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Foreword

The Ventura County Air Pollution Control District (VCAPCD, or District) in compliance with
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) of 1970 has prepared this draft environmental
impact report (EIR). An EIR is an informational document that must be prepared and considered
by public agencies prior to the approval or disapproval of a project that may have a significant
impact on the environment. The purpose of this report is to provide public agencies and the
public with detailed information about the effect that a proposed project is likely to have on the
environment, to list ways that any potentially significant adverse effects of the project might be
minimized, and to suggest alternatives to the proposed project.

Ventura County exceeds the state and federal standards for ozone and the state standard for
particulate matter. Ground level ozone is a secondary pollutant formed by photochemical
reactions between oxides of nitrogen and reactive organic compounds (ROC and synonymous
with VOC) in the presence of sunlight. The objective of the proposed amendments to Rule 74.2
is to reduce the amount of ROC emissions being released into the atmosphere, which originate
from the organic solvent portion of the coating. On February 14, 2017, the Ventura County Air
Pollution Control Board adopted the 2016 Air Quality Management Plan, which contains
measures needed to meet the federal ambient air quality standards including Control Measure R-
333-2017, Architectural Coatings. The estimated ROC emission reductions from the adoption of
proposed amendments to Rule 74.2 are 0.13 tons per day.

In addition, Ventura County is required to meet California Clean Air Act requirements. Air
districts that are nonattainment for the state ozone standard, such as Ventura County, are required
by the California Health and Safety Code to adopt All Feasible Measures (H&SC 40914) and to
develop rules to implement their plans for attaining state ambient air quality standards (H&SC
40920) for the serious non-attainment areas. The state guidelines for the determination of
feasible measures require the review of the Suggested Control Measure (SCM) prepared by a
state agency like California Air Resource Board (CARB or ARB), which have been considered
in the proposed rule amendments. Adoption of the proposed Rule 74.2 amendments would fulfill
the District’s commitment to its AQMP and responsibility to continue protecting human health
and the environment in Ventura County.

The proposed project, which is the subject of this EIR, is a new and improved version of an
existing air pollution control regulation (Rule 74.2) designed to reduce ROC emissions from the
use of architectural coatings. Since the intent of the amendments to this existing regulation is to
improve environmental quality, there is no need to list ways to minimize potentially significant
adverse effects.

According to the County of Ventura Administrative Supplement to the State CEQA Guidelines
last amended July 13, 2010, (Section 5.4.3, Use of an Environmental Document from an Earlier
Project, page 15), an agency may reuse an EIR, previously prepared and certified for one project,
for another project if an Initial Study shows that the previous EIR adequately describes the
current project’s setting, impacts, alternatives, and mitigation measures. According to the Initial
Study (Appendix C) for this project, the previous 2009 Final EIR for Proposed Amendments to
Rule 74.2, Architectural Coatings, can be reused based on the following:

1. The proposed project, Proposed Amendments to Rule 74.2, Architectural Coatings, is a
more stringent version of Rule 74.2, and will further reduce ROC emissions from the use



of architectural coatings and will further improve air quality. Since the air pollution
source being regulated is identical to the previous project, and the control measure being
implemented is similar, i.e., the requirement to use architectural coatings that are more
environmentally friendly, the reuse of the 2009 Final EIR, which is identical in scope and
impacts, adequately describes the settings and impacts for the proposed 2020 Proposed
Amendments to Rule 74.2,

2. The issues raised by architectural coating manufacturers during the 2009 Final EIR that
the rule requirements, which mandated the use of lower ROC content coatings, are
counterproductive to air quality, are identical to those currently being raised. These
issues were addressed in the 2009 Final EIR and the 2020 Initial Study for this project
and in the Environmental Analysis (EA) contained in the 2019 SCM Staff Report.

3. When the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) adopted the 2016
Proposed Amendments to Rule 1113 (a more stringent version of proposed amendments
to Rule 74.2), they adopted the corresponding Final Environmental Assessment (State
Clearinghouse -SCH No. 2015091040). Because SCAQMD is a certified regulatory
agency under CEQA, they have the ability to perform an Environmental Assessment
instead of an EIR.

