Not Established

Di-Propylene Glycol
Not Established
Not Established
Not Established
Not Established

Propylene Glycol
501
Not Established
Not Established
Not Established

Ethylene Glycol
50
50
Not Available
Not Established

PCBTF 
252
Not Established
Not Established
Not Established

1,1,1-trichloroethane
350
350
450
700

Methylene Chloride
50
25
Not Available
2,300

n-Butyl Acetate
150
150
200
1,700*

t-Butyl Acetate
200
200
Not Available
1,500*

Isobutyl Acetate
150
150
187
1,300*

Methyl Acetate
200
200
250
3,100*

TDI
0.005
0.02
0.02
2.5

HDI
0.005
Not Established
Not Established
Not Established

MDI
0.005
0.02
0.02
7

Sources:  1 AIHA Workplace Environmental Exposure Level

2 Manufacturer’s Recommendation

3 STEL = short-term exposure limit (usually 15 minutes)

*  Based on 10 percent of the lower explosive limit

** Toxicity is generally lower the higher the regulatory exposure limit.
In conclusion, potential TAC emissions generated by the implementation of PR 1132 are not expected to be significant for the following reasons.  There is no substantive evidence that shows the use of low-VOC reformulated products would result in significant adverse toxic air contaminant impacts.  The replacement solvents that may be used in reformulated products are for the most part common chemicals used in a wide variety of industrial and even consumer applications.  Their widespread use is assumed to be indicative of the ability to use these compounds in a safe manner.  As shown by the comparison above, current coating formulations contain materials that, in general, are as toxic or more toxic than low-VOC formulations expected to be used to comply with PR 1132.  Thus, any possible increase in the use of toxics in low-VOC reformulated products will generally be balanced by a concurrent decrease in the use of toxic materials in conventional products formulations.  As a result, toxic air contaminant impacts would not be expected to change substantially from existing conditions.  Further, many spray booth operations occur primarily in industrial settings where sufficient safety equipment and procedures are in place to prevent significant exposures.

III.d)  Affected facilities are not expected to expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations from the operation of add-on controls and ovens due to the following reasons:  1) the affected facilities are expected to be located in industrial or commercial areas; 2) secondary emissions generated from the combustion of natural gas in add-on controls and ovens have minimal toxics; and 3) add-on controls and ovens installed pursuant to PR 1132 must comply with all applicable SCAQMD rules and regulations to receive a permit to operate.  Therefore, this impact issue will not be further analyzed in this Final EA.

III.e)  Another potential PR 1132 compliance option available to affected facilities is the use of reformulated low-VOC products (e.g., coatings, solvents, adhesives, etc.).  However, the use of low-VOC reformulated products may alter the odor profile of affected facilities.  Some of the chemical constituents in the low-VOC reformulated products may have the potential to create objectionable odors.

Odor Impacts

Due the recent de-listing of some solvents as non-reactive VOCs as well as the emergence of less hazardous and less toxic solvents, it is likely that these solvents will be used to reformulate products to comply with ever technically achievable lower-VOC content limits.  Although some of the replacement solvents mention above, such as acetone, have strong odors, their conventional solvent counterparts also have strong odors.  Local government land use decisions can help reduce the exposure of sensitive receptors to new odor sources.  Historically, the SCAQMD has enforced odor nuisance complaints through SCAQMD Rule 402 - Nuisance.

Individuals can differ quite markedly from the population average in their sensitivity to odor, due to a variety of innate, chronic or acute physiological conditions.  This includes olfactory adaptation or smell fatigue (i.e., continuing exposure to an odor usually results in a gradual diminution or even disappearance of the smell sensation).  Table 2-4 lists the odor thresholds for some common coating solvents.  This information was obtained from the MSDS for each coating solvent.  Table 2-4 illustrates the fact that using replacement solvents for other conventional solvents may actually result in less odor impacts compared to currently used solvents.

Table 2-4

Comparison of Odor Thresholds for Some Common Solvents

Solvent
Threshold (PPMa)

Conventional Solvents

Toluene
2.9

Xylene
0.081-40

MEK
5.4

Stoddard Solvent
1-30

Ethyl Alcohol
84

Methyl Alcohol
100

EGBE
0.1

EGEE
2.7

EGME
2.3

Replacement Solvents

Acetone
63

Texanol
None Provided by Mfgr

Propylene Glycol
Odorlessb

Ethylene Glycol
Odorlessb

PBTCF
0.1c

1,1,1-trichloroethane
390

Dichloromethane
160

n-Butyl Acetate
0.063-7.4

t-Butyl Acetate
Fruityd

Isobutyl Acetate
1.1

Methyl Acetate
4.6

Diissocyanates
TDI
HDI
MDI

0.17
Odorlessb
Odorlessb

Sources:  a New Jersey Department of Health,

http://www.state.nj.us/health/eoh/rtkweb/rtkhsfs.htm#T
b MallincKrodt Baker, Inc., http://www.jtbaker.com/msds/

c OxyChem Specialty Business Group

d OSHA, http://www.osha-slc.gov/ChemSamp_data/

III.f)  PR 1132 affected facilities will be required to comply with all relevant SCAQMD rules and regulations, which may include any or all of the following: source specific rules (Regulation XI); prohibitory rules (Regulation IV); toxic rules (Rules 1401, 1402, etc.); and New Source Review rules (Regulation XIII and/or Regulation XX - RECLAIM).  Accordingly, this impact issue will not be further analyzed in this Final EA.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






IV.
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES.  Would the project:






a)
Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?


(
(
(

b)
Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?


(
(
(

c)
Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by §404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?


(
(
(

d)
Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites?


(
(
(

e)
Conflicting with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance? 


(
(
(

f)
Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan.? 


(
(
(

IV.a), b), c), & d)  PR 1132 would only affect equipment or processes located at existing facilities in industrial or commercial areas, which have already been greatly disturbed.  In general, these areas currently do not support riparian habitat, federally protected wetlands, or migratory corridors.  Additionally, special status plants, animals, or natural communities are not expected to be found in close proximity to the affected facilities.

IV.e) & f)  PR 1132 is not envisioned to conflict with local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources nor local, regional, or state conservation plans.  Additionally, PR 1132 will not conflict with any adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or any other relevant habitat conservation plan.

Based upon these considerations, significant biological resources impacts are not anticipated and will not be further analyzed in the Final EA.


Potentially Significant Impact
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No Impact






V.
CULTURAL RESOURCES.  Would the project:






a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in §15064.5?
(
(
(

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a archaeological resource as defined in §15064.5?


(
(
(

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature? 


(
(
(

d)
Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside a formal cemeteries?
(
(
(

PR 1132 has no potential to affect cultural resources because it further reduces VOC emissions from spray booth operations at existing commercial or industrial facilities.

V.a)  Since construction-related activities associated with the implementation of PR 1132 are expected to be minimal and confined within the footprint of affected facilities, no impacts to historical resources will occur as a result of this project.  

V.b), c), & d)  Installing add-on controls and ovens and other associated equipment to comply with PR 1132 will require minimal disturbance of previously disturbed areas.  However, since construction-related activities are expected to be minimal, PR 1132 is not expected to require physical changes to the environment, which may disturb paleontological or archaeological resources.  Furthermore, it is envisioned that these areas are already either devoid of significant cultural resources or whose cultural resources have been previously disturbed.

Based upon the above considerations, significant cultural resources impacts are not expected from the implementation of PR 1132 and will not be further assessed in the Final EA.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact

VI.
ENERGY.  Would the project:






a) 
Conflict with adopted energy conservation plans?


(
(
(

b) 
Result in the need for new or substantially altered power or natural gas utility systems?


(
(
(

c) 
Create any significant effects on local or regional energy supplies and on requirements for additional energy?
(
(
(

d) 
Create any significant effects on peak and base period demands for electricity and other forms of energy?


(
(
(

e) 
Comply with existing energy standards?


(
(
(

VI.a) & e)  Since PR 1132 would affect existing facilities, it will not conflict with adopted energy conservation plans.  Additionally, affected facilities are expected to comply with existing energy conservation plans and standards to minimize operating costs in meeting the requirements of PR 1132.  Accordingly these impact issues will not be further analyzed in the Final EA.

VI.b), c), & d)
Construction Impacts

During the construction phase of PR 1132, diesel and gasoline fuel will be consumed in construction equipment portable equipment (e.g., compressors, generators compressors, welders, and cranes) used to weld, cut, grind metal structures, and move equipment and by construction workers’ vehicles traveling to and from construction sites.  To estimate the “worst-case” energy impacts associated with the Tier I construction phase of PR 1132 (e.g., the installation of add-on controls and curing ovens), the SCAQMD assumed that portable equipment used to weld, cut, and grind metal structures would be operated up to eight hours per day.  Cranes were assumed to operate two hours per day.  The reader is referred to Appendix C for the assumptions used by the SCAQMD to estimate fuel usage associated with the implementation of PR 1132.

To estimate construction workers’ fuel usage per commute round trip, the SCAQMD assumed that workers’ vehicles would get 20 miles to the gallon and would travel 40 miles round trip to and from the construction site in one day.  Table 2-5 lists the projected energy impacts associated with PR 1132.  

TABLE 2-5

Total Projected Fuel Usage for Construction Activities

Construction Activity
Total Fuel Usage per Activity
(gallons/yr)


Diesel
Gasoline

Onsite Equipment
76,032
--

Offsite Equipment
--
20,800

Threshold Fuel Supplya
1,086,000,000
6,469,000,000

% of Fuel Supply
0.007%
0.0003%

Significant (Yes/No)b
No
No

a 
Year 2000 California Energy Commission (CEC) projections.  Construction activities in future years would yield similar results.

b 
SCAQMD's Energy Threshold for both Diesel and Gasoline is 1% of Supply.

Operational Impacts

Operational natural gas impacts associated with implementing PR 1132 are attributable to two primary sources.  Natural gas used as supplemental heat in add-on controls to thermally reduce VOC emissions from spray booth operations at affected facilities.  Natural Gas consumed in ovens used by affected facilities to rapidly cure low-VOC reformulated coatings.

To estimate natural gas fuel usage from add-on control and curing oven operation, the SCAQMD assumed that the estimated 81 units (65 add-on controls and 16 ovens) would operate 12 hours per day, five days per week, 50 weeks per year, and fire natural gas only.  The SCAQMD also assumed that the 65 add-on controls would need supplemental natural gas 75 percent of their daily operation and that the 16 ovens would operate at a 75 percent load.

In addition to natural gas consumption, the 65 add-on controls and 16 curing ovens will also create electrical energy impacts associated with the operation of ancillary equipment (e.g., fans, motors, etc.).  The SCAQMD used the same natural gas assumptions as mentioned in the preceding paragraph to derive the “worst-case” potential electrical impacts associated with the implementation of PR 1132.

Table 2-6 lists the projected natural gas and electrical impacts associated with the operational phase of PR 1132.  The complete methodology and assumptions that the SCAQMD used to estimate the operational natural gas usage from add-on controls and curing ovens operation are contained in Appendix C.

TABLE 2-6

Total Projected Energy Impacts for Operational Activities

Operational Activity
Total Fuel Usage per Activity


Natural Gas

(mmcf)
Electricity
(kW-hr/yr)

Add-on Controls
147.33
58,897

Ovens
14.70
9,796

Total
0.00016 (TCF)
0.0053 (MW)

Threshold Fuel Supplya
0.7200
8,115

% of Fuel Supply
0.023%
0.0001%

Significant (Yes/No)b
No
No

a 
Year 2000 CEC projections.  Construction activities in future years would yield similar results.

b 
SCAQMD's Energy Threshold for both Natural Gas Diesel and Electricty is 1% of Supply.


TCF = trillion cubic feet


MW = Megawatt

It should be noted that any incremental fuel (e.g., natural gas) that may be required by in-Basin power plants to generate the incremental electricity needed by affected facilities to comply with PR 1132 is not included in this analysis for the following reasons.  Almost 75 percent of the electricity used in the Basin is imported from out-of-state power plants.  Any additional electricity needed to power electric fans or motors would most likely be provided by out-of-state power plants.  Therefore, the SCAQMD does not anticipate that additional fuel will be used in in-Basin power plants to provide electricity to affected facilities.  In the event that additional fuel is needed to meet affected facilities’ electrical demands, the consumption of fuel would be for the purpose of aiding facilities in complying with PR 1132.  The consumption of fuel to comply with air quality regulations is not considered a wasteful use of energy.  Therefore, fuel consumed in in-Basin power plants to generate additional electricity for electric fans or motors used in conjunction with add-on controls or ovens required by PR 1132 is not considered to result in significant adverse energy impacts.  Furthermore, the small amount of additional fuel that may be used to generate electricity would be negligible compared to existing supplies, and, thus, would not substantially deplete existing energy resources.

Therefore, based on the foregoing analysis, the SCAQMD has determined that the equipment and vehicles needed for construction- and operational-related activities associated with the implementation of PR 1132 is necessary, will not use energy in a wasteful manner, and will not exceed SCAQMD significance thresholds.  There will be no substantial depletion of energy resources nor will significant amounts of fuel be needed when compared to existing supplies.  Furthermore, if additional fuel is needed to generate electricity for electric fans or motors used in conjunction with thermal oxidizers at affected facilities, it would not be a wasteful use of energy nor substantially deplete existing energy resources.  Thus, there are no significant adverse energy/mineral resources impacts associated with the implementation of PR 1132.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact

VII.
GEOLOGY AND SOILS.  Would the project:






a)
Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving:


(
(
(

· Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other substantial evidence of a known fault?
(
(
(

· Strong seismic ground shaking?
(
(
(

· Seismic–related ground failure, including liquefaction?
(
(
(

· Landslides?


(
(
(

b) 
Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?


(
(
(

c)
Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable or that would become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?


(
(
(

d)
Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial risks to life or property?


(
(
(

e)
Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of waste water?


(
(
(

VII.a)  Southern California is an area of known seismic activity.  Accordingly, the installation of add-on controls and ovens at existing affected facilities to comply with PR 1132 is expected to conform with the Uniform Building Code and all other applicable state codes.  As a result, substantial exposure of people or structure to the risk of loss, injury, or death is not anticipated and will not be further analyzed in this Final EA.

VII.b)  Since add-on controls and ovens will be installed with minimal construction activities at existing industrial or commercial facilities, there will be little or no soil disruption from excavation, grading, or filling activities; changes in topography or surface relief features; erosion of beach sand; or changes in existing siltation rates associated with the installation of add-on control equipment.

VII.c)  Since PR 1132 will affect existing facilities, it is expected that the soil types present at the affected facilities will not be further susceptible to expansion or liquefaction.  Furthermore, subsidence is not anticipated to be a problem since little excavation, grading, or filling activities will occur at affected facilities.  Additionally, the affected areas are not envisioned to be prone to landslides or have unique geologic features since the affected facilities are located in industrial or commercial areas.

VII.d and e) In addition, since the proposed project will affect existing industrial or commercial facilities, it is expected that people or property will not be exposed to expansive soils or soils incapable of supporting water disposal.

Based upon the above considerations, significant geology and soils impacts are not expected from the implementation of PR 1132 and will not be further analyzed in this Final EA.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






VIII.
HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS.  Would the project:






a)
Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, disposal of hazardous materials?


(
(
(

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment? 
(
(
(

c) Emit hazardous emissions, or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?
(
(
(

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code §65962.5 and, as a result, would create a significant hazard to the public or the environment?


(
(
(

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area?


(
(
(

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area?


(
(
(

g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?


(
(
(

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed with wildlands?


(
(
(

i) Significantly increased fire hazard in areas with flammable materials?


(
(
(

VIII.a) & b)
Spent Catalyst

As mentioned earlier, some affected facilities may be required or choose to install add-on controls and ovens to comply with PR 1132.  Some types of add-on controls such as RTOs and CCOs use catalyst that must be disposed of periodically.  However, this potential waste stream is not considered a hazardous materials impact in the context of this impact issue discussion.  This potential impact (e.g., disposal of spent catalyst) is discussed and analyzed in the Solid/Hazardous Waste section below.

Low-VOC Reformulated Coatings

However, the use of low-VOC reformulated products at some affected facilities to comply with PR 1132 may alter the current hazardous materials profile of these facilities.  The following analysis evaluates potential hazard impacts of reformulation.

It should again be noted at the onset of this hazards analysis that PR 1132 has no provisions that dictate the use of any specific material.  Owners or operators of affected facilities have the flexibility of choosing the solvent best suited for their operations.  It is likely that facility operators would chose a solvent that does not pose a substantial safety hazard.

Hazard impacts are typically related to the risks of explosions or the release of hazardous substances in the event of an accident or upset conditions.  Based upon analyses prepared for recently amended SCAQMD coatings rules, the only hazard impact identified was related to the use of low VOC products formulated with acetone.  Because acetone has a low flash point and high flammability rating, potential fire or explosion hazards could occur.  To provide a “worst-case” analysis, it is assumed that 50 percent of all coating materials (e.g., 422,000 gallons per year) used at those affected facilities that would reformulated rather than install add-on controls would use low-VOC products reformulated with acetone.  As shown in Table 2-7, no other replacement solvent has a lower flash point or higher flammability rating than acetone.

TABLE 2-7

Chemical Characteristics for Common Solvents

Conventional Solvents

Chemical 
Compound
M.W. a
Boiling Point

(@760 mmHg, oF)
Evap.
Rate

(@25 oC)
Flash point

(oF)
LEL/UELb


(% by Vol.)
Autoignition
Temperature

(oC)
Vapor Pressure
(mmHg @
20 oC)
Flammability Classification c

(NFPA) d

Toluene
92
111
2.0
41
1.2/7
538
22
3

Xylene
106
139
0.8
81
1.0/6.6
499
6
3

MEK
72
80
4.0
25
1.8/11.5
474
8.7
3

Stoddard Solvent
144
154-188
0.1
109-113
1/7
232
1.1
2

Ethyl Alcohol
46
78
2.3
56
3.3/19
435
44
3

Methyl Alcohol
32
64.5
4.6
54
6/36
470
96
3

EGBE
118
340
0.07
144
1.1/12.7
460
0.8
2

EGEE
90
275
0.3
109
1.7/15.7
235
3.8
2

EGME
76
255
1.0
102
1.8/14
547
6.2
2

TABLE 2-7 (contiued)

Chemical Characteristics for Common Solvents

Replacement Solvents

Chemical 
Compound
M.W. a
Boiling Point

(@760 mmHg, oF)
Evap.
Rate

(@25 oC)
Flash point

(oF)
LEL/UELb


(% by Vol.)
Autoignition
Temperature

(oC)
Vapor Pressure
(mmHg @
20 oC)
Flammability Classification c

(NFPA) d

Acetone
58
56
6.1
-4
2.6/12.8
538
180
3

Texanol
62
471
0.002
248
0.6/4.2
393
0.01
1

Propylene Glycol
76
187
0.01
225
2.6/12.5
415
0.07
1

Ethylene Glycol
227
197
0.01
244
3.2/15.3
412
0.06
1

PCBTF
181
282
0.9
109
0.9/10.5
97
5.3
1

1,1,1-TCA
133
74
6.0
None
8/10.5
485
104.5
1

Methylene Chloride
85
104
27.5
79
12/23
556
350
1

n-Butyl Acetate
112
126
1.0
81
1.7/7.6
407
8.7
3

t-Butyl Acetate
113
208
No Info
59
1.5/No Info
No Info
No Info
3

Isobutyl Acetate
116
241
No Info
70
1.3/10.5
421
14
3

Methyl Acetate
74
56
5.3
15
3/16
501
171
3

TDI
174
482
No Info
261
0.9/9.5
620
10
1

HDI
168
491
No Info
284
0.9/9.5
454
0.05
1

MDI
250
342
No Info
396
0.9/9.5
454
0.05
1

Source:  OxyChem Specialty Business Group

a  Molecular weight
b Lower explosive limit/upper explosive limit
c Flammability Rating: 0 = Not Combustible; 1 = Combustible if heated; 2 = Caution: Combustible liquid flash point of 100o  to 200oF; 3 = Warning: Flammable liquid flash point below 100oF; 4 = Danger: Flammable gas or extremely flammable liquid
d  NFPA = National Fire Protection Association

As a result of being delisted as a VOC in recent years by the USEPA, CARB, and many air districts, acetone usage has been steadily increasing irrespective of PR 1132.  In any event, it is likely that acetone usage as a solvent in compliant products could increase as a result of PR 1132.  An increase in acetone usage may increase the number of trucks or rail cars that transport acetone within the state.  However, the safety characteristics of individual trucks or rail cars that transport acetone will not be affected by the proposed amendments.  The consequences (exposure effects) of an accidental release of acetone are directly proportional to the size of the individual transport trucks or rail cars and the release rate.  Although the probability of an accidental release of acetone could increase, the severity of an incident involving acetone transport will not change as a result of the proposed project.  This holds true for the transport of other replacement solvents.

Any increase in accidental releases of compliant acetone-based coating materials during transport would be expected to result in a concurrent reduction in the number of accidental releases of existing coating materials.  Many conventional coating solvents are as flammable as acetone, so there would generally be little or no net change in the hazard consequences from accidental releases of reformulated coating materials compared to conventional products.

VIII.c), e), & f)  The affected facility modifications are not expected to create hazardous emissions which would adversely affect existing/proposed schools or public/private airports located in close proximity to the affected facilities.  In permitting add-on controls and curing ovens or facility changes undertaken to comply with PR 1132, the SCAQMD will analyze whether the operation of add-on controls and ovens and use of low-VOC reformulated products will adversely impact sensitive receptors near the affected facilities.  The SCAQMD will not issue permits for particular facility modifications unless they comply with all relevant SCAQMD rules and regulations, including Rule 1401.  Accordingly, these impact issues are not further evaluated in this Final EA.

VIII.d)  Even if some affected facilities are designated pursuant to Government Code §65962.5 as a large quantity generator of hazardous waste, it is anticipated that these facilities will manage their hazardous wastes in accordance with all applicable federal, state, and local rules and regulations.  Accordingly, this impact issue is not further evaluated in this Final EA.

VIII.g)  The facility modifications associated with PR 1132 are not expected to impair the implementation of or physically interfere with adopted emergency response plans or emergency evaluation plans.  The facility modifications will occur at existing industrial or commercial sites where emergency response plans are already in place for both the public and employees that work at the affected facilities.  Further, since PR 1132 is not expected to involve the use of, or generate acutely hazardous materials, it is not envisioned that emergency response plans will need to be modified to any extent.  Accordingly, this impact issue is not further evaluated in this Final EA.

VIII.h)  Additionally, since the facility modifications will occur at existing industrial or commercial sites in urban areas where wildlands are not prevalent, risk of loss or injury associated with wildland fires is not expected.  Accordingly, this impact issue is not further evaluated in this Final EA.

VIII.i)  As mentioned previously, specific add-on controls (e.g., RTOs and CCOs) use natural gas a fuel source to provide supplemental heat for the thermal destruction of VOCs.  Additionally, natural gas will be required as a fuel source for those affected facilities using curing ovens in conjunction with low-VOC reformulated products.  However, natural gas will be supplied to affected facilities from existing pipelines and no additional pipeline capacity is expected from the implementation of PR 1132.  Therefore, since the existing infrastructure will provide any incremental increase in natural gas usage associated with PR 1132, no increase in risk of a pipeline accident is expected.

However, as alluded to in section VIII.a) & b) above, the use of low-VOC reformulated products may incrementally increase risk of fire at affected facilities.  Those facilities that choose this compliance plan option may use low-VOC formulations that contain more flammable constituents (e.g., acetone) than their conventional higher-VOC counterparts.  This section discusses potential fire hazards impacts associated with the use of low-VOC reformulated products.

The storage or use of acetone at facilities subject to PR 1132 would not be expected to generate significant adverse hazard impacts.  As shown in Table 2-7 above, flammability classifications by the National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) are the same for acetone, methyl acetate, toluene, xylene, and MEK.  Recognizing that acetone has the lowest flash point, it still has nearly the highest lower explosive limit.  Acetone vapors will not cause an explosion unless the vapor concentration exceeds 26,000 ppm.  In contrast, toluene vapors can cause an explosion at 13,000 ppm; the concentration of xylene vapors that could cause an explosion is even lower at 10,000 ppm.

Existing emergency planning is anticipated to further minimize the risks associated with substituting exempt compounds and aqueous materials for conventional solvents.  Businesses are required to report increases in the storage or use of flammable and otherwise hazardous materials to local fire departments.  Local fire departments ensure that adequate permit conditions are in place to protect against potential hazard impacts.

The Uniform Fire Code and Uniform Building Code set standards intended to minimize risks from flammable or otherwise hazardous materials.  Local jurisdictions are required to adopt the uniform codes or comparable regulations.  Local fire agencies require various businesses that use or store hazardous materials to obtain permits and submit permit modifications for proposed increases in hazardous materials use.  Permit conditions depend on the type and quantity of the hazardous materials at the facility.  Permit conditions may include, but are not limited to, specifications for sprinkler systems, electrical systems, ventilation, and containment.   To inspections to ensure compliance with permit conditions and other appropriate regulations, local fire departments conduct annual inspections.

It is anticipated that the current regulatory requirements regarding flammable and otherwise hazardous materials will not need to be amended as a result of the proposed project since, in part, acetone is already widely used and conventional solvents are as flammable or more flammable than acetone.

In conclusion, potential hazard impacts resulting from adopting and implementing PR 1132 are not expected to be significant for the following reasons.  Coating/solvent operations are typically performed in industrial settings that already store and use hazardous materials, including currently used coating formulations.  Thus, the increased usage of acetone or other hazardous materials as a result of implementing the project will generally be balanced by reduced usage of other equally or more hazardous materials such as MEK, toluene, xylene, etc.  Additionally, many low-VOC products are expected to rely on aqueous formulations, which typically contain less or non-hazardous materials compared to conventional coating products, a net benefit.  Further, emergency contingency plans that are already in place are expected to minimize potential hazard impacts posed by any increased use of acetone or in future low-VOC products.  Businesses are required to report increases in the storage of flammable and otherwise hazardous materials to local fire departments to ensure that adequate conditions are in place to protect against hazard impacts.  OSHA regulations coupled with standard operating procedures, including safe handling practices, minimize worker exposure to hazardous material during coating operations.
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IX.
HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY.  Would the project:






a)
Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements?


(
(
(

b)
Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g. the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level which would not support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have been granted)?


(
(
(

c)
Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner that would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site?


(
(
(
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IX.
HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY.  Would the project:






d)
Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner that would result in flooding on- or off-site?


(
(
(

e)
Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff?


(
(
(

f)
Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?


(
(
(

g)
Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map?


(
(
(

h)
Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would impede or redirect flood flaws?  


(
(
(

i)
Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam?


(
(
(

j)
Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?


(
(
(

k)
Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board?


(
(
(

l)
Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects?


(
(
(
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IX.
HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY.  Would the project:






m)
Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects?


(
(
(

n)
Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements and resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed?


(
(
(

o)
Require in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project's projected demand in addition to the provider's existing commitments?


(
(
(

It is envisioned that some facilities with spray booth operations that are subject to PR 1132 will reduce VOC emissions by using low-VOC waterborne formulations.  The use of these low-VOC waterborne product formulations could generate water resource impacts in two ways: 1) potential additional generation of wastewater that could be disposed of into storm drains and sanitary sewers and 2) additional water demand from the manufacturing and clean up of low-VOC waterborne products.

IX.a), f), k), l), & o)  If affected facilities currently discharge wastewater to the public sewer system, the use of reformulated low-VOC coatings/solvents may have the potential to alter the composition of their wastewater streams.  Although it is not expected that potential changes in wastewater composition from affected facilities would violate any water quality standard or wastewater discharge requirements since wastewater volumes associated with PR 1132 will be small, these potential water quality impacts are addressed below.  Additionally, the Final EA analyzes below whether existing wastewater treatment facilities have sufficient capacity to handle any incremental wastewater generated from PR 1132 affected facilities.

Water Quality Impacts

Groundwater and Surface Water Impacts

Increased usage of low VOC waterborne technologies by affected facilities to comply with the emission reduction requirements of PR 1132 has the potential to generate groundwater impacts.  Groundwater impacts could occur as a result of waste material generated from the use of low-VOC waterborne products being illegally dumped on the ground and percolating to water-bearing formations.  Similarly, surface water impacts could occur from waste material generated from the use of low-VOC waterborne formulations being illegally dumped into storm drains that flow to interconnected bodies of water.  There is, however, substantial evidence that improper disposal of low VOC products will not occur, as described in the following paragraphs.

First, there are a number of local, state, and federal laws that specifically prohibit illegal disposal of waste materials.  Second, there numerous public outreach programs targeting the reduction of waste material entering ground water, sewer systems, and storm drainage systems (e.g., the public information bulletins and commercials alerting the public of the consequences of dumping liquid wastes down storm drains).

To support the 1996 amendments to Rule 1113 – Architectural Coatings, SCAQMD staff conducted over 60 unannounced site visits at industrial parks and new housing construction sites in an effort to evaluate coating and cleanup practices.  During these site visits, SCAQMD staff surveyed contractors regarding their thinning practices, coating application techniques, and clean-up practices.  Out of 32 responses received from the contractors on their clean-up practices, seven (22 percent) indicated that they currently dump their waste material into the ground, 18 (56 percent) indicated that they use a disposal company to handle waste material, and seven (22 percent) indicated that they recycle their waste material as thinner.  This survey demonstrates that a majority of the paint contractors either dispose of the waste material properly as required by the coating manufacturer’s MSDS and applicable laws or they recycle the waste material regardless of type of coating.  Based upon these results, it is not likely that operators of facilities subject to PR 1132 will change their current disposal practices, especially because these facilities typically have more stringent state and federal disposal requirements than paint contractors.

Other coating research conducted by SCAQMD during coating rule amendments reveals that compliant low-VOC, two-component systems containing diisocyanate compounds (e.g., TDI, HDI, MDI, etc.) could potentially be used by affected facilities in complying with the emission reduction targets established by PR 1132.  However, it is unlikely that these Low-VOC products will improperly dispose of such that adverse water quality impacts will occur.  This due to the fact that after these two components systems are mixed and once they exceed their pot life, they become a solid mass and are disposed of as a solid waste rather than as wastewater.  See the “Solid/Hazardous Waste” discussion below.

As a result of research conducted for other recent SCAQMD rule making efforts (e.g., 1106, 1106.1, 1107, 1113, 1122, 1130, 1130.1, 1136, 1171, etc.), SCAQMD staff has identified a trend by coating and solvent formulators of replacing conventional VOC coating and solvent formulations containing materials such as toluene, xylene, mineral spirits, acetone, MEK, tricholorethylene, and percholoroethylene with either exempt solvents (e.g., acetone, PCBTF, t-butyl acetate-when formally delisted) or waterborne formulations.  In addition to the above-mentioned VOC compounds, solvents such as texanol, propylene glycol, and ethylene glycol are being used more widely in low-VOC waterborne formulations as alternatives to low VOC solvents such as EGBE, EGEE, EGME, and their acetates, which have higher toxicity.  Staff has verified this trend toward less toxic formulations by reviewing hundreds of product data sheets and MSDSs for currently available low-VOC waterborne formulations.

Even if it is assumed that those affected facilities that may use low-VOC waterborne formulations and illegally dump waste from their use, significant adverse surface and/or groundwater impacts are not anticipated from the implementation PR 1132.  As shown in Table 2-8, replacement solvents have comparable ecological effects as conventional solvents.  Therefore, the use of replacement solvents in complaint low-VOC waterborne products will not create incrementally significant adverse groundwater or surface water impacts over and above the existing effects associated with the use of conventional solvents.

Thus, significant ground water and surface water quality impacts are not expected from the use of texanol, propylene glycol, and ethylene glycol as replacement solvents in low-VOC waterborne products.  Furthermore, the use of delisted or soon to be delisted solvents such as acetone, PBTCF, and t-butyl acetate are to expected to result in ground water and surface water quality impacts.  Lastly, the potential for significant adverse groundwater and surface water quality impacts from compliant products containing diisocyanates is considered unlikely since facilities will properly dispose of any waste generated from application of these products.

Finally, as part of the 1997 amendments to Rule 1171 – Solvent Cleaning Operations, the SCAQMD committed to working with sanitation districts to monitor the disposal of waste materials associated with the use of low-VOC waterborne cleaning solvents.  To date, monitoring and sampling of industrial wastewater streams reveals no appreciable increase of waste materials generated from the use of low-VOC waterborne solvents.  These monitoring results also support the conclusion that affected facilities’ current lawful disposal practices are not expected to change as a result of implementing PR 1132.

Table 2-8

Ecological Information for Common Solvents

Characteristic
CONVENTIONAL SOLVENTS


Toluene
Xylene
MEK
Stoddard
Solvent
Ethyl
Alcohol
Methyl
Alcohol
EGBE
EGEE
EGME

Solubility in Water (@ 20 oC)
500 ppm
130 ppm
27%
Insoluble
100%
100%
Miscible
Miscible
Miscible

Vapor Pressure
(@ 20 oC)
22 mmHg
6 mmHg
85 mmHg
1.1 mmHg
44 mmHg
96 mmHg
0.6 mmHg
3.8 mmHg
6.2 mmHg

Environmental
Fate (Released into the Water)


Evaporation


Biodegradable


Bioacumulation
Moderately
Moderately
Moderately

Moderately

Moderately
Not
Available
Not
Available
Significantly

Moderately
Slightly

Moderately

Slightly
Slightly

Moderately

Slightly
Moderately

Slightly

Environmental
Fate (Released into the Soil)


Evaporation


Biodegradable


Ground Water Leaching
Moderately

Moderately

Expected
Moderately

Moderately

Expected
Expected
Not
Available
Not
Available
Significantly

Significantly

Expected
Significantly

Moderately

Expected
Moderately

Moderately

Expected
Moderately

Expected

Environmental
Toxicity
Toxic to Aquatic Life
Toxic to Aquatic Life
Not Toxic to Aquatic Life
Not
Available
Not
Available
Slightly Toxic to Aquatic Life
Not Toxic to Aquatic Life
Not Toxic to Aquatic Life
Not Toxic to Aquatic Life

LC50/96 Hour Value for Fish
10 –100 mg/l
10 –100 mg/l
>100 mg/l
Not
Available
Not
Available
Not
Available
>100 mg/l
>100 mg/l
>100 mg/l

Bioconcentration

Factor (eels)
13.2
1.3
Not
Available
Not
Available
Not
Available
Not
Available
<100
Not
Available
Not
Available

Table 2-8 (concluded)

Ecological Information for Common Solvents

Characteristic
REPLACEMENT SOLVENTS


Acetone
Texanol
Propylene Glycol
Ethylene
Glycol
PCBTF
1,1,1-TCA
Methylene

Chloride
n-Butyl
Acetate
Methyl
Acetate
TDI

Solubility in Water (@ 20 oC)
100%
0.1%
100%
100%
29 ppm
700 ppm
1.3%
0.7%
7.3%
Decomposes

Vapor Pressure
(@ 20 oC)
180 mmHg
0.01 mmHg
0.07 mmHg
0.06 mmHg
5.3 mmHg
104 mmHg
350 mmHg
8.7 mmHg
171 mmHg
0.04 mmHg

Environmental
Fate (Released into the Water)


Evaporation


Biodegradble


Bioacumulation
Significantly

Significantly

Slightly
Not
Available
Significantly


Significantly

Slightly
Not
Available
Significantly

Slightly
Significantly

Moderately

Slightly
Significantly

Significantly

Slightly
Significantly

Significantly
Slightly



Environmental
Fate (Released into the Soil)


Evaporation


Biodegradable


Ground Water Leaching
Significantly

Significantly

Expected
Not
Available
Significantly

Expected
Slightly

Significantly

Expected
Not
Available
Significantly

Slightly

Expected
Significantly

Expected
Significantly

Significantly

Expected
Significantly

Moderately

Expected
Not
Available

Environmental
Toxicity
Toxic to Aquatic Life
Not
Available
Not
Available
Not
Available
Not
Available
Slightly Toxic to Aquatic Life
Not Toxic to Aquatic Life
Not
Available
Not Toxic to Aquatic Life
Not
Available

LC50/96 Hour Value for Fish
>100 mg/l
Not
Available
Not
Available
>100 mg/l
Not
Available
10 –100 mg/l
>100 mg/l
10 –100 mg/l
>100 mg/l
Not
Available

Bioconcentration

Factor (eels)
Not
Available
Not
Available
Not
Available
Not
Available
2.3
Not
Available
Not
Available
<100
<100
Not
Available

Source:  MallincKrodt Baker, Inc., http://www.jtbaker.com/msds/

Water Quality Impacts to Publicly Owned Treatment Works (POTWs)

Water quality impacts to POTWs could occur as a result of wastewater material generated from the use of low-VOC waterborne formulations at affected PR 1132 facilities.  For example, more water will be used for clean up and the resultant wastewater material could be disposed of into the public sanitary sewer system.  Thus, the increased usage of waterborne low-VOC formulations could adversely affect local POTWs’ ability to handle the projected incremental increase in waste material.