4, The proposed project is based on the 2019 SCM prepared by ARB. This SCM was
updated from the previous update in 2007. Both SCMs went through the CEQA process
by providing an EA in an effort to facilitate use of the SCM by local air districts such as
VCAPCD. It was noted by CARB that their EA serves as a substitute document
equivalent to an addendum to the Final Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) for
the 2000 SCM (State Clearinghouse — SCH No. 99062093) which explains CARB’s
determination that no additional environmental analysis is required for the proposed SCM
in 2007 and 2019. The 2000 PEIR to the architectural coatings SCM concluded that no
significant environmental impacts would occur as a result of air districts adopting the
state SCMs.

5. This action is allowed under the Ventura County Supplement to State CEQA Guidelines
and CEQA Guidelines Section 15153, if the previous EIR adequately describes the
current project’s setting, impacts, alternatives and mitigation measures and no new
significant impacts or mitigation measures are identified, provided an Initial Study is
conducted. The 2009 Final EIR took a similar approach to analyses and references from
CARB’s 2000 SCM PEIR, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections 15150 and 15168.
VVCAPCD staff concluded that there will be no new significant adverse impacts from any
of the aforementioned six potential impacts. Numerous air districts across the state have
also determined no significant environmental impacts from lowering ROC limits in
architectural coatings and have rightfully elected to claim the CEQA Categorical
Exemption of Actions by Regulatory Agencies for the Protection of the Environment
(15308), as also noted by CARB in their PEIR. However, VCAPCD chooses to provide
an environmental analysis for consistency with the District’s past 74.2 rule amendments
process.

Prior to the reuse of an EIR, the agency must provide the following:
1. Provide public notice that the previous EIR will be used as a draft EIR.
2. Respond to public comments received in response to the notices, and



3. Complete the remaining steps in the CEQA process.

On July 10, 2020, VCAPCD made available online and at the County Offices a Notice of
Preparation of a draft EIR, a Workshop Notice scheduled for July 23, 2020, and made an Initial
Study available to all interested parties by posting this document on the VCAPCD website. This
notice stated that VCAPCD, as the Lead Agency, is proposing to reuse the September 2009 Final
EIR on Proposed Amendments to Rule 74.2, as the draft EIR for this project. No comments on
this proposal were received either by mail, email, or at the July 23, 2020, meeting. Also, we
received no comments on the Initial Study during the 30-day review period (Appendix C).

Following this page is the 2009 Final EIR with only the appendices changed to add the project
description, updated Staff Report, and 2020 Initial Study. In addition, the 2009 Final EIR relied
on the reuse of 2001 Final EIR. So, in effect, this EIR also relies on that report, which also
follows this page. Because both the 2009 amendments to Rule 74.2 and the proposed Rule 74.2
amendments represent a similar type of rule change, which strengthens proposed ROC content
standards for architectural coatings, the environmental impacts are likewise similar. The Ventura
County Air Pollution Control Board will use the information contained in the Final EIR in
evaluating the proposed amendments to Rule 74.2, Architectural Coatings, set forth in Appendix
A
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Foreward

The Ventura County Air Pollution Control District (VCAPCD, or District) in compliance
with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) of 1970 has prepared this draft
environmental impact report (EIR). An EIR is an informational document that must be
prepared and considered by public agencies prior to the approval or disapproval of a
pl’OjeCt that may have a sngmf cant impact on the environment. The purpose of this report
is to provide public agencies and the public with detailed information about any effect
that a proposed project is likely to have on the environment, to list ways that any
potentially significant adverse effects of the project might be minimized, and to suggest
alternatives to the proposed project.

The proposed project, which is the subject of this EIR, is a new and improved version of
an air pollutlon control regulation (Rule 74.2) designed to reduce the ozone precursor
reactive organic compound (ROC") emlssnons from the use of architectural coatings.
Since the intent of this new regulation is to improve énvironmental quality, there is no
need to list ways to minimize potentially isignificant adverse effects.