To estimate the amount of wastewater projected to be generated by PR 1132, it is anticipated that current coating equipment (e.g., spray guns, rollers, and brushes) clean-up practices of using water will continue into the future.  Table 2-9 illustrates the “worst-case” potential increase of waste material likely to be received by POTWs in the district as a result of implementing PR 1132.

The results of the analysis illustrated in Table 2-9 are considered to be a “worst-case” analysis that considerably overestimates potential wastewater impacts from implementing PR 1132 .  For example, USEPA in its report to Congress entitled “Study of Volatile Organic Compound Emissions from Consumer and Commercial Products” (1995) evaluated consumer products to determine which categories were likely to be disposed of to POTWs.  The study found that the likelihood of paints, primers, and varnishes (e.g., coatings) being disposed of to POTWs was low.  Therefore, this category was not evaluated for its VOC emission impacts on POTWs.  This suggests that the presence of solvents from this category of consumer products in wastewater streams is very low compared to the total volume of solvents being disposed of from other consumer product categories. 

Table 2-9

Projected POTW Impact from Reformulated Products

Year
POTW Average
Daily Flowa
(mgd) 
POTW Capacityb
(mgd)
Waste Disposal
Daily Flowc
(mgd)
Total Impacts

(% Increase)
Significantd

(Yes/No)

2000
1209.31
1456.11
0.008
0.0005
NO

2001
1209.31
1456.11
0.009
0.0006
NO

2002
1209.31
1456.11
0.009
0.0006
NO

2003
1209.31
1456.11
0.010
0.0007
NO

2004
1209.31
1456.11
0.011
0.0007
NO

2005
1209.31
1456.11
0.012
0.0008
NO

2006
1209.31
1456.11
0.013
0.0009
NO

2007
1209.31
1456.11
0.014
0.0009
NO

2008
1209.31
1456.11
0.015
0.0010
NO

2009
1209.31
1456.11
0.016
0.0011
NO

2010
1209.31
1456.11
0.017
0.0012
NO

a  1996 total average daily wastewater flows handled by POTWs in the district as reported to the California State Water Board.

b  1996 total average daily capacity of POTWs in the district as reported to the California State Water Board.

c  Assumes that one gallon of water will be used to clean-up equipment for every gallon of coating applied.  The figures for Waste Disposal Flow expressed in mgy are converted to mgd by dividing by 250 days/yr.

d  SCAQMD's Water Quality Significance Threshold is 1% of POTW Capacity.

mgd = millions of gallons per day

In addition, as discussed earlier, waterborne formulations are increasingly becoming less toxic than current coating and solvent formulations.  To that extent, it is likely that adverse impacts to water quality from toxic constituents will actually decline as compared to the existing situation.

The potential increase in wastewater volume generated by PR 1132 is considered to be well within the existing and projected capacity of POTWs in the Basin.  Hence, wastewater impacts associated with the disposal of waterborne clean-up waste material generated from implementing PR 1132 are not considered significant.  With the increasing trend toward less toxic waterborne formulations, it is likely that there will be fewer or less severe impacts to waste water streams.

Based upon the preceding analyses, the implementation of PR 1132 is not expected to create significant adverse water resource impacts for the following reasons.  First, the current trend in coating and solvent technologies is to move away from using hazardous materials to using less or non-hazardous waterborne technologies.  This trend may be the result of increasingly stringent state and federal regulations relative to hazardous materials, as well as the potential for increased liability associated with promoting or using hazardous materials.  Second, experienced users are expected to properly dispose of waste generated from the use of low-VOC waterborne formulations.  Third, public outreach programs are anticipated to further inform the public and affected facilities as to the proper disposal methods for low-VOC waterborne formulations.  Fourth, even if waste materials generated from products application are disposed of improperly, the use of replacement solvents would not incrementally increase water quality impacts above the impacts associated with the use of current conventional solvents.  Fifth, based upon future projections, district POTWs are expected to be able to handle any incremental increase in waste materials generated from clean-up practices associated with the use of low-VOC waterborne formulations.  Finally, as discussed in the preceding “Water Demand Impacts” section, to date, monitoring and sampling of industrial wastewater streams reveals no appreciable increase of waste materials generated from the use of low-VOC waterborne cleaning solvents from the recent amendments to Rule 1171.  As a result, water quality impacts will likely decline compared to current disposal practices.

In addition, the SCAQMD remains committed to continue the public outreach and consultation with local sanitation districts according to the mitigation measures for potential wastewater impacts as set forth in the SCAQMD Governing Board Resolutions for the 1996 amendments to Rule 1171 and 1997 amendments to Rule 1122.

IX.b) & n) The use reformulated waterborne low-VOC products, could increase water consumption in the Basin.  Accordingly, the water demand impacts associated with the implementation of PR 1132 are addressed below.

Water Demand Impacts

To analyze water demand impacts resulting from increased usage of coatings and solvents reformulated with waterborne technology, SCAQMD staff estimated the volume of increased water demand expected to occur as a result of manufacturing low VOC products, as well as the volumes of water needed to clean coating equipment such as brushes, spray guns, rollers, pans, etc.

Additional “worst-case” assumptions besides the number of facilities expected to use reformulated products (see “Air Quality” section) include the following.  SCAQMD staff assumed for this “worst-case” analysis that all products used by affected facilities in the Basin would be manufactured in the Basin.  Additionally, staff assumed that all cleanup materials to clean coating equipment (e.g., sprayers, rollers, or brushes) would be waterborne instead of solvent-borne materials.  These assumptions maximize the estimate of the volumes of water used in conjunction with the manufacture of waterborne products and the clean-up practices associated with the use of waterborne products than is presently the practice.  As shown in Table 2-10, water demand impacts associated with the manufacture and clean-up of waterborne coating and solvent formulations are anticipated to create a negligible incremental water demand impact and will not exceed the SCAQMD’s significant threshold of 5,000,000 gallons per day.

Table 2-10 shows that it is within the capacity of the local water purveyors to supply the small incremental increase in water demand associated with PR 1132 .  Therefore, no significant water demand impacts are expected as the result of implementing PR 1132.

It should also be noted that water providers throughout the state are currently exploring various strategies for increasing water supplies and maximizing the use of existing supplies.  Options include increasing storage capacity, acquiring additional supplies of water from existing sources such as unused water allocations to other states or agricultural agencies, and advance delivery of water to irrigation districts.  These continuing and future water management programs help to assure that the area’s full-service water demands will be met at all times.

Table 2-10

Projected Water Demand for Reformulated Products

Year
Projected
Populationa
(millions
of people)
Projected
Water
Demandb
(bgy)
Projected
Water
Supplyc
(bgy)
Projected
Coating
Usaged
(mgy)
Projected
Mfgr
Demande
(mgy)
Projected
Cleanup
Demandf
(mgy)
Total

PR 1132
Demandg
(mgy)
Total

PR 1132
Demandh
(mgd)
Total Impactsi

(mgd))

2000
15.58
1,192
1,267
0.99
0.99
0.99
1.97
0.008
NO

2001
15.88
1,213
1,267
1.06
1.06
1.06
2.13
0.009
NO

2002
16.17
1,234
1,267
1.15
1.15
1.15
2.30
0.009
NO

2003
16.46
1,255
1,267
1.24
1.24
1.24
2.48
0.010
NO

2004
16.75
1,276
1,267
1.34
1.34
1.34
2.68
0.011
NO

2005
17.04
1,297
1,527
1.45
1.45
1.45
2.90
0.012
NO

2006
17.34
1,318
1,527
1.56
1.56
1.56
3.13
0.013
NO

2007
17.63
1,339
1,527
1.69
1.69
1.69
3.38
0.014
NO

2008
17.92
1,360
1,527
1.82
1.82
1.82
3.65
0.015
NO

2009
18.21
1,381
1,527
1.97
1.97
1.97
3.94
0.016
NO

2010
18.50
1,402
1,527
2.13
2.13
2.13
4.25
0.017
NO

a Population projections obtained from SCAG’s 1998 RTP.

b Water demand and supply projections obtained from MWD Web Page.  MWD Fact Sheet,  http://www.mwd.dst.ca.us/docs/fctsheet.htm.  As a “worst-case” all of MWD’s service area water demand is included.

c Assumes MWD provides 60 percent of water supply in the SCAQMD’s jurisdiction.  Other water districts or municipalities provide the remaining 40 percent.  MWD 1996 baseline figure obtained from MWD’s Fact Sheet.  Includes 1.3 million acre-feet per year (AF/yr) from the Colorado River, 784,000 AF/yr from State Water Project, 244,412 AF/yr for Reservoirs, 178,000 AF from recycling programs, 30,000 from water reclamation, and the construction of a 797,546 AF reservoir by 2005.  AF (acre- feet) equals approximately 326,000 gallons

d SCAQMD AER data for the years 1996-1997 was used to estimate projected coating and solvent usage from affected facilities.  It is projected that coating and solvent usage will increase by 8 percent per year.  Reference The Coatings Agenda America 1995/1996 articles entitled “Demand Led by Do-It-Yourselfers” and “Holding on in the Face of a Blizzard.”

e Assumes that one gallon of water will be used to manufacture one gallon of coating applied.  Also assumes as a “worst-case” scenario, that all coatings used in the SCAQMD’s  jurisdiction were manufactured here.

f Assumes that one gallon of water will be used to clean-up equipment for every gallon of coating applied.  Also assumes as a “worst-case” scenario, that full conversion of affected coating categories to waterborne formulations occurs in 2002.

g Total amount of manufacturer and clean-up water demand due to the implementation of PR 1132.

h Assumed 250 days/yr of facility operation..

i SCAQMD's Water Demand Significance Threshold is 5,000,0000 gallons/day.

Acronyms:bgy = billion gallons per year; mgy = millions of gallons per year; mgd = million gallons per day

IX.c), d), & e)  As PR 1132-related modifications would occur at existing facilities involving the construction of a limited number of surface features, no significant changes to storm water runoff, drainage patterns, groundwater characteristics, or flow are expected.  Therefore, these impact issues are not further evaluated in this Final EA.

IX.g), h), i), & j)  PR 1132 is not expected to result in new housing or contribute to the construction of new building structures because facility modification and changes will occur at existing facilities.  Therefore, affected facilities are not expected to contribute to an increased risk of flood, seich, tsunami, or mud flow hazards.  Therefore, these impact issues are not further evaluated in this Final EA.

IX.m)  PR 1132 will not increase stormwater discharge, since minimal paving of unpaved areas is contemplated at affected facilities.  Therefore, no new stormwater discharge treatment facilities or modifications to existing facilities will be required due to the implementation of PR 1132.  Accordingly, this impact issue will not be further assessed in this Final EA.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






X.
LAND USE AND PLANNING.  Would the project:






a)
Physically divide an established community?


(
(
(

b)
Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, local coastal program or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?


(
(
(

c)
Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation or natural community conservation plan?


(
(
(

X.a), b), & c) Land use authority falls solely under the purview of the local governments and the SCAQMD is specifically excluded from infringing on existing city or county land use authority (California Health and Safety Code §40414).  Land use authority is a component of local planning.  The amendments to Rule 1132 do not call for any changes in locally adopted general plans or require zoning ordinance changes or modifications.  PR 1132 is not related in any way to land use planning, local general plans, or agricultural operations.

Furthermore, the land uses at affected facilities as well as those surrounding the facilities are envisioned to be industrial or commercially designated areas.  Typically, local governments allow the type of modifications that are contemplated under PR 1132 in these zoning and land use designations.  Consequently, there should be no conflict with community plans or the current zoning ordinances associated with the implementation of PR 1132.

Lastly, PR 1132 regulates VOC emissions from existing industrial facilities so it will not create any conflicts with any habitat, natural community plans, agricultural resources or operations, and would not create division in any existing communities.  No new development or changes to existing land uses will occur as a result of implementing PR 1132.

Based on the above considerations, no significant project-related land use and planning impacts are expected to occur and are not further evaluated in this Final EA.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






XI.
MINERAL RESOURCES.  Would the project:






a)
Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region and the residents of the state?


(
(
(

b)
Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan?


(
(
(

XI.a) & b)  The modifications or changes at affected facilities will occur on land within existing industrial or commercial sites.  It is expected that these sites do not contain known mineral resources.  Therefore, PR 1132 is not expected to result in the loss of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the district or residents of California.  Similarly, PR 1132 is not expected to result in the loss of the availability of a locally important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan.

Based upon these considerations, significant mineral resources impacts are not expected and are not further evaluated in this Final EA.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






XII.
NOISE.  Would the project result in:






a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?


(
(
(

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels? 


(
(
(

c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project?


(
(
(

d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project?


(
(
(

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?


(
(
(

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airship, would the project expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?


(
(
(

XII.a)  Modifications or changes associated with the implementation of PR 1132 will take place at facilities that are located in existing industrial or commercial settings.  The operation of add-on controls and ovens in these settings is not expected to expose persons to the generation of excessive noise levels above current facility levels.  It is expected that any facility affected by PR 1132 will comply with all existing noise control laws or ordinances.  Further, Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) and California-OSHA have established noise standards to protect worker health.

XII.b)  The proposed project is not anticipated to expose people to or generate excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels.  The construction and operation noise levels at the affected facilities associated with the implementation of PR 1132 are anticipated to be comparable to existing noise generating activities and within Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) worker safety standards.

XII.c)  A permanent increase in ambient noise levels at the affected facilities above existing levels without the proposed project is unlikely to occur due to the nature of the equipment (e.g., add-on controls and ovens) to be installed as part of PR 1132.  Noise levels resulting from the operation of the proposed project would be insignificant and unlikely to raise ambient noise levels in the project vicinities to above a level of significance.
XII.d)  A temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of affected facilities above levels existing without the project is not anticipated from construction-related activities (e.g., installation of add-on controls and ovens) since these activities are short-term, no more than a few months at each facility, and would involve a small amount of construction work.  Furthermore, it is anticipated that contractors hired to install add-on control equipment  and curing ovens at affected facilities will comply with all local noise ordinances.  Therefore, it is expected that the incremental noise levels would be less than significant

XII.e) & f)  The proposed project consists of improvements within industrial or commercial facilities.  Even if an effected facility is located near a public/private airport, the noise expected from the installation of add-on controls and ovens would be unlikely to significantly interact with noise generated from a public/private airport.  Thus, the PR 1132 is not expected to expose people residing or working in the project vicinities to excessive noise levels 

Based upon these considerations, significant noise impacts are not expected from the implementation of PR 1132 and are not further evaluated in this Final EA.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






XIII.
POPULATION AND HOUSING.  Would the project:






a)
Induce substantial growth in an area either directly (for example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (e.g. through extension of roads or other infrastructure)?


(
(
(

b)
Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?


(
(
(

c)
Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?


(
(
(

XIII.a)  The proposed project is not anticipated to generate any significant effects, either direct or indirect, on the district's population or population distribution as no additional workers are anticipated to be required to comply with the proposed amendments.  Human population within the jurisdiction of the SCAQMD is anticipated to grow regardless of implementing PR 1132.

Furthermore, the facility modifications or changes associated with PR 1132 would occur within existing industrial or commercial facilities located typically in urbanized areas.  It is expected that the existing labor pool in this urbanized area would accommodate the labor requirements for the installation and operation of add-on control in these areas.  Additionally, PR 1132 is not expected to require affected facilities to hire additional personnel to operate and maintain installed add-on control equipment.  In the event that new employees are hired, it is expected that the amount of new employees at any one facility would be small.  As such, PR 1132 will not result in changes in population densities or induce significant growth in population.

XIII.b) & c)  Because the proposed project includes modifications and/or changes at existing industrial and commercial facilities, PR 1132 is not expected to result in the creation of any industry that would affect population growth, directly or indirectly induce the construction of single- or multiple-family units, or require the displacement of people elsewhere.

Based upon these considerations, significant population and housing impacts are not expected from the implementation of PR 1132 and are not further evaluated in this Final EA.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






XIV. 
 PUBLIC SERVICES.  Would the proposal result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered government facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any of the following public services:







a)
Fire protection?


(
(
(


b)
Police protection?


(
(
(


c)
Schools?


(
(
(


d)
Parks?


(
(
(


e)
Other public facilities?


(
(
(

XIV.a) & b)  Although facilities may choose to comply with PR 1132 by using low-VOC reformulated products containing some flammable constituents, the amount of usage at any one facility over current traditional higher-VOC products is not expected to be such that an increase in fires or explosions are likely.  Furthermore, additional inspections at affected facilities associated with the use of low-VOC reformulated products by city building departments or local fire departments are not expected.  Finally, PR 1132 is not expected to have any adverse effects on local police departments because enforcement will be the responsibility of the SCAQMD.

XIV.c) & d)  The local labor pool (e.g., workforce) of a particular affected facility areas is expected to be adequate to fill the short-term construction positions.  Therefore, there will be no increase in local population and thus no impacts are expected to local schools or parks.

XIV.e)  The proposed project will result in reformulation of VOC-containing products and/or the use of add-on control equipment at existing facilities.  Besides permitting the equipment or altering permit conditions, there is no other need for government services.  The proposal would not result in the need for new or physically altered government facilities in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives.  There will be no increase in population and, therefore, no need for physically altered government facilities.

Based upon these considerations, significant public services impacts are not expected from the implementation of PR 1132 and are not further evaluated in this Final EA.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






XV.
RECREATION.  Would the project:






a)
Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated.?


(
(
(

b)
Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the environment?


(
(
(

XV.a)  As explained above, PR 1132 will not result in changes in population growth or densities.  Therefore, the proposed project will not increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities.

XV.b)  PR 1132 will involve modifications or changes at existing industrial or commercial facilities.  Therefore, the proposed project will not involve the use of recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities.

Based upon these considerations, significant recreation impacts are not expected from the implementation of PR 1132 and are not further evaluated in this Final EA.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






XVI.
SOLID/HAZARDOUS WASTE.  Would the project:






a)
Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs?


(
(
(

b)
Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid and hazardous waste?


(
(
(

XVI.a)
Construction Impacts

During construction-related activities, there may be a potential for the creation of solid waste.  The wastes would most likely consist of concrete, asphalt, wood, and metal debris from demolition and construction activities.  However, it is expected that any construction debris would be disposed in an appropriate landfill or recycled.  Currently, the estimated Class II (industrial) and Class III (municipal) landfill capacity within the district is approximately 111,198 tons per day.  Since any increase in solid waste disposal from PR 1132 construction/demolition activities would be small, it is anticipated that existing landfill capacity in the district can accommodate this temporary increase in solid waste products.  Therefore, temporary significant solid waste impacts associated with PR 1132 construction-related activities are not expected.

Operational Impacts

Once add-on controls are installed or process changes implemented (e.g., use of low-VOC reformulated products), PR 1132 could result in incremental increases in solid waste from operational activities.  Therefore, the potential adverse impacts to disposal facilities are discussed below.

Spent Catalyst

Over time, generally three to five years, the catalyst material used in some add-on controls (e.g., RTOs and CCOs) loses its effectiveness and must be replaced.  The spent catalyst is either recycled by the catalyst manufacturer or properly disposed at either a Class I/II (hazardous waste) or Class III (nonhazardous waste) landfill depending on its constituents.  

To estimate the “worst-case” impacts, the SCAQMD assumed that all of the catalyst disposed of was hazardous waste.  There are currently three Class I (hazardous waste) landfills located in California.  Chemical Waste Management Corporation in Kettleman City is a permitted treatment, storage, and disposal facility with a capacity of 13 million cubic yards (16,575,000 tons
).  Safety Kleen operates a Class I facility in Button Willow with a permitted capacity of 13 million cubic yards, of which 2.5 million cubic yards has been filled (10.5 million cubic yards equates to 13,387,500 tons
).  Landfill disposal is also available for the Safety Kleen facility located in Westmoreland.  In addition, hazardous waste can be transported to permitted facilities outside California.

To estimate the volume of catalyst volume that could be disposed of every three to five years when RTO and CCO catalyst is no longer effective, the SCAQMD assumed that for every 1,000 cfm of air flow going into a RTO or CCO 1,000 pounds of catalyst is required.  Table 2-11 highlights the estimated hazardous material that may be disposed of associated with the implementation of PR 1132.

TABLE 2-11

Anticipated Hazardous Waste Impacts Associated with the Implementation
of PR 1132 from the Disposal of Spent Catalyst

Unit Type
No. of Units
CFM to Control Device
Catalyst Disposal
(tons)

RTO
9
50,000
213

CCO
26
50,000
638

RTO
2
40,000
30

CCO
5
40,000
90

RTO
3
30,000
38

CCO
8
30,000
113

RTO
1
20,000
13

CCO
4
20,000
38

RTO
3
10,000
13

CCO
8
10,000
38

Totals
65
--
1,220


In-State Class I Landfill Capacity
29,962,500


% Of Landfill Capacity
0.0041%


Significant (Yes/No)a
No

a SCAQMD's Solid/Hazardous Waste Threshold is 1% of Landfill Capacity.

It should be noted that the above hazardous waste analysis overestimates the actual impacts associated with spent catalyst disposal from PR 1132.  It is expected that the majority of if not all the spent catalyst will be recycled by the catalyst manufacturer since the catalyst contains many constituents that can be reused.

Low-VOC Reformulated Products

The use of low-VOC waterborne or exempt solvent-borne coating formulations to reduce VOC emissions at affected facilities may result in additional solid waste impacts because reformulated products may not have as long of a useful lifetime as conventional products.  Potential problems include freeze-thaw, shorter pot life, and shorter shelf life.  Solid or hazardous waste impacts are not expected from low-VOC waterborne solvent formulations.  This is because the reformulated solvents are in a liquid rather than a solid from and will be recycled or potentially dumped on the ground or into the sanitary sewer system or storm drains, which constitutes a water quality impact.  See “Hydrology/Water Quality” analysis above.

In recent SCAQMD rulemaking efforts (e.g., Rule 1113) industry has alleged that the lowering of VOC content limits for various coatings could result in the following:

· Low-VOC coating formulations targeted by PR 1132 will not have the same freeze-thaw capabilities as existing coatings and, therefore, may spoil during transport from mild climates to extreme climates resulting in that load being discarded into a landfill.

· Low-VOC coating formulations targeted by PR 1132 will have shorter shelf lives and, therefore, a percentage of the manufacturer’s inventory will have to be landfilled because the coatings have gone bad in the can over time.

· More two-component systems, which on the average have a shorter pot life compared to conventional coatings, may be used to meet the emission targets of PR 1132.  As a result, low-VOC coating formulations could solidify in the can during coating application requiring the unusable portion of the coatings to be discarded into landfills.

SCAQMD staff evaluation of coatings product data sheets during recent coating rulemaking efforts tends to confirm the assertion that low-VOC coating formulations have a shorter pot life and a shorter shelf life.  Information on freeze-thaw characteristics was generally not available.  To estimate solid waste impacts associated with implementing PR 1132, staff assumed as a “worst-case” that, starting in the year 2005 when both Tier 1 and Tier 2 facilities begin to comply with PR 1132, solid wastes would increase as follows: 

· five percent of all coatings estimated to be reformulated (e.g., 42,200 gallons per year) would be landfilled due to freeze–thaw problems;

· one percent of all coatings estimated to be reformulated (e.g., 8,440 gallons per year) would be landfilled due to a shelf-life problems; and,

· 10 percent of all coatings estimated to be reformulated (e.g., 84,400 gallons per year) would be landfilled due to pot-life problems.

According to the resin manufacturers and coating formulators, solidified coatings would not be considered a hazardous waste.  Therefore, for this solid waste analysis, the SCAQMD assumed that all the landfilled material would be considered non-hazardous waste.  Table 2-12 highlights the estimated nonhazardous material that may be landfilled associated with the implementation of PR 1132.

TABLE 2-12

Anticipated Nonhazardous Waste Impacts Associated with the Implementation
of PR 1132 from the Use of Low-VOC Reformulated Productsa
Year
In-Basin
Class III
Land fill
Capacity
(tons/day)
Freeze-Thaw
Disposalb

(tons/day)
Shelf-Life 
Disposalc


(tons/day)
Pot life 
Disposald


(tons/day)
Total 
Disposal


(tons/day)
Total
Impact


(% Capacity)
Significante



(Yes/No)

2005
111,198
0.89
0.18
1.77
2.84
0.0026%
No

a SCAQMD annual emission report data for the years 1998-1999 was used to estimate projected coating and solvent usage from affected PR 1132 facilities.  Assumed that spray booth emissions where 87 percent of permitted emissions.  Assumed a conversion factor of 1.8 lb/gal (225 g/l) for coatings and solvent spray booth operations.  To convert gallons to tons, the SCAQMD assumed that the coatings had an average density of 10.5 pounds per gallon.  Assumed 250 days/yr of facility operation.

b Assumed that five percent of all coatings affected by the implementation of PR 1132 would be landfilled.

c Assumed that one percent of all coatings affected by the implementation of PR 1132 would be landfilled.

d Assumed that 10 percent of all coatings affected by the implementation of PR 1132 would be landfilled.

e SCAQMD's Solid/Hazardous Waste Threshold is 1% of Landfill Capacity.

As shown in Table 2-12, even if some low-VOC coating formulations are landfilled due to freeze-thaw, shelf life, or pot-life problems, the total amount of solid waste material deposited in Basin landfills will not create a significant solid waste impact.  It should be noted that the above analysis overestimates the actual solid waste impacts associated with the implementation of PR 1132 for several reasons.  First it is not likely that affected facilities will simply dispose of all products that have alleged freeze-thaw, shelf-life, and/or pot life problems.  It may be possible that some of these products can be reused for various other purposes, such as painting over graffiti, etc.  Second, discussions with manufacturers of low-VOC resin technologies have indicated that the inclusion of surfactants will help eliminate freeze-thaw and shelf-life problems.  Lastly, when facility coating applicators become familiar with appropriate application techniques required for applying low-VOC two component systems, pot-life problems will decrease significantly or be eliminated altogether since the applicators will be able to more accurately estimate the correct amount of coating to be mixed to minimize waste.  It is expected that it could take up to two years for coating applicators to learn proper application techniques for the application of low-VOC two component systems.  Therefore, the amount of pot-life disposal shown in Table 4-20 above is expected to drop to negligible levels starting in 2002.

Accordingly, based on the foregoing analyses, PR 1132 should not result in significant adverse solid/hazardous waste impacts associated with spent catalyst or unusable coatings disposal.

XVI.b)  As mentioned above, the types of waste typically generated at affected facilities due to the implementation of PR 1132 will consist primarily of spent catalyst, which is not expected to present a significant risk to human health or the environment.  The affected facilities are expected to comply with established federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid and hazardous waste disposal and the spent catalyst is expected to be disposed/recycled at an approved facility.  Accordingly, this impact issue will not be further analyzed in the Final EA.
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XVII.
TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC.  Would the project:






a)
Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in either the number of vehicle trips, the volume to capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at intersections)?


(
(
(

b) Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service standard established by the county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways?


(
(
(

c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a change in location that results in substantial safety risks?


(
(
(

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g. sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g. farm equipment)?


(
(
(

e)
Result in inadequate emergency access or?


(
(
(

f)
Result in inadequate parking capacity?


(
(
(

g)
Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation (e.g. bus turnouts, bicycle racks)?


(
(
(

XVII.a) & b)
Construction Impacts

During construction-related activities, PR 1132 could potentially create a temporary increase in traffic in the immediate vicinity of the affected facilities during peak travel hours.  However, it is expected that construction workers and delivery trucks will access the affected facilities during these times.

Tier 1 “worst-case” construction-related activities associated with the implementation PR 1132 (e.g., installation of add-on controls and curing ovens) is expected to generate 45 additional vehicle trips (five per facility) from construction worker daily commutes.  However, these trips are temporary and are dispersed throughout the district.  Furthermore, these trips do not exceed the SCAQMD’s significance criteria of 350 additional trips per facility. 

The minor increase in commute trips is not anticipated to result in significant adverse changes to existing transit systems or transportation corridors.  Existing transit systems in the Basin will not be diminished, eliminated or affected in any way as a result of the implementation of PR 1132.  Therefore, the implementation of PR 1132 will not result in any significant adverse transportation/traffic impacts
Operational Impacts

Once the construction-related activities cease, incremental transportation/traffic impacts are not expected from operational-related activities.  As mentioned earlier, affected facilities are not expected to hire additional personnel to help them operate and maintain add-on controls and ovens.  Furthermore, trips associated with the replenishment and disposal of spent catalyst/carbon are expected to occur every three to five years depending on the catalyst/carbon type.  These trips will be infrequent and dispersed throughout the district.  Therefore, additional operational-related trips are not anticipated to be significant.

XVII.c)  PR 1132 will involve the installation of add-on controls and ovens at existing facilities.  The installed add-on controls and ovens are expected to be similar in height and appearance to the existing structures and are therefore not expected to adversely affect air traffic patterns.  Accordingly, no increase in air traffic is expected, as a result of the project, and this impact issue are not further evaluated in this Final EA.

XVII.d)  PR 1132 will involve the installation of add-on controls and ovens at existing facilities.  No off site modifications to roadways are anticipated for the proposed project that would result in an additional hazard or incompatible uses.  Consequently, this impact issue are not further evaluated in this Final EA

XVII.e) PR 1132 will involve the installation of add-on controls and ovens at existing facilities with no changes expected to emergency access at or in the vicinity of the affected facilities.  Therefore, the project is not expected to adversely impact emergency access and this impact issue are not further evaluated in this Final EA.

XVII.f)  Additional parking will be required for construction workers during the construction phase of PR 1132.  Since construction crews at the individual facilities will be small, sufficient parking space is expected to be available within the facility boundaries or on adjacent roadways.  Therefore, the project is not expected to result in inadequate offsite parking and this impact issue are not further evaluated in this Final EA.

XVII.g)  Facility modifications or changes associated with PR 1132 will take place at existing facilities and will not result in conflicts with alternative transportation, such as bus turnouts, bicycle racks, etc..  Therefore, this impact issue are not further evaluated in this Final EA.
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XVIII. 
MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE.






a)
Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory?


(
(
(

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable?  ("Cumulatively considerable" means that the incremental effects of a project are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects)


(
(
(

c)
Does the project have environmental effects that will cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly?
(
(
(

XVIII.a)  As discussed above, no potential impacts to biological resources or cultural/historical resources are expected from the implementation of PR 1132.

XVIII.b)  Based on the foregoing analyses, since PR 1132 will not result in project-specific significant environmental impacts, PR 1132 is not expected to cause cumulative impacts in conjunction with other projects that may occur concurrently with or subsequent to the proposed project.  Furthermore, PR 1132's impacts will not be "cumulatively considerable" because the incremental impacts are so small that they make only a de minimis contribution to a significant cumulative impact caused by other projects that would exist in absence of the proposed project.  Therefore, the potential for significant cumulative or cumulatively considerable impacts is not further evaluated in this Final EA.

XVIII.c)  Based on the foregoing analyses, PR 1132 is not expected to cause adverse effects on human beings.  Significant air quality, energy, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, solid/hazardous waste, and transportation/traffic are not expected from the implementation of PR 1132.  The direct impact from the proposed project, however, is a reduction of 3.7 tons per day of VOC emissions by 2010, and thus, there is an overall air quality benefit

No impacts to aesthetics, agricultural resources, biological resources, cultural resources, geology and soils, land use/planning, mineral resources, noise, population and housing, pubic services, and recreation are expected as a result of the implementation of PR 1132.  Therefore, these environmental issues will not be further analyzed in this Final EA.
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(PR 1132i)


(Final 11/3/00)

PROPOSED RULE 1132
FURTHER CONTROL OF VOC EMISSIONS FROM HIGH-EMITTING SPRAY BOOTH FACILITIES

(a) Purpose and Applicability

The purpose of this rule is to further reduce volatile organic compound (VOC) emissions from spray coating or lamination operations in high VOC-emitting facilities.  This rule applies to any spray booth facility, except petroleum industry facilities, that uses VOC-containing materials that amount to more than 40,000 pounds (20 tons) per year of VOC emissions in any emission inventory year beginning in 1999.  Except when a specific exemption applies, the facilities subject to this rule shall continue to comply with other rules that are applicable to the same operation.

(b) Definitions

For the purpose of this rule, the following definitions shall apply:

(1) CAPTURE SYSTEM is an arrangement of devices such as enclosures, plenums, fans and ductworks used to collect VOC-laden air from the process area and direct it to the control equipment.

(2) EMISSION CONTROL SYSTEM is a combination of capture system(s) and control equipment used to reduce, eliminate or control the release of VOC to the atmosphere.

(3) EMISSION INVENTORY YEAR is the annual emission reporting period beginning from July 1 of the previous year through June 30 of a given year.  For example, emission inventory year 1999 covers the period from July 1, 1998 through June 30, 1999.

(4) FACILITY is any equipment or group of equipment or other VOC-emitting activities, which are located on one or more contiguous properties within the District, in actual physical contact or separated solely by a public roadway or other public right-of-way, and are owned or operated by the same person (or by persons under common control), or an outer continental shelf (OCS) source as determined in 40 CFR Section 55.2.  Such above-described groups, if noncontiguous, but connected only by land carrying a pipeline, shall not be considered one facility.

(5) PETROLEUM INDUSTRY FACILITY is any facility primarily engaged in the production, refining, storage, transfer or distribution of crude petroleum or petroleum products as defined in the Standard Industrial Classification for crude petroleum and natural gas (SIC code 1311), petroleum refining (SIC code 2911), petroleum bulk stations and terminals (SIC code 5171), or other related industries (e.g., SIC codes 4226, 4612, 4613, 4923 and 5541).

(6) SPRAY BOOTH is any equipment or enclosure used to capture or reduce overspray from the application of any coating, lamination, or other VOC-containing materials, that requires a permit from the District.  A spray booth includes standard bench type, floor type, and automotive type spray booths, as well as prep stations, spray stations (i.e., a bank of filters with a plenum and exhaust fan), and spray rooms.

(7) SPRAY BOOTH FACILITY is any facility that has installed one or more spray booths.  A facility subject to a District rule or regulation that requires installation of any spray booth is also considered as a spray booth facility.

(8) VOC-CONTAINING MATERIAL is any material that contains VOC including, but not limited to, resins, polymers, gel coats, coatings, paints, varnishes, stains, sealers, thinners, cleanup solvents, thinning solvents, inks, fountain solutions, adhesives, and sealants.  VOC-containing materials do not include fuels or combustion products.

(9) VOLATILE ORGANIC COMPOUNDS (VOC) are as defined in Rule 102.

(c) Requirements

On or after the effective date specified in paragraph (e)(1), a person shall not operate any spray booth facility subject to this rule, unless the VOC emissions from any equipment, activity or operation that applies, or is required by any District rule or regulation to apply, VOC-containing materials in a spray booth are reduced through the use of the following:

(1) An emission control system that has an overall efficiency of at least 65 percent by weight;

(2) VOC-containing materials that have a VOC content at least 65 percent lower than the applicable rule limit adopted and in effect as of (date of adoption); or

(3) A combination of methods specified in paragraphs (c)(1) and (c)(2), which when individually applied do not meet the specified reduction requirement, but when combined reduce the VOC emissions by at least 65 percent by weight.