According to the County of Ventura Admmlstratlve Supplement to the State CEQA
Guidelines fast amended August 3, 1999 (Section 5.4, Special Situations, page 16), an
agency may reuse an EIR, previously prepared and certified for one project, for another
project if an Initial Study shows that the previous EIR adequately describes the current
project’s setting, impacts, alternatives, and mitigation measures. According to the Initial
Study (Appendix C) for this project, the previous 2001 Final EIR for Proposed
Amendments to Rule 74.2, Architectural Coatings, can reused based on the following;:

1. The proposed project, Proposed Amendments to Rule 74.2, Architectural
Coatings, is a more stringent version of Rule 74.2, and will further reduce ROC
emissions from the use of architectural coatings and will further improve air
quality. Since the air pollution source being regulated by is identical to the
previous project, and the control measure being implemented is similar, i.e., the
requirement to use architectural coatings that are more environmentally friendly,
the reuse of the 2001 Final EIR adequately describes the settings and impacts for
the 2010 Proposed Amendments to Rule 74.2.

2. The issues raised by architectural coating manufacturers during the 2001 Final
EIR that the rule requirements, which mandate-the use of lower ROC content
coatings, are counter productive to air quality are identical to those raised recently
during hearings at the California’ Air Resources Board durmg the adoption of the
2007 Suggested Control Measure (SCM). The SCM is Vlrtually identical to
proposed amendments to Rule 74.2, and these issues ‘were addressed in the 2001
Final EIR and 2009 Initial Study for this project.

" In this report, the acronym ROC for Reactive Organic Compounds is identical in meaning to VOC for
Volatile Organic Compounds.
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3. When the Air Resources Board (ARB) adopted the 2007 SCM for Architectural
Coatings, the basis for proposed amendments to Rule 74.2, ARB staff relied on
the 2000 Program EIR as the foundation for their environmental analysis.
Because ARB is a certified regulatory agency under CEQA, they have the ability
to perform an Environmental Assessment instead of an EIR. This assessment in
the 2007 Technical Support Document for the SCM contains similar analysis to
that done in the original Program EIR, and was reviewed as part of the
preparation for this draft EIR.

Prior to the reuse of an EIR, the agency must provide the following:

1. Provide public notice that the previous EIR will be used as a draft EIR.
2. Respond to public comments received in response to the notices, and
3. Complete the remaining steps in the CEQA process.

On May 18, 2009, VCAPCD mailed a Notice of Preparation of a draft EIR, and a Notice
of a Public Consultation Meeting scheduled for June 18, 2009, and made an Initial Study
available to all interested parties (see Contact List, Appendix D) by posting this
document on the VCAPCD website (www.vcapcd.org) and submitting copies to the State
Clearinghouse. This notice stated that VCAPCD, as the Lead Agency, is proposing to
reuse the September 2001 Final EIR on Proposed Amendments to Rule 74.2, as the draft
EIR for this project. No comments on this proposal were received either by mail, email,
or at the June 18, 2009, meeting on this proposal. Also, we received no comments on the
Initial Study during the 30 day review period which ended on June 29, 2009.

However, we did receive three (3) comments letters from coating manufacturers that
raised their concerns with the proposed air pollution control regulatory requirements in
proposed amendments to Rule 74.2 rather than any CEQA related issues. These
comments and VCAPCD’s response to these comments may be found in Appendix II of
the Staff Report on Proposed Amendments to Rule 74.2 (Appendix B). In response to
these comments, VCAPCD is proposing to designate three organic solvents as exempt
Reactive Organic Compounds(ROC) under Proposed Amendments to Rule 2,
Definitions. These solvents, which have already been classified as exempt by the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), include tert-butyl acetate, dimethyl carbonate,
and propylene carbonate. In addition, the South Coast AQMD is proposing to exempt
these solvents as Class I exempt VOCs. Both tert-butyl acetate and dimethyl carbonate
are insoluble in water so both may only be used in oil based coatings. The use of
propylene carbonate in some cosmetics demonstrates its safety relative to public health.