(d) Alternative Compliance Plan

In lieu of complying with the requirements of subdivision (c), the operator of a spray booth facility may comply with an alternative compliance plan that is submitted to and approved by the Executive Officer.  The Executive Officer shall not approve an alternative compliance plan, unless the plan has demonstrated real, quantifiable and verifiable emission reductions equivalent to a minimum of 10 percent more than that required under subdivision (c).  The duration for each compliance determination period under the alternative compliance plan shall be as short as practicable and in no case longer than a calendar month.

(e) Compliance Schedule

(1) The effective dates of the requirements in subdivision (c) shall be as follows:

(A) July 1, 2003, for spray booth facilities emitting more than 100,000 pounds (50 tons) of VOC in emission inventory year 1999 or 2000.

(B) July 1, 2004, for spray booth facilities emitting up to and including 100,000 pounds (50 tons) of VOC in emission inventory year 1999 or 2000.

(C) For all other spray booth facilities, July 1, 2004, or 30 months after the applicable VOC emissions from the facility have exceeded 40,000 pounds (20 tons) for an emission inventory year after 2000, whichever is later.

(2) No later than 18 months prior to the applicable compliance date pursuant to paragraph (e)(1), the operator of a facility subject to this rule shall submit to the Executive Officer:

(D) Complete application(s) for permit(s) to construct and operate for any modifications or new installations required to comply with this rule and for which the permit(s) is (are) required pursuant to Rules 201 and 203;

(E) A change of condition application for each spray booth employing the compliance method pursuant to paragraph (c)(2) or (c)(3) by switching to lower VOC content materials; and

(F) A complete plan application in accordance with Rule 306 – Plan Fees, if the operator elects to comply with the alternative compliance plan pursuant to subdivision (d).

(f) Test Methods and Procedures

The following test methods and procedures shall be used to determine compliance with this rule.  All test methods referenced below shall be the most recent version issued by the respective organization.  Alternative test methods may be used if they are determined to be equivalent and approved in writing by the Executive Officer, the California Air Resources Board, and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.

(1)
Determination of VOC Content of VOC-Containing Materials:

(G) US EPA Method 24 - Determination of volatile matter content, water content, density, volume solids and weight solids of surface coatings

(H) US EPA Method 24A - Determination of volatile matter content and density of printing inks and related coatings

(I) District Method 303 - Determination of Exempt Compounds

(J) District Method 304 - Determination of Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs) in Various Materials

(K) District Method 313 – Determination of Volatile Organic Compounds by Gas Chromatography/Mass Spectrometry

(2)
Determination of Efficiency of Emission Control Systems:

(L) The capture efficiency of an emission control system shall be determined by verifying the use of a Permanent Total Enclosure (PTE) and 100% capture efficiency as defined by US EPA Method 204, “Criteria for and Verification of a Permanent or Temporary Total Enclosure.”  Alternatively, if a US EPA Method 204 defined PTE is not employed, capture efficiency shall be determined using a minimum of three sampling runs subject to data quality criteria presented in the US EPA technical guidance document “Guidelines for Determining Capture Efficiency, January 9, 1995.”  Individual capture efficiency test runs subject to the US EPA technical guidelines shall be determined by:

(i) The Temporary Total Enclosure (TTE) approach of US EPA Methods 204 through 204F; or

(ii) The District “Protocol for Determination of Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC) Capture Efficiency.”

(M) The control equipment efficiency of an emission control system, on a mass emissions basis, and the VOC concentrations in the exhaust gases, measured and calculated as carbon, shall be determined by US EPA Test Methods 25, 25A, District Method 25.1 - Determination of Total Gaseous Non-Methane Organic Emissions as Carbon, or District Method 25.3 – Determination of Low Concentration Non-Methane Non-Ethane Organic Compound Emissions from Clean Fueled Combustion Sources, as applicable.  US EPA Test Method 18, or ARB Method 422 shall be used to determine emissions of exempt compounds.

(N) The overall efficiency of an emission control system shall be determined using the following equation (all efficiencies expressed in percent):

Overall Efficiency

= (Capture Efficiency) x (Control Equipment Efficiency)/100

(3)
Multiple Test Methods


When more than one test method or set of test methods are specified for any testing, the application of these methods to a specific set of test conditions is subject to approval by the Executive Officer.  In addition, a violation of any requirement of this rule established by any one of the specified test methods or set of test methods shall constitute a violation of the rule.

(4) Laboratory Approval

The sampling, analysis, and reporting shall be conducted by a laboratory that has been approved under the District Laboratory Approval Program (LAP) for the cited District reference test methods, where LAP approval is available.  For District reference test methods for which no LAP program is available, the LAP approval requirement shall become effective one year after the date that the LAP program becomes available for that District reference test method.

(g) Monitoring, Recordkeeping and Reporting Requirements

(1) No later than 180 days after the effective date of the requirements, the operator of a facility who elects to install an emission control system to comply with all or part of the rule requirements shall conduct performance testing to determine the overall efficiency of the emission control system and submit a complete test report to the Executive Officer.  The performance testing of the emission control system shall be repeated when the system is modified or an operating parameter is changed in a manner that affects the capture or control efficiency.  In such case, the affected capture or control efficiency testing shall be conducted and the test report submitted to the Executive Officer within 180 days after the modification.  The Executive Officer may require more frequent performance testing, as necessary.

(2) The operator of a facility subject to this rule shall submit an initial compliance certification report to the Executive Officer no later than 180 days after the effective date of the requirements.  The operator shall then submit subsequent compliance certification reports annually within 60 days after the end of each emission inventory year.  The initial and annual compliance certification reports shall include the performance testing report (if applicable), inventory of materials used, and other procedures and information, as necessary to determine compliance with the applicable requirements or exemptions.

(3)
The operator shall, at a minimum, maintain the following records for a period of at least two years, or five years for facilities subject to Title V Permit requirements, and make the records available to the Executive Officer upon request:

(A) Purchase records, or equivalent records as approved by the Executive Officer, for all VOC-containing materials used in the facility;

(B) Records of VOC-containing materials in accordance with Rule 109 – Recordkeeping for Volatile Organic Compound Emissions;

(C) Records on the system operating and maintenance parameters as applicable with any emission control system.  At a minimum, the operator shall maintain records of the parameters necessary to demonstrate continuous operation and compliance of the emission control system during periods of emission producing activities.  These parameters shall include, but are not be limited to, temperatures, pressures, and flow rates; and

(D) All measurements, process information, material data, test data, and other related information used in or required to support the emission determinations for compliance demonstration.

(h) Exemptions

The requirements of subdivisions (c) and (d) shall not apply to the following:

(1) A facility that has applied for and been issued by the Executive Officer an enforceable permit condition that limits the facility-wide VOC emissions from the use of VOC-containing materials to no more than 40,000 pounds (20 tons) per emission inventory year.  The operator must submit complete application(s) for change of permit conditions no later than 12 months prior to the applicable compliance date pursuant to paragraph (e)(1) and comply with the facility-wide emissions limit beginning on the applicable effective date pursuant to paragraph (e)(1).
(2) A spray booth subject to the best available control technology (BACT) pursuant to Regulation XIII – New Source Review, by venting the exhaust gas through an emission control system or using low VOC products, provided that:

(A) The BACT is equivalent to or more stringent than the requirements of subdivision (c); and

(B) The emission reductions in excess of the requirements of subdivision (c) are not used to demonstrate compliance with the alternative compliance plan pursuant to subdivision (d).

(3) A spray booth with the associated VOC emissions (30-day average) less than the following, based on the spray booth’s exhaust flow rate, as operated:

Exhaust Flow Rate
VOC Emissions

(standard cubic feet per minute)
(pounds per day)

Less than 10,000
12

10,000 or greater but less than 30,000
25

30,000 or greater but less than 60,000
50

60,000 or greater but less than 90,000
100

90,000 or greater
150

further analyzed in the Final EA.
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Comment Letter 1a:
WESTERN TUBE & cONDUIT

Response 1-1A:
SCAQMD staff has subsequently corrected its mailing list such that any information sent to the commentator regarding PR 1132 should be received under the correct company name.

Response 1-2A:
By definition, the term “spray booth” as defined in paragraph (b)(6) OF pr 1132 does not include spray machines or hand operated touch-up guns that are not required to be used any control enclosure.

Response 1-3A:
To allow SCAQMD staff additional time to address the important issues raised by industry in various public forums, the SCAQMD has delayed the Public Hearing date for PR 1132 from November 17, 2000 to January 19, 2001.

Response 1-4A:
SCAQMD staff has evaluated Proposed Rule 1132 and has not found any component of the proposed rule that would constitute the taking of property.  Therefore, this issue is not relevant to this rule development project.
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it emission cap

b i possss, For exampl, i ey has an emissions ap o200
bt Sy i lsady peraifs; ta acity may

Gy and e csuipmentis aready permites; i aciy may have a
Fepesy ot It o Y

G0 e o doyanaiuk e culctto e 112, Yt th ity may
elthat

et e c. Do vt et of defing e compony
S o

itk roress and"taking propery* rom th fasiy.

W aws s conveyorized spray machines vilh hoof over the g,
Each mechine o

5 Sarmed The hoods are bove th guns s the equipmentis curenty
Dk ¢ Costng

S04 Drying £y O, WEE The aauipment desctpion s ‘Conveyorized Spray
Sant”

“Typical mesions are 7 Ibs. VOCKday but mightin a given day emit 15
potnds, wiloh =

il wiki that pleos of equipments cuerent permi. Homaver, 36 | read the
propased e,

e Tioad" caold be conetued as abooth" and it operated at fll
csbacycueny oy

e concaabl be affected by s Rule.

Dlsse et mewrethryo e, s cspran s excudd o an
Bicase ot ma Hnow.

Regards,
Kein Garrl






Comment Letter 1B:
WESTERN TUBE & cONDUIT

Response 1-1B:
Proposed Rule 1132 requires the control of VOC emissions from spray booths that exceed the exemption thresholds.  The facility can continue to have the facility-wide emissions cap that defines the facility’s potential-to-emit.  The owner or operator of a facility subject to the requirements of Proposed Rule 1132 has the option to demonstrate compliance with the emissions reduction requirements of the proposed rule by obtaining a facility-wide limit of 20 tons per year.  The option to demonstrate compliance by obtaining a facility-wide limit is clearly a decision that is left up to the facility owner or operator.  Therefore, the proposed rule does not redefine or in any way require facilities owners or operators to cap their facility emissions

Response 1-2B:
The commentator is referred to response to comment #1-2A.

Response 1-3B:
The commentator is referred to response to comment #1-2A.












C O M M E N T   L E T T E R   2





C I T Y   OF   A N A H E I M,   P L A N N I N G   D E P A R T M E N T
[image: image4.png]CITY OF ANAHEDS, CAUFORNIA

Traaing Depastrant

October 23, 2000

Dasren Stroud
‘South Coast Air Quality Management District

Offico of Planniog, Rule Development and Arca Soutces
21865 E. Copley Drive

Diaraond Bar, CA 91765-4182

RE:  Proposed Rule 1132 ~ Further Emission Reductions From Use OF VOC-
Containing Materiels
Deas bMr. Stroud:

Thank you for o opportunily 1o eview the abovorcferonced document. We have
roceived notice of the documantation and have no comment.

Please forvward any subsequent public notices andfor cavironmental documents regarding
his project o my attention at the addrcss isted belor.

If you have any questions roganding this response, please donot esitate o contact me at
(714) 765-5139, extension 5440,

Sincerely,
) /,‘7/
¥ N. Yeager

Senior Planncx

Sty

200 South fnsbic Bovlevord
P.0. B 222, Ausheon, el 609 + (713) 135139 + sownroobeim et
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Comment Letter 2:
City of Anaheim, Planning Department

Response 2-1:
The SCAQMD acknowledges that the commentator does not have any comments at this time.  The SCAQMD has noted the contact of the commentator and will forward the Final EA as well as any other CEQA documents associated with the project to this individual.
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R O B I N S O N   H E L I C O P T E R   C O M P A N Y
[image: image5.png]ROBINSQON

MELICORTER COMPANY
901 Arpor Biive, Torrance, Cawornia 50505 “Fhone (3107 §30-0806 Fax (310) 5395768
oct. 26, 2000

South Coast Air Quality
Management Distriot

21865 E. Copley Drive
Dianond Bar, CA 91765-162

Atcention: Mr. Darren Stroud, Office of Planning,
fule Development 4nd Area Sources.

subjeet:  Robinson Helicopcer Objections
o new proposed rule 1132

Dear mr. Stroud:

We are writing to object to the threshold limits set forth in the
proposed rule 1132 and raquest that the limits be raised to 20 tons
inatead of 10 tons.  Robinson Helicopter Company (Robinsom)
currently emits about 10 tons of VOC per year. If the lower limits
are imposed we believe it would limit our growth and have o severe
Einancial impact both on our company as well as other companies of
similar size.

#e also believe that the high costs incurred by companies forced to
implement proposed rule 1132 would outweigh che benefits.
corrently, Robinson uses all of the latest best available contxol
cechnology spray quns gs well as reduced VOC paints, primers,
cealante, adhesives, coatings, solvents, etc., Tequired under rule
1124. Requiring companies of our size Eb also incur the expense of
installing and maintaining add-on technology would only be
marginally beneficial when our emissions are less than 20 toms per
yeaz.

Tae proposed rule would aleo do nothing to encourage faster
adoption of new low VOC coupounds. Robinson has always sdopted new
products which Lower the VOC emissions as quickly as possible. As
ap aircvaft manufacturer, however, Robinson must mest all FAA
airucrthiness regulations. This zequires that Robinson ensure that
any new compounds with a reduced VOC will ot impact the guality of
afety of our aircraft. At the same tine, we Strive to
continuously reduce emicsions fo improve air quality in the Los
Angeles basin. In fact we are currently investigating two product
changes for the year 2002 which would reduce VaCs slightly. we do
not, however, currencly see any product changes we could make at
thit time ta reduce the VOCs which would allow us to grow and
remain under the proposed 10 ton threshold.

vags 1
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HELICORTER comPANY
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In summary, we believe the proposed suls is teo severe to impose
vpon companies our size [about 10 tons anmuallyl, particularly when
we are already minimizing our VOCs under rule 1124. TFherefore we
vequest the AQMD modify the proposed rule to spply to sources which
emit 20 tons or larger. We apprsciate and thank you for the
opportunity to zespend to this proposed rule.

Yours Truly,
Robinsen Helicopter Company

A, S

B, sdvard mrotan
vice President, Procurement
Telephone (310} 538-0508, Ext. 141

copy to:
Rurt Robinson
Brad Sopa
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Comment Letter 3:
ROBINSON HELICOPTER COMPANY

Response 3-1:
PR 1132 has been revised such that the applicability threshold has been set at 20 tons per year.  Therefore, if the commentator’s total facility annual VOC emissions do not exceed 20 tons per, the commentor is not subject to the requirements of PR 1132.

Response 3-2:
As revised, the applicability threshold for PR 1132 is set at 20 tons per year.  The SCAQMD’s revised staff analysis corroborates that PR 1132, as revised, is cost-effective.

Response 3-3:
SCAQMD staff disagrees that PR 1132 would discourage the development of new low VOC products.  The proposed rule allows compliance with the emission reduction requirements by the use of add-on control technology, the use of low VOC product, or a combination thereof.  Furthermore, the commentator is referred to response to comments #3-1 and #3-2.

Response 3-4:
The commentator is referred to response to comment #3-1.
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M E Y E R S   C O N T A I N E R   C O R P O R A T I O N
[image: image7.png]MYERS CONTAINER CORPORATION
CONTAINER MANAGEMENT SERVICES, LLC

XOINSION OF ACE CORFORATION
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November 1, 2000

M. Darren Stroud
SCAQMD

/o Offce of Planning.

Rule Developmant, and Area Sources.
21865 E. Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, CA 9176547182

Subject  Commanls on Proposed Rule 1132 - Further Emission Reductions
From Use of VOC-Containing Materials (PR 1132}

Dear Mr, Stroud,

1 am wriling o commient on tha Inulial Study and for the pending Drak
Environmental Assessment on Proposed Ruls 1132

Myars Cortainer Corporatian oparates 3 spray booths (witn aitendant drying and
curing avans) under the Coil and Can Coating Rule 1125, Our aperations are.
tocated in Huntington Park Calfornia. Our products are containers up o 55
gallans in capacity. Our present compliance strategy usas camplying and overly
Complying intenor and exterior coatings that protect ihe steel package from
weather deterioration and resistance {0 (ho chemical lading. The coating
protects Ine container and the enviranment from chemical releases. The
applicator systems we iz are stata of the art high efiiciency applicators, which
raruces material consumption and feduce waste generatian

Because aur pracuct in tselfis a large package (uniike a Soup can), and the.
conveyor and slavater systems betweer e booths and ovens are iong.
‘extranrdinary large amounts of fugitive air would need to bs callscted for VOC
destruction. W believe that to abate 6% of the emissions on 3 booths requrres
& thermal oxicizer invasiment in excess of $1.000,000. Addtionally, wasta heat
recovery systems (to supply heal 1o our washer, drying and curing overss) would
increase the investment, The waste heat recovery may have a fair pay back buy
itself. howaver, the VOC destrugtion costs may render the entire praject nat cost
effective. The capital mvestment, additional maintenance, operating and natural
gas casts (which are now increasing each month) must b cansidered before
assumption that the VOC's destroyed would be cast effective.
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Mr. Darcen Stroud
Subject  Comments on Proposed Ruls 1132 - Fusther Emission Reductions
Erom Use of YOG-Containing Materials (PR 132)

Page2

Our ety is also a Tie V facilly wiich will be subject (o the MACT standards
being established under iscellaneous Metal Parts, At ihis ims it s not possitle
1o compare the affect of PR1132 to MAGT. As a result i appears that the timo
fable and requirerents for the proposed Rule 112 creale a planting burden for
operators subject o the Tille V MACT standards being developes. Plaaiing for
PR1132 without real Distrct nput on the pending effect of the MACT
rerquitements may rosut in compliance with PR1132 and not MACT.

To summarize our cormments we subirit the following with regard to the (ritial
Study, the Draft ER and ulimate rule development

@ The Initial Study indicates: “Technologioal advancements to controt VOC.
emissions in & Gost-effactive manner ffom spray booths, have been
demonstrated in pracics and are curiently in use throughout the district and
the nation”. This may be a fact for the sources demanstrating the.
technology, nowaver, his is not & proven fact for the applicable 175 souroes,

@ We are requesiing that the measure of cost sffectiveness be quanitatively
defined and measured for ihe 175 sourcss idenlified in the Draft ER and at all
lovels of the praposed rule. Cost effectivanass must include what impact the
fulo vill have on the operaling visbilty {the balance sheet and income
statemant) of each company as well as the cost per ton of VOC dastroyed).
For the businesses rpresanting the 175 sourcss, the District Draft ER and
propased rule evaluations should incude:

1. A quantification of business of capital casts for abatement equipment o
alterative planming, and operafing costs (naturel gas, maintanance and
Jabor). As a part of the evaluation, s Distict should evaluate how many
businasses would be sucoessul in implementing the proposed requirements.
o dothis, a survey of business planning and financial srength (income
statements and balance sheets) of the impacted businesses must be
considersd.

For example: Afterbumers are expensive and are becarming considerably
more expensive to opsrate due to natural gas cost increases. Transportation
of carbon to and from a fally is expensive and increass transportation
emissions. If these increased fixed and variable costs are not racoverable
from customers, the business plan may call fof a shutdown.
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M. Darren Stroud
Subject  Comments on Proposed Rule 1132 - Further Emission Reductions
From Uss of VOC-Containing Materials (PR 1132)

Page s

2. The analysis should also estimate the number of businesses thatwil ciose as.
3 rosultof the rule requirements not being cost effective (rom a financial
perspeciive). Additonaly, iho anslysis should includo an estimete of the
‘umbsr of businesses which wil sl close even i the project s deemed cost =
effectve by a VOG reduction citoria.

3. The Draft ER must also quantify increased emissions of NOx from natural gas
combustion, and increased diesel amissions resuling from products being
‘supplied from outside the District (a5 a result of business closure), and
increased diesel transportation and treatment emissions far carbon materials.

The proposed Rulle 1132 reuires a sourcs by source reduction, The altemaiive
ta allow 2 faclity wide 65% rediition versus a Saurce by SourCa reduction should
be specifcaly cited wilhout ihe increased 10% Altemaiive Compliance Plan
roquiremsnt. This would allow operators to apply more resaurces {o the higher
emiting souross in 2 facllty, and achieve the same or betier overail reductions.
This may render the project results to be more effective and mere consistent wilh
& presertly unknown MACT standard. Ifthe levelfor the facilly s achieved, then
other smaller sources should be exempt upon demonslration of the contralled
sourcels).

“The proposed Rule 1132 does not define i the reformlation reductions are base
lined on the applicable rule fimits (e, Rule 1125), or based the actual VOG of
‘complying o overly complying material (which is ifferent for each coaling), or
actual average VOC pounds per gallon for a basetine period. Materiel
reformulation is only considered in the proposed Altemative Gompliance Plan.
Atour Iocation, materials in use today are aready at technology forcing levels,
‘and the exira 10% required in the Alternative Compliarice Pla may be 2
disinosntive to effect material reductions. In arder to benefit from small reductions
in material reformulation (less that 10%), we recommend that the addifional 10%
be removed from 1132 (a), and that baseline material compliance definitions be
astablished for ptanning caloulations and reporting.
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M. Darren Stroud
Subject:  Comments on Praposed Rufe 1132 - Furthar Emission Reductions
From Use of VOC-Containing Materials (PR 1132)

Page 4

Finaly, the proposed fule 1132 (c)(2) requires material content corn
Reguiation X1 rules, Material content compliance rules (.. Rule 1125 (c) (2))
allow the wse of non-complying material vith qualiied amission control systems
(@ system which collects 90% and destroys 95% of the emissions). To allow
consistency with the X1 rles, 1132 (c) (2) shodld be smended toarify the- ~
compliance option at S0/95.

If you have any questions, Dana Zanone can be reached at (510) 231-5304, and
Peter Cutt may bs reached at (510) 231-5301

Sincerely,
MYERS CONTAINER CORPORATION

o ——

Vice President, Operations




Comment Letter 4:
MEYERS CONTAINER CORPORATION.

Response 4-1:
As presented in the staff report, PR 1132 has been demonstrated to be cost-effective.  The cost-effectiveness analysis prepared by SCAQMD staff includes the elements such as capital investment and additional operation and maintenance costs identified by the commentator.  SCAQMD staff agrees that waste heat recovery from a thermal oxidizer may have a fair payback.  In fact, staff encourages the operators of the affected facilities to fully evaluate all the available options and select the compliance approach that is most economical and appropriate for their specific facility operations.

Response 4-2:
As stated in the staff report, PR 1132 is required to meet the SCAQMD’s objective to reduce ozone in the Basin.  This Basin is the nation’s only severe ozone non-attainment area; therefore, it is necessary to implement control measures under the 1999 amended 1997 AQMP that would reduce VOC emission in this Basin.  As stated by the commentator the Miscellaneous Metal Parts MACT standards is not yet been promulgated and therefore it cannot be evaluated as part of this proposal.

Response 4-3:
As illustrated in the staff report for PR 1132, it is feasible and cost-effective to control VOC emissions from spray booth operations by the use of add-on control technology and the use of low VOC reformulated products.  Although not all the examples of successful application of control technology are within the Basin, there are facilities subject to regulation under PR 1132 that have successfully been able to achieve cost-effective emission reductions from their spray booth operations through the use of these control technologies.

Response 4-4:
It should be noted that cost impacts associated with a particular project are not typically included in a CEQA document.  Cost impacts for SCAQMD rulemaking purpose are traditionally discussed in the staff report and socioeconomic analysis.  Accordingly, as part of this rule development process, SCAQMD staff has evaluated the costs and the potential environmental impacts of this proposal in a comprehensive manner.  For a more detailed discussion of the cost impacts associated with the implementation of PR 1132, the commentator is referred to both the cost-effectiveness discussion in the staff report and socioeconomic analysis.

Response 4-5:
SCAQMD staff believes, based on numerous field visits, individual meetings with affected facilities, and staff research of VOC control technology, the affected industry will be able to comply with the requirements of PR 1132.  Furthermore, the commentator is referred to response to comment #4-4.

Response 4-6:
As stated before, the SCAQMD staff’s cost and cost-effectiveness analysis is comprehensive and incorporates several conservative assumptions.  Whereas it is not feasible to include the costs for unforeseeable circumstances, the analysis does provide room for contingencies.

Response 4-7:
The information requested by the commentator is part of the SCAQMD’s socioeconomic analysis for PR 1132.  Therefore, the commentator is referred to the socioeconomic analysis.  Additionally, see response to comment #4-4.
Response 4-8:
For PR 1132, SCAQMD has comprehensively analyzed the potential air quality impacts associated with the operation of add-on controls and curing ovens required to comply with PR 1132.  This analysis revealed that neither the installation nor the operation of add-on controls and curing ovens would create significant adverse air quality impacts.  The commentator is referred to the “Air Quality” section of Chapter 2 of this Final EA.

As to mobile source emissions associated with the delivery of supplies or businesses shutting down, SCAQMD believes that these impacts are unlikely and speculative.  The SCAQMD’s staff analysis indicates that increased delivery of supplies above current levels are not expected since reformulated low-VOC products should perform equally as conventional products.  Furthermore, the SCAQMD’s cost-effectiveness and socioeconomic analyses reveals that PR 1132 is cost-effective.  Therefore, it is unlikely that business would shut down and leave the Basin solely due to PR 1132.

As to mobile source emissions associated with the disposal of spent carbon or catalyst materials used in add-on controls, since these materials have a life expectancy of three to five years and affected facilities using these materials are spread throughout the basin, the frequency and number of vehicle trips disposing of these materials would be sporadic.  Thus, the daily emissions generated from these sporadic disposal trips would be negligible.

Response 4-9:
PR 1132 allows the facility owner or operator to comply with the emission reduction requirements by means of an alternative compliance plan.  While this provides flexibility, the increased level of uncertainty of compliance requires a higher emission reduction target for this type of compliance options.  This higher compliance level is specifically mandated by USEPA.

Response 4-10:
The language of PR 1132 has been revised to clearly define the baseline of the compliance option using low VOC products.  In addition, the option of using all low VOC products (65% lower than the baseline) has been added to the main requirements, and thus, no longer requires facilities choosing this option to reduce VOC emissions by an additional 10% as required under the alternative compliance plan option.

Response 4-11:
The rule language or PR 1132 has been revised to address this issue.
A P P E N D I X   C














E N V I R O N M E N T A L   I M P A C T S
A N A L Y S E S   S P R E A D S H E E T S

>50 tons/yr VOC Facilities























Aeropsace











Compliance Status
Company Tag
Estimated # of 50,000 cfm Add-on Controls
Estimated # of 40,000 cfm Add-on Controls
Estimated # of 30,000 cfm Add-on Controls
Estimated # of 20,000 cfm Add-on Controls
Estimated # of 10,000 cfm Add-on Controls
# of Spray Booths
98/99 Spray Booth Emissions  (tons/yr)
98/99 Estimated Spray Booth Coatings Usage  (gals/yr)
65% Reduction from Spray Booths (tons/yr)

Exempted
55
15

1


4
40.26
         44,733 
26.17

SubTotal:
1
15
0
1
0
0
4
40.26
         44,733 
26.17

Exempted:
1
15
0
1
0
0
4
40
44,733
26

Controlled:
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0













Metal & Plastics











Compliance Status
Company Tag
Estimated # of 50,000 cfm Add-on Controls
Estimated # of 40,000 cfm Add-on Controls
Estimated # of 30,000 cfm Add-on Controls
Estimated # of 20,000 cfm Add-on Controls
Estimated # of 10,000 cfm Add-on Controls
# of Spray Booths
98/99 Spray Booth Emissions  (tons/yr)
98/99 Estimated Spray Booth Coatings Usage  (gals/yr)
65% Reduction from Spray Booths (tons/yr)

Control
5
6

1


31
118.4
       131,556 
76.96

Control
2
11



1
4
156.78
       174,200 
101.91

Control
6
2

1

1
16
115.3
       128,111 
74.95

Control
27


1


9
24.13
         26,811 
15.68

Control
48



1

1
4.38
            4,867 
2.85

Exempted
60



1

4
2.55
            2,833 
1.66

Control
4


1


7
129.26
       143,622 
84.02

SubTotal:
7
19
0
4
2
2
72
550.8
       612,000 
358.02

Exempted:
1
0
0
0
1
0
4
3
2,833
2

Controlled:
6
19
0
4
1
2
68
548
609,167
356













Fiberglass











Compliance Status
Company Tag
Estimated # of 50,000 cfm Add-on Controls
Estimated # of 40,000 cfm Add-on Controls
Estimated # of 30,000 cfm Add-on Controls
Estimated # of 20,000 cfm Add-on Controls
Estimated # of 10,000 cfm Add-on Controls
# of Spray Booths
98/99 Spray Booth Emissions  (tons/yr)
98/99 Estimated Spray Booth Coatings Usage  (gals/yr)
65% Reduction from Spray Booths (tons/yr)

Control
24
2




2
27.12
         30,133 
17.63

Control
46


1


3
8.41
            9,344 
5.47

Reformulation
8
1

1


7
53.86
         59,844 
35.01

Exempted
69




1
2
0.24
               267 
0.16

Reformulation
1


1


4
214.83
       238,700 
139.64

Reformulation
11
1




4
48.23
         53,589 
31.35

Control
10


1


8
51.4
         57,111 
33.41

Control
3
2

1


4
154.08
       171,200 
100.15

Control
13



1

2
44.37
         49,300 
28.84

SubTotal:
9
6
0
5
1
1
36
602.54
       669,489 
391.65

Exempted:
1
0
0
0
0
1
2
0
267
0

Controlled:
5
4
0
3
1
0
19
285
317,089
185

Reformulation:
3
2
0
2
0
0
15
317
352,133
206













Wood Coaters











Compliance Status
Company Tag
Estimated # of 50,000 cfm Add-on Controls
Estimated # of 40,000 cfm Add-on Controls
Estimated # of 30,000 cfm Add-on Controls
Estimated # of 20,000 cfm Add-on Controls
Estimated # of 10,000 cfm Add-on Controls
# of Spray Booths
98/99 Spray Booth Emissions  (tons/yr)
98/99 Estimated Spray Booth Coatings Usage  (gals/yr)
65% Reduction from Spray Booths (tons/yr)

Control
9
2


1

8
52.15
         57,944 
33.90

Exempted
74
2

1


17
20.23
         22,478 
13.15

Control
14
1



1
6
43.4
         48,222 
28.21

Reformulation
12
1




3
45.82
         50,911 
29.78

Reformulation
7
4




13
106.58
       118,422 
69.28

SubTotal:
5
10
0
1
1
1
47
268.18
       297,978 
174.32

Exempted:
1
2
0
1
0
0
17
20
22,478
13

Controlled:
2
3
0
0
1
1
14
96
106,167
62

Reformulation:
2
5
0
0
0
0
16
152
169,333
99













Total >50 Ton:
22
50
0
11
4
4
        159 
     1,462 
1,624,200
        950 

Exempted:
4
17
0
2
1
1
          27 
          63 
   70,311 
          41 

Controlled:
13
26
0
7
3
3
        101 
        929 
1,032,422
        604 

Reformulation:
5
7
0
2
0
0
31
        469 
 521,467 
        305 
















Total >50 Ton Add-On Controls:
69









Exempted:
21










Controlled:
39









Reformulation:
9
















<50 tons/yr VOC Facilities























Aerospace











Compliance Status
Company Tag
Estimated # of 50,000 cfm Add-on Controls
Estimated # of 40,000 cfm Add-on Controls
Estimated # of 30,000 cfm Add-on Controls
Estimated # of 20,000 cfm Add-on Controls
Estimated # of 10,000 cfm Add-on Controls
# of Spray Booths
98/99 Spray Booth Emissions  (tons/yr)
98/99 Estimated Spray Booth Coatings Usage  (gals/yr)
65% Reduction from Spray Booths (tons/yr)

Control
49




1
1
3.65
            4,056 
2.37

Exempted
56
9
1



14
21.5
         23,889 
13.98

Exempted
52
2
1



7
18.4
         20,444 
11.96

Exempted
53
8




21
32.6
         36,222 
21.19

Exempted
54
3




13
11.49
         12,767 
7.47

SubTotal:
5
22
2
0
0
1
56
87.64
         97,378 
56.97

Exempted:
4
22
2
0
0
0
55
84
93,322
55

Controlled:
1
0
0
0
0
1
1
4
4,056
2













Metal & Plastics











Compliance Status
Company Tag
Estimated # of 50,000 cfm Add-on Controls
Estimated # of 40,000 cfm Add-on Controls
Estimated # of 30,000 cfm Add-on Controls
Estimated # of 20,000 cfm Add-on Controls
Estimated # of 10,000 cfm Add-on Controls
# of Spray Booths
98/99 Spray Booth Emissions  (tons/yr)
98/99 Estimated Spray Booth Coatings Usage  (gals/yr)
65% Reduction from Spray Booths (tons/yr)

Exempted
64




1
2
0.04
                  44 
0.03

Exempted
58
2

1


4
23.52
         26,133 
15.29

Exempted
61
3


1

10
21.08
         23,422 
13.70

Exempted
62


1


2
3.45
            3,833 
2.24

Control
31

1



4
21.1
         23,444 
13.72

Exempted
63



1

1
0.36
               400 
0.23

Exempted
57
2



1
4
20.9
         23,222 
13.59

Control
47




1
1
5.96
            6,622 
3.87

Control
44
1



1
5
17.8
         19,778 
11.57

Control
28


1


4
22.8
         25,333 
14.82

Control
40
1




6
19.42
         21,578 
12.62

Control
51




1
3
0.89
               989 
0.58

Control
33




1
12
20.9
         23,222 
13.59

Control
39

1



3
19.52
         21,689 
12.69

Control
43



1

1
17.8
         19,778 
11.57

Control
35

1



3
20.02
         22,244 
13.01

Control
50




1
1
1
            1,111 
0.65

Exempted
59
3


1

16
27
         30,000 
17.55

SubTotal:
18
12
3
3
4
7
82
263.56
       292,844 
171.31

Exempted:
7
10
0
2
3
2
39
96
107,056
63

Controlled:
11
2
3
1
1
5
43
167
185,789
109













Fiberglass











Compliance Status
Company Tag
Estimated # of 50,000 cfm Add-on Controls
Estimated # of 40,000 cfm Add-on Controls
Estimated # of 30,000 cfm Add-on Controls
Estimated # of 20,000 cfm Add-on Controls
Estimated # of 10,000 cfm Add-on Controls
# of Spray Booths
98/99 Spray Booth Emissions  (tons/yr)
98/99 Estimated Spray Booth Coatings Usage  (gals/yr)
65% Reduction from Spray Booths (tons/yr)

Exempted
68
2
1



4
21.95
         24,389 
14.27

Exempted
65
2

1


4
25.58
         28,422 
16.63

Reformulation
17
2



1
2
33.7
         37,444 
21.91

Exempted
67
3




4
29.44
         32,711 
19.14

Exempted
70
1
1



7
2.48
            2,756 
1.61

Exempted
66
2

1


6
25.4
         28,222 
16.51

Reformulation
30
1




5
21.6
         24,000 
14.04

Reformulation
34
1




3
20.3
         22,556 
13.20

Exempted
71
1


1

5
1
            1,111 
0.65

Control
32
1




4
21
         23,333 
13.65

SubTotal:
10
16
2
2
1
1
44
202.45
       224,944 
131.59

Exempted:
6
11
2
2
1
0
30
106
117,611
69

Controlled:
1
1
0
0
0
0
4
21
23,333
14

Reformulation:
3
4
0
0
0
1
10
76
84,000
49

Wood Coaters











Compliance Status
Company Tag
Estimated # of 50,000 cfm Add-on Controls
Estimated # of 40,000 cfm Add-on Controls
Estimated # of 30,000 cfm Add-on Controls
Estimated # of 20,000 cfm Add-on Controls
Estimated # of 10,000 cfm Add-on Controls
# of Spray Booths
98/99 Spray Booth Emissions  (tons/yr)
98/99 Estimated Spray Booth Coatings Usage  (gals/yr)
65% Reduction from Spray Booths (tons/yr)