The Ventura County Air Pollution Control Board will use the information contained in
this Final EIR in evaluating the proposed amendments to Rule 74.2, Architectural
Coatings set forth in Appendix A.
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Preface

The Ventura County Air Pollution Control District (VCAPCD, or District) in compliance with
the California Environmental Quality Act of 1970' has prepared this environmental impact report
(EIR). An EIR is an informational document that must be prepared and considered by public
agencies prior to the approval or disapproval of a project that may have a significant impact on
the environment. The purpose of the report is to provide public agencies and the public with
detailed information about the effect that a proposed project is likely to have on the environment,
to list ways that any potentially significant adverse effects of the project might be minimized, and
to suggest alternatives to the proposed project.

The Ventura County Air Pollution Control Board (Board) will use the information contained in
this EIR in evaluating the proposed amendments to Rule 74.2, Architectural Coatings. The
proposed amendments are set forth in Appendix A.

The District scheduled a 45-day public comment period, which will ran from July 31 to
September 14, 2001. Reviewers who wished to comment on the draft EIR were urged to submit
written comments to the person and address noted below by September 14, 2001. Reviewers also
could submit oral comments during the Environmental Report Review Committee (ERRC)
meeting held on September 19, 2001 at 1:30 p.m. The District did not receive any written
comments on the draft EIR. Moreover, the ERRC did not receive any oral comments during its
September 19, 2001 meeting on the draft EIR and recommended that the Ventura County Air
Pollution Control Board find that the EIR was completed in compliance with the California
Environmental Quality Act. The Ventura County Air Pollution Control Board is scheduled to
consider certification of the Final EIR and adoption of the proposed rule amendments at a public
hearing on November 11, 2001 at 11:00 a.m. at the Ventura County Board of Supervisors
Hearing Room, Administration Building, Ventura County Government Center, 800 S. Victoria
Avenue, Ventura, California.

Contact: Ventura County Air Pollution Control District
669 County Square Drive, 2™ Floor
Ventura, CA 93003

Attn: Stan Cowen
(805) 645-1408

Copies of the Final EIR, the current rule, the proposed rule amendments, and staff report may
also be viewed on the Internet at www vcaped org

' Public Resources Code (PRC), §21000 et seq.

i



Final Environmental Impact Report September 2001 '

Proposed Amendments to Rule 74.2, Architectural Coatings
Ventura County Air Pollution Control District

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK

v



Final Environmental Impact Report September 2001
Proposed Amendments to Rule 74.2, Architectural Coatings
Ventura County Air Pollution Control District

II.

1L

IV.

VI

Table of Contents
PrEfACE ..ot ot ot et et ae s sa e sae s be b e s e e iii
Summary
AL INOAUCHION ..ot ieeiiniieicies et erieines o ceeeies + csteae sree 4 esresteeretesaesresaereessaeaes I-1
B. Legal AUthOTItY .....cccoivuiiiiiiiiinccie e sab s I-3
C. Emission RedUCHONS ..ottt sttt sas e sas e I-4
D. EXECULIVE SUIMMATY ......eoovireririieieeeeenenas st et eescsssteeses sevee o sessereessassessestesssssesssenes -4
Project Description
A. Project LOCAtION ........... cocovvirieierceteesieasienseresessesesesaesesssesssesennas stessessessessessesnssnes -1
B. Proposed Amendments to Rule 74.2, Architectural Coatings..........coccovevcrnrurecucnen. II-1
C. Project ODBJECHIVE .....c.coviiiiiiiciiiiiiicct et cneceesttcneates e s ssaesnseescssnesateenees smaeantaesaseesnns 11-2
D. Approvals REQUITEd.........ovmmommeiiiiiis it s s I1-2
Environmental