Control
16


1


3
33.83
         37,589 
21.99

Reformulation
18
1

1


7
32.57
         36,189 
21.17

Reformulation
15
1

1


8
37.15
         41,278 
24.15

Reformulation
23
1




4
28.34
         31,489 
18.42

Exempted
75
1


1

7
7.99
            8,878 
5.19

Control
36
1



1
5
19.87
         22,078 
12.92

Exempted
73
1
1



6
14.52
         16,133 
9.44

Control
26

1



3
24.47
         27,189 
15.91

Reformulation
29

1



2
21.67
         24,078 
14.09

Exempted
76

1



4
0.19
               211 
0.12

Exempted
72
1




3
8.34
            9,267 
5.42

Reformulation
25

1



5
26.7
         29,667 
17.36

Control
21
1


1

5
30.53
         33,922 
19.84

Control
38
1
1



6
19.7
         21,889 
12.81

Control
42
1




5
17.85
         19,833 
11.60

Control
45

1



4
17.67
         19,633 
11.49

Reformulation
41

1



3
17.94
         19,933 
11.66

Reformulation
37



1

2
19.84
         22,044 
12.90

Control
23


1


3
27.27
         30,300 
17.73

Control
19
1




7
31.82
         35,356 
20.68

Reformulation
20



1

2
31.12
         34,578 
20.23

SubTotal:
21
11
8
4
4
1
94
469.38
       521,533 
305.10

Exempted:
4
3
2
0
1
0
20
31
34,489
20

Controlled:
9
5
3
2
1
1
41
223
247,789
145

Reformulation:
8
3
3
2
2
0
33
215
239,256
140













Total <50 Ton:
54
61
15
9
9
10
276
     1,023 
1,136,700
665

Exempted:
21
46
6
4
5
2
144
        317 
 352,478 
206

Controlled:
22
8
6
3
2
7
89
        415 
 460,967 
270

Reformulation:
11
7
3
2
2
1
43
        291 
 323,256 
        189 




Total <50 Ton Add-On Controls:
104









Exempted:
63










Controlled:
26









Reformulation:
15




Grand Totals













Grand Total >50 & <50 Ton:
76
111
15
20
13
14
        435 
     2,485 
2,760,900
     1,615 

Exempted:
25
63
6
6
6
3
        171 
        381 
 422,789 
        247 

Controlled:
35
34
6
10
5
10
        190 
     1,344 
1,493,389
        874 

Reformulation:
16
14
3
4
2
1
          74 
        760 
 844,722 
        494 
















Grand Total Add-On Controls:
173










Exempted:
84










Controlled:
65









Reformulation:
24
















Exempted = Those facilities that will take advantage of the low-VOC exemptions in PR 1132.





Controlled = Those facilites that will most likely be required to install add-on controls to comply with PR 1132.









Reformulation = Those facilites that will be able to use low-VOC reformulated products or source reduction to comply with PR 1132.









Construction Impacts from the Implementation of PR 1132 (e.g., Add-On Control) 













39

No. of Tier 1 Ovens*



5

Total:



44







No. of Tier 2 Add-On Controls



26

No. of Tier 2 Ovens*



11

Total:



37

*Assumed one oven for every three spray booths.











Estimated No. of Add-On Controls and Ovens Installed in Any One Day*
8

*Divided greater of Tier I or II facilities by 6 month compliance period to derive "worst-case" add-on control and oven installation schedule.










Construction Equipment Hours of Operation 













Construction Activity
Equipment 
Pieces of
Hrs/day
Crew




Type
Equpment

Size



Portable Equip. Operation
Air Compressor
1
8.00
5



(Actual Construction of 
Generator Set
1
8.00




Add-on Control)
Welder
1
8.00





Crane
1
2.00












Construction Equipment Combustion Emission Factors












Equipment Type*
 CO
 VOC
 NOx
 SOx
 PM10


 
lb/BHP-hr
lb/BHP-hr
lb/BHP-hr
lb/BHP-hr
lb/BHP-hr


 Air Compressor < 50 HP
0.011
0.002
0.018
0.002
0.001


 Gen. Set <50 HP (2-strk)
0.011
0.002
0.018
0.002
0.002


 Welder < 50 HP
0.011
0.002
0.018
0.002
0.001


Crane
0.009
0.003
0.023
0.002
0.001


 Source: Nonroad Engine and Vehicle Study Report, EPA 460/3-91-02, November 1991





*Assumed equipment is diesel fueled.















Construction Equipment Ratings and Load Factors













Equipment Type*
Rating
Load Factor






HP
%





 Air Compressor < 50 HP
37
48





 Generator Set < 50 HP
22
74





 Welder < 50 HP
35
45





Crane
194
43





 Source: Nonroad Engine and Vehicle Study Report, EPA 460/3-91-02, November 1991





*Assumed equipment is diesel fueled.















Construction Vehicle (Mobile Source) Running Emission Factors









Combustion
Tire Wear
Brake Wear

Construction Related Activity
 CO
 VOC
 NOx
PM10
 PM10
 PM10


g/mile
g/mile
g/mile
g/mile
g/mile
g/mile

Offsite (Construction Worker)*
3.46
0.24
0.68
0.00
0.01
0.01

Source:  CARB's MVEIG Program, 2001 (Summertime), non-enhanced I/M





*Light-Duty Trucks - Catalyst, traveling at 35 mph















Construction Worker Start-Up Emission Factors
















Hot Soak
Dirunal



Vehicle
 CO
 VOC
 VOC
 VOC
 NOx



g/start-up
g/start-up
g/soak
g/day
g/start-up


Offsite (Construction Worker)*
40.56
3.85
0.56
18.96
2.27


Source:  CARB's MVEIG Program, 2001 (Summertime), non-enhanced I/M





*Start-up after 720 minutes.  Includes diurnal and resting losses













Construction Worker Number of Trips, Trip Length, and Start-ups













Vehicle
Number of One-Way
Trip Length
Start-Ups*





Trips/Day
(miles)





Offsite (Construction Worker)*
5
20
2




*Light-Duty Trucks - Catalyst, traveling at 35 mph















Incremental Increase in Combustion Emissions from Construction Equipment








Combustion



 CO
 VOC
 NOx
SOx
 PM10


Equipment Type
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day


 







Air Compressor < 50 HP
12.50
2.27
20.46
2.27
1.14


Gen. Set <50 HP (2-strk)
11.46
2.08
18.75
2.08
1.56


Welder < 50 HP
11.09
2.02
18.14
2.02
1.01


Crane
12.01
4.00
30.70
2.67
1.33


Total
47
10
88
9
5










Incremental Increase in Combustion Emissions from Construction Workers' Vehicles







Combustion
Tire Wear
Brake Wear


CO
VOC
NOx
PM10
PM10
PM10

Vehicle
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day

 







Offsite (Construction Worker)*
19
1
3
0.00
0.04
0.04

*Assumed actual construction will take approximately three months (60 days/yr, 8 hrs/day).












Total Incremental Combustion and Mobile Source Emissions from Construction Activities












CO
VOC
NOx
SOx
PM10


Sources
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day
lbs/day


 







Equipment & Workers' Vehicles
66
11
91
9
5


Significant Threshold
550
75
100
150
150


Exceed Significance?
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO










Incremental Increase in Fuel Usage From Construction Equipment and Workers' Vehicles















Construction
Worker's






Equipment
Vehicles


Construction Activity
Total Hours of
Equipment 
Equipment
Fuel Usage
Fuel Usage



Operation*
Type
HP
gal/yr*
gal/yr**










Portable Equip. Operation
500
Air Compressor
37
9,768



(Actual Construction of 
500
Generator Set
22
5,808



Thermal Oxidizers)
500
Welder
35
9,240




500
Crane
194
51,216



Workers' Vehicles
N/A
Light-Duty Trucks
N/A

20,800





Total
76,032
20,800



Threshold (Fuel Supply – gallons/yr)
  1,086,000,000  
  6,469,000,000  




% Of Fuel Supply
0.007%
0.0003%



Significant (Yes/No)**

NO
NO









*Used conversion factor of 0.066 gal/BHP-hr for diesel fired equipment.  SCAQMD 1993 CEQA Air Quality Handbook.




**Assumed that construction workers' vehicles (gasoline-fueled) get 20 mi/gal and round trip length is 40 miles.




***SCAQMD's Energy Threshold for both Diesel and Gasoline is 1% of Supply




Incremental Increase in Worker Commute Trips from Construction Activities












Vehicle Type
Number of Vehicles
Number of Daily
Number of




Per Add-On Control
Add-On Controls
Daily Trips



Light-Duty Trucks
5
8
40




Signicance Threshold (Daily One-Way Trips)
350





Significant (Yes/No)
__



Add-On Controls








Unit Type
No. of Units*
CFM to Control Device
Operat-ing Hours** (hrs/yr)
Operat-ing Cost*** ($/hr)
Operat-ing Cost ($/yr)
Natural Gas Consumed# (MMcf/yr)
NOx Emission Factor## (lb/MMcf)
TOTAL NOx Emissions (#/day)
VOC Emission Factor^ (lb/MMcf)
TOTAL VOC Emissions (#/day)
CO Emission Factor^ (lb/MMcf)
TOTAL CO Emissions (#/day)
PM10 Emission
Factor^ (lb/MMcf)
TOTAL PM10 Emissions (#/day)
SOx Emission Factor^ (lb/MMcf)
TOTAL SOx Emissions (#/day)



















RTO
9
50,000
 3,000 
 27.58 
 82,740 
 71.76 
 100.00 
 28.71 
 7.00 
 2.01 
 35.00 
 10.05 
 7.50 
 2.15 
 0.83 
 0.24 

CCO
26
50,000
 3,000 
 3.98 
 11,928 
 31.04 
 50.00 
 6.21 
 7.00 
 0.87 
 35.00 
 4.35 
 7.50 
 0.93 
 0.83 
 0.10 

RTO
2
40,000
 3,000 
 22.06 
 66,192 
 10.13 
 100.00 
 4.05 
 7.00 
 0.28 
 35.00 
 1.42 
 7.50 
 0.30 
 0.83 
 0.03 

CCO
5
40,000
 3,000 
 3.18 
 9,542 
 4.38 
 50.00 
 0.88 
 7.00 
 0.12 
 35.00 
 0.61 
 7.50 
 0.13 
 0.83 
 0.01 

RTO
3
30,000
 3,000 
 16.55 
 49,644 
 12.66 
 100.00 
 5.07 
 7.00 
 0.35 
 35.00 
 1.77 
 7.50 
 0.38 
 0.83 
 0.04 

CCO
8
30,000
 3,000 
 2.39 
 7,157 
 5.48 
 50.00 
 1.10 
 7.00 
 0.15 
 35.00 
 0.77 
 7.50 
 0.16 
 0.83 
 0.02 

RTO
1
20,000
 3,000 
 11.03 
 33,096 
 4.22 
 100.00 
 1.69 
 7.00 
 0.12 
 35.00 
 0.59 
 7.50 
 0.13 
 0.83 
 0.01 

CCO
4
20,000
 3,000 
 1.59 
 4,771 
 1.83 
 50.00 
 0.37 
 7.00 
 0.05 
 35.00 
 0.26 
 7.50 
 0.05 
 0.83 
 0.01 

RTO
3
10,000
 3,000 
 5.22 
 15,666 
 4.00 
 100.00 
 1.60 
 7.00 
 0.11 
 35.00 
 0.56 
 7.50 
 0.12 
 0.83 
 0.01 

CCO
8
10,000
 3,000 
 0.80 
 2,394 
 1.83 
 50.00 
 0.37 
 7.00 
 0.05 
 35.00 
 0.26 
 7.50 
 0.05 
 0.83 
 0.01 

Totals
65




  147.33  

  49.66  

  4.07  

  20.37  

  4.36  

  0.48  



















Ovens

















Unit Type
No. of Units*
CFM to Oven
Operating Hours** (hrs/yr)
Operating Cost ($/hr)
Operating Cost ($/yr)
Natural Gas Consumed# (MMcf/yr)
NOx Emission Factor^^ (lb/MMcf)
TOTAL NOx Emissions (#/day)
VOC Emission Factor^ (lb/MMcf)
TOTAL VOC Emissions (#/day)
CO Emission Factor^ (lb/MMcf)
TOTAL CO Emissions (#/day)
PM10 Emission Factor^ (lb/MMcf)
TOTAL PM10 Emissions (#/day)
SOx Emission Factor^ (lb/MMcf)
TOTAL SOx Emissions (#/day)

Ovens
16
15,000
  3,000  
2.94
  8,820  
  14.70  
  38.00  
  2.23  
  7.00  
  0.41  
  35.00  
  2.06  
  7.50  
  0.44  
  0.83  
  0.05  










































Grand Totals 

52

4

22

5

1






Significant Threshold

55

55

550

150

150






Exceed Significance?

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO
















"Worst-Case" Assumptions



















*
Based on current trend of add-on controls being installed in the SCAQMD's jurisdiction, assumed that 25% of new add-on control would be RTOs and that 75% would be CCOs.


Also, assumed that all low-VOC concentration facilities would take advantage of low-VOC exemptions and that 50% of remaining wood coating and fiberglass facilities (randomly selected)


would use low-VOC reformulated coatings or surce reduction methodologies to comply with 65% PR 1132 VOC reduction requirement.  Lastly, assumed that for every three spray booths at those 50% of


wood coating  facilities that will reformulate or use source reduction methods one curing oven will be required.

**
If it is assumed that out off the affected facilities that may install the add-on controls and ovens, 10% would operate add-on controls 24 hrs /day, 


15% would operate a add-on control 16 hrs /day (two-shifts), and 75% would operate add-on controls 8 hrs /day (one-shift), the weighted average is 12 hours/day.  


Thus, as a "worst-case," the SCAQMD assumed that each add-on control operating at a facility would operate 12 hrs/day (weighted average).


[12 hrs/day = (0.75 x (8/24) x 24) +  (0.15 x (16/24 ) x 24) +  (0.10 x (24/24) x 24)].


The SCAQMD believes this is a "worst-case assumption because it overestimates the hours of operation by not taking into consideration that add-on control will not be in use when: 


(1) coatings are being mixed prior to application; (2) coatings are being changed; (3) coated products are being moved from the application area; 


(4) coatings are not being applied in the application area; and (5) spraying equipment is being cleaned.

***
The 50,000 cfm and 10,000 fuel cost estimates were taken from VOC Control Systems for Spray Booth LAER Guidelines (EnviroTech Financial, Inc., 10/98).


The 50,000 and 10,000 cfm fuel cost estimates were adjusted to reflect the Gas Co.'s current cost of natural gas (e.g., $7/Mmbtu).  Remaining flow rate estimates (e.g., 40,000, 30,000, and 20,000 cfm) ratioed from 50,000 cfm.

#
Gas Co.'scurrent cost of natural gas $7/MMbtu.  Also, assumed that natural gas has a higher heating value of 1,050 btu/scf. 


Additionally, during the 12 hrs of daily operation, the natural gas consumption has been adjusted to 75% of what was estimated for the base case scenario considered 


in the VOC Control Systems for Spray Booth LAER Guidelines report (EnviroTech Financial, Inc., 10/98) to account for the higher VOC loading and associated heat


content estimated for the higher VOC-emitting spray booth facilities being affect by PR 1132.


For curing ovens required in wood coating processes, it is assumed that they are operating at 75% load.  Finally, it is assumed that the add-on controls and ovens


 would operate 250 days/yr.  These assumptions are consistent with SCAQMD permitting practices.

##
To be consistent with SCAQMD's Annual Emission Report (AER) default emission factor for NOx, assumed Regenerative Thermal Oxidizers (RTO) will have a NOx concentration of 80 ppm when firing natural gas.


For Concentrator/Catalytic Oxidizer (CCO) when firing natural gas, assumed NOx concentration of 40 ppm. Reference Emissions Test to Determine the VOC Destruction Efficiency and


NOx/CO Emission Rates of a Catalytic Oxidizer (Horizon, 1997).

^
Used the SCAQMD AER default emission factors for CO, VOC, PM10, and SOx emissions calculations.

^^
Assumed NOx concentration of 30 ppm for Oven to be consistent with SCAQMD's BACT permitting requirements.


PR 1132 Natural Gas Consumption











Unit Type
No. of Units
CFM to Control Device
Operating Hours* (hrs/yr)
Operating Cost** ($/hr)
Operating Cost ($/yr)
Natural Gas Consumed (MMcf/yr)









RTO
9
50,000
 3,000 
 27.58 
 82,740.00 
 71.76 

CCO
26
50,000
 3,000 
 3.98 
 11,928.00 
 31.04 

RTO
2
40,000
 3,000 
 22.06 
 66,192.00 
 10.13 

CCO
5
40,000
 3,000 
 3.18 
 9,542.40 
 4.38 

RTO
3
30,000
 3,000 
 16.55 
 49,644.00 
 12.66 

CCO
8
30,000
 3,000 
 2.39 
 7,156.80 
 5.48 

RTO
1
20,000
 3,000 
 11.03 
 33,096.00 
 4.22 

CCO
4
20,000
 3,000 
 1.59 
 4,771.20 
 1.83 

RTO
3
10,000
 3,000 
 5.22 
 15,666.00 
 4.00 

CCO
8
10,000
 3,000 
 0.80 
 2,394.00 
 1.83 

Totals
65




  147.33  









Unit Type
No. of Units
CFM to Oven
Operating Hours* (hrs/yr)
Operating Cost** ($/hr)
Operating Cost ($/yr)
Natural Gas Consumed (MMcf/yr)

Ovens
16
  15,000  
  3,000  
2.94
8820
14.70












Total PR 1132 Nautral Gas Usage (TCF/yr)
  0.00016  




Threshold (Fuel Supply – TCF/yr)##
  0.7200  






% Of Fuel Supply
0.023%






Significant (Yes/No)
NO









PR 1132 Electricity Usage













Unit Type
No. of Units
CFM to Control Device
Operating Hours* (hrs/yr)
Operating Cost**,# ($/hr)
Operating Cost ($/yr)
Electricity Usage#     (kW-hr/yr)









RTO
9
50,000
  3,000  
  8.27  

  16,871  

CCO
26
50,000
  3,000  
  3.95  
  24,810  
  24,174  

RTO
2
40,000
  3,000  
  6.62  
  11,850  
  2,382  

CCO
5
40,000
  3,000  
  3.16  
  19,848  
  3,413  

RTO
3
30,000
  3,000  
  4.96  
  9,480  
  2,977  

CCO
8
30,000
  3,000  
  2.37  
  14,886  
  4,266  

RTO
1
20,000
  3,000  
  3.31  
  7,110  
  992  

CCO
4
20,000
  3,000  
  1.58  
  9,924  
  1,422  

RTO
3
10,000
  3,000  
  1.69  
  4,740  
  1,014  

CCO
8
10,000
  3,000  
  0.77  
  5,070  
  1,386  

Totals
65



  2,310  
  58,897  









Unit Type
No. of Units
CFM to Oven
Operating Hours* (hrs/yr)
Operating Cost# ($/hr)

Electricity Usage#     (kW-hr/yr)

Ovens
16
  15,000  
  3,000  
  2.50  
Operating Cost ($/yr)
  9,796  






  7,497  












Total PR 1132 Electricitiy Usage (MW)###
0.0053




Threshold (Fuel Supply - MW)##
  8,115  




% Of Fuel Supply
0.0001%




Significant (Yes/No)
NO

"Worst-Case" Assumptions













*
If it is assumed that out off the affected facilities that may install the add-on controls and ovens, 10% would operate add-on controls 24 hrs /day, 



15% would operate a add-on control 16 hrs /day (two-shifts), and 75% would operate add-on controls 8 hrs /day (one-shift), the weighted average is 12 hours/day.  



Thus, as a "worst-case," the SCAQMD assumed that each add-on control operating at a facility would operate 12 hrs/day (weighted average).




[12 hrs/day = (0.75 x (8/24) x 24) +  (0.15 x (16/24 ) x 24) +  (0.10 x (24/24) x 24)].



**
The SCAQMD believes this is a "worst-case assumption because it overestimates the hours of operation by not taking into consideration that add-on control will not be in use when: 


(1) coatings are being mixed prior to application; (2) coatings are being changed; (3) coated products are being moved from the application area; 



(4) coatings are not being applied in the application area; and (5) spraying equipment is being cleaned.



The 50,000 cfm and 10,000 fuel and energy cost estimates were taken from VOC Control Systems for Spray Booth LAER Guidelines (EnviroTech Financial, Inc., 10/98).


***
Source:  1999 Fuels Report, CEC (07/99).  Assumed that 60% of state total consumed in the SCAQMD's Jurisdiction.


#
Assumed oven electrical hourly cost woud be the average between a 20,000 and 10,000 cfm RTO.  Assumed electricity cost of $0.08/kWh.


##
SCAQMD's Energy Threshold for both Natural Gas and Electricity is 1% of Supply.

###
Converted kWh to MW by dividing value by 1e6 to get gWh then dividing by factor of 13.  See CEC's 1998 Baseline Energy Outlook Tables A-7 and B-7


PR 1132 Estimated Water Demand



















Year
Population
Water Demand
Water Supply
Coating Usage*
Coatings Mfg
Coatings
Total PR 1132
Total PR 1132
Exceed







Cleanup
Water Demand
Water Demand**
Significance***


10x6 people
bgy
bgy
mgy
mgy
mgy
mgy
mgd
YES/NO

1996
14.42
  1,108  
  1,267  
  -      
  -      
  -      
  -      
  -      


1997
14.71
  1,129  
  1,267  
  -      
  -      
  -      
  -      
  -      


1998
15.00
  1,150  
  1,267  
  0.84  
  0.84  
  0.84  
  1.69  
  0.007  
__

1999
15.29
  1,171  
  1,267  
  0.91  
  0.91  
  0.91  
  1.82  
  0.007  
__

2000
15.58
  1,192  
  1,267  
  0.99  
  0.99  
  0.99  
  1.97  
  0.008  
__

2001
15.88
  1,213  
  1,267  
  1.06  
  1.06  
  1.06  
  2.13  
  0.009  
__

2002
16.17
  1,234  
  1,267  
  1.15  
  1.15  
  1.15  
  2.30  
  0.009  
__

2003
16.46
  1,255  
  1,267  
  1.24  
  1.24  
  1.24  
  2.48  
  0.010  
__

2004
16.75
  1,276  
  1,267  
  1.34  
  1.34  
  1.34  
  2.68  
  0.011  
__

2005
17.04
  1,297  
  1,527  
  1.45  
  1.45  
  1.45  
  2.90  
  0.012  
__

2006
17.34
  1,318  
  1,527  
  1.56  
  1.56  
  1.56  
  3.13  
  0.013  
__

2007
17.63
  1,339  
  1,527  
  1.69  
  1.69  
  1.69  
  3.38  
  0.014  
__

2008
17.92
  1,360  
  1,527  
  1.82  
  1.82  
  1.82  
  3.65  
  0.015  
__

2009
18.21
  1,381  
  1,527  
  1.97  
  1.97  
  1.97  
  3.94  
  0.016  
__

2010
18.50
  1,402  
  1,527  
  2.13  
  2.13  
  2.13  
  4.25  
  0.017  
__












*
Assumed the coating usage associated with spray booths for those facilities that would take advantage of the low-concentration exemption 


would convert to low-VOC water-bourne coatings.


**
Assumed 250 days/yr of facility operation.


***
SCAQMD's Water Demand Significance Threshold is 5,000,0000 gallons/day


Year
POTW Avg.
POTW
Coatings
Total Impact**
Exceed


 Daily Flow
 Capacity
 Disposal*

Significance***


mgd
mgd
mgd
% Increase
YES/NO

1996
1209.31
1456.11
0.000
0.0000
N/A

1997
1209.31
1456.11
0.000
0.0000
N/A

1998
1209.31
1456.11
0.007
0.0005
NO

1999
1209.31
1456.11
0.007
0.0005
NO

2000
1209.31
1456.11
0.008
0.0005
NO

2001
1209.31
1456.11
0.009
0.0006
NO

2002
1209.31
1456.11
0.009
0.0006
NO

2003
1209.31
1456.11
0.010
0.0007
NO

2004
1209.31
1456.11
0.011
0.0007
NO

2005
1209.31
1456.11
0.012
0.0008
NO

2006
1209.31
1456.11
0.013
0.0009
NO

2007
1209.31
1456.11
0.014
0.0009
NO

2008
1209.31
1456.11
0.015
0.0010
NO

2009
1209.31
1456.11
0.016
0.0011
NO

2010
1209.31
1456.11
0.017
0.0012
NO








*
Assumed the coating usage associated with spray booths for those 50 percent of wood coating and FRP facilities  



that would use low-VOC reformulated waterborne products rather than install add-on controls.


**
Wastewater disposal assoicated with the clean-up of equipment used to apply coatings or solvents.



Assumed 250 days/yr of facility operation.


***
SCAQMD's Water Quality Significance Threshold is 1% of POTW Capacity.



Hazardous Waste Impacts from Spent Catalyst Disposal













Unit Type
No. of Units
CFM to Control Device
Catalyst Disposal* (tons)










RTO
9
50,000
 213 



CCO
26
50,000
 638 



RTO
2
40,000
 30 



CCO
5
40,000
 90 



RTO
3
30,000
 38 



CCO
8
30,000
 113 



RTO
1
20,000
 13 



CCO
4
20,000
 38 



RTO
3
10,000
 13 



CCO
8
10,000
 38 



Totals
65

  1,220  




Landfill Capacity**
  29,962,500  




% Of Landfill Capacity
0.0041%




Significant (Yes/No)***
NO










*
Assumed for RTOs and CCOs that 1,000 pounds of catalyst is required for every 1,000 cfm.


**
In-State Class I Landfill Capacity 


***
SCAQMD's Solid Hazardous Waste Threshold is 1% of Landfill Capacity.






Non-Hazardous Waste Impacts from Unusable Coatings  Disposal*










Year
In-State Class III Landfill Capacity (tons/day)
Freeze-Thaw Disposal** (tons/day)
Shelf-Life Disposal*** (tons/day)
Pot-Life Disposal# (tons/day)
Total Disposal (tons/day)
Total Impact (% Capacity)
Significance## (Yes/No)


2005
111,198
0.89
0.18
1.77
2.84
0.0026%
No












*
SCAQMD annual emission report data for the years 1998-1999 was used to estimate projected coating and solvent usage from affected PR 1132 facilities..



Assumed that spray booth emissions where 87 percent of permitted emissions.  Assumed a conversion factor of 1.8 lb/gal (225 g/l) for coatings and solvent spray booth operations.  



To convert gallons to tons, the assumed that the coatings had an average density of 10.5 pounds per gallon.  Assumed 250 days/yr of facility operation.


**
Assumed that five percent of all coatings affected by the implementation of PR 1132 would be landfilled.


***
Assumed that one percent of all coatings affected by the implementation of PR 1132 would be landfilled.


#
Assumed that 10 percent of all coatings affected by the implementation of PR 1132 would be landfilled.


##
SCAQMD's Solid/Hazardous Waste Threshold is 1% of Landfill Capacity.
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Flonaing Depeciment

December 6, 2000

Mr. Darren Stzoud
South Coast Air Quality Management Distriot

Offics of Plaming, Rule Development, and Arca Sources
21865 . Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, CA 917654152

RE: Notice of Completion of a Dratt Buvironmental Impact Report for the Proposed
L.A. Department of Water and Power's Electrical Generation Stations.
Modifications Project

Dear M. Stroud:

“Thank you for providing the City of Avaheirn notioc and the opportanity o comiment
regarding the above-referenced projéct. We have no information or comment 10 provide.

Please forward any subsequent public nofices and/or envirormental documents regarding
this project o my attention at e address listed belo.

17 you have any questions regarding this response, plcase do not hesitate o Gontact me at
(714)765-5139) extension $440.

Sincerely,
Ny
e /’7/\
y N, Yoagor
Serior Plamer

Seambizen

200 Sout s Bowlovnrd
LR R T e p——

L]





Comment Letter 1A:
City of Anaheim, Planning Department

Response 1A-1:
The SCAQMD acknowledges that the commentator does not have any comments at this time.  The SCAQMD has noted the contact of the commentator and will forward any additional CEQA documents associated with the project to this individual.
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ErTeprm—"

December 22,2000

Dr. Stove Smith, Program Supervisor
South Coast Air Quality Management District
21865 Bast Copley Diive

Dianiond Bar, CA 91765-4152

Re:  Natice of Completion of # Draft Envirommental Assesémient for “Proposed Rule
1132 — Further Control of VOC Emissions from High-Emiting Spray Booth.
Fucllties

Dear Dr. Smith:

‘Thank you for the Notice of Completion for the above refurenced document.  City staff bas.
reviewed the document and has no comments at this time.

Pleasc forward eay subsequent public notices andior enviromental docurments regsding this.
‘project to my atrention at fhe addess listod below. 1F yon have any questions regarding this
vesponse, please do aot hesiate to contact me at (714) 765-5135, Exiensian 5750.

Sincerely,

u)u)

x ph W, Wright
‘Assaciale Planner

R —

00 South Ansbi Boulerard
P.0. o 322%, Aonbeon, Cliornin 92603 + (713 T.150 + wrw.anshiios st






Comment Letter 1B:
City of Anaheim, Planning Department

Response 1B-1:
The SCAQMD acknowledges that the commentator does not have any comments at this time.  The SCAQMD has noted the contact of the commentator and will forward any additional CEQA documents associated with the project to this individual.
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D A R E N   J O R G E N S O N
[image: image13.png]Dasren Stroud

Feom: Daven Jorgensen IDjorgensen@iccsicomt
seat: Touesday, Decentber 07, 2000
To: dsteoud@aqd gov
Sabject: Rule 1132, cominents
Imporiance: High
Fagesfiom
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penalze & oty ha st fappens t fove o paor few years o buness,

ndagslancing ha e ity Gl Sccept an emasion <ap of 20 tone an

i he 563 requiremant.

Forfaciites with spray boom operation, could the rfe be writen to
allow Silarnative caalngs inslead o Conol caUIpTANt” It makes sense to
s ecly o S o ower VB coniiog ccstngs en s el

2 aizor. T soams that it would be conlary o e dISicts Ineraats

1o gromote e use of comUon SDuICes (hatproduct isaions of NOx, The
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‘Detroleum sefiing (SIC code 2911), petroleur bulk stations snd terminals
(SIC code S171), or other related industies (e.g, SIC codes 4226, 4612,
4613, 4923, and 5341).

(§  SPRAYBOOTH is any equiptent or enclosure used 1o 64ptare orer-spray
from any canting and/or solvent operation.

(1) SPRAY BOOTH FACILITY is any facility that has installed one or more
spray booths. A facliey that 3 cequired to iostall any spray booth pursuant
o District rules and regulaiions is also considered 2 a spray booth faciity.

@) SUPER-COMPLIANT MATERIAL is any material contaning 50 grams
o less of VOC per fiter of materil and s in compliance with the
requisements of the spplicable ules and regulations Wih respect 1o the
VOC content

) VOC-CONTAINING MATERIALS are sny materials that contain VOC
including, but not limited 10, esins, polymers, 8¢l costs, ORITES, painis,
amishes, stains, sealers, thinners, cleanup solvents, dinning solvents,
ks, fountan sofutions, ahesives, and seafonts,

(0) VOLATILE ORGANIC COMPOUNDS (VOC) are 2¢ defined in Rule
102.

Requirements for Spray Booth Facilities

On or after the effeetive date specificd in paragraph (&)(1), a person shall not

operate any spray booth facility subjest o this rule, unless the faclity complies

with ane of th following:

(1) An emission control system has been installed and operated in 8 manner
that zeduces VOC crnissions from any squipment, activty or operation
that uses VOC-containing materials by a lease 85 percent; or

(@) The fility-vide annual cmissions from the use of VOC-containing
materials do 1ot exceed the emission limit of 40,000 pownds (20 tons)
VOC, in assondance wih the compliance plan submiced 1o and approved
in witing by the Exceutive Officr pursuant to pasagiagh (eX3). Any
‘potential emission increase over s level shall be subject to Regulstion
X1~ New Source Review.

Reaquirements for Norw-Spray Booth Facilities

(Ressrved)

PR1132-2






Comment Letter 2:
DAREN JORGENSON

Response to Comment 2-1:

Facilities subject to Rule 1132 does not "judge whether the 65 percent reduction is achieved" based on any single baseline year.  The rule does establish a year, beginning in 1999, when a facility emitting more than 20 tons per year is applicable to the requirements of the rule.  Then, once a facility is subject to the rule, spray booth operational emissions need to be controlled 65 percent, no matter what amount of spray booth emissions are being emitted.  The rule does not cap how much a facility can emit each year as long as the total emissions are reduced 65 percent or more depending on the compliance option selected.  If the reduction is accomplished by the installation of a control device, the 65 percent is judged by testing and maintaining the overall capture and control efficiency of the emission control system.  If the reduction is achieved by the use of lower VOC-content coatings, the VOC-content (e.g. gram per liter, pounds per gallon) of all coatings in use must be 65 percent lower than the current coating rule limits applicable to the spray booth operation.  

Response to Comment 2-2

Facilities subject to Rule 1132 will not be penalized by a poor baseline year because no single year is used to determine the required emission reduction from a subjected facility.  A facility could accept a spray booth emissions cap of 20 tons per year and thus would be exempt from the requirements of the rule.  Please see Response to Comment 2-1 for further clarification on the applicability and requirements of the rule.

Response to Comment 2-3

The proposed rule allows compliance through the use of low-VOC products as well as other options as specified in the proposed rule.

Response to Comment 2-4

The commentator’s understanding is correct.
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� The Lewis-Presley Air Quality Management Act, 1976 Cal. Stats., ch 324 (codified at Health & Safety Code §§40400-40540).


� Health & Safety Code §40460 (a).


� Health & Safety Code §40440 (a).


� Spray booth is a general term that refers to any device used to capture over-spray.  A booth may be fully enclosed leaving only enough openings to allow for the entry and exit of objects to be coated.  Nevertheless, many booths are open-faced, or are open in two, three, or four sides (including the top) to allow for the maneuvering of large parts such as boats and furniture.  Some booths are completely open and are no more than an air plenum with the hood opening covered with the BACT-required filter materials.


� This applicability threshold is based on a facility’s overall emissions (both spray booth and non-spray booth) from the use of VOC-containing materials.  It should be noted that in the NOP/IS the applicability threshold was 10 tons for VOC emissions per year.  However, since the release of the NOP/IS, the SCAQMD has refined its proposal to target those facilities that operate spray booths with total annual VOCs emissions of greater than 20 tons per year.


� An Assessment of Styrene Emission Control Technologies for the FRP and Boat Building Industries, (EPA-600/A-96/011).


� It should be noted that although PR 1132 affects 79 facilities, information for only 76 facilities was available.  As a result, the direct and indirect construction and operational impact analyses are based on 76 facilities (see Appendix C).


� Rule 1401, Table 1 - Toxic Air Contaminants


� Rule 1402, Table II - Toxic Air Contaminants to be Evaluated for Chronic Hazard Index


� Rule 1402, Table II - Toxic Air Contaminants to be Evaluated for Acute Hazard Index


� Mobay is now Bayer.


� Assumed a soil density of 2,550 pounds per cubic yard (e.g., dry packed earth).


� Id.
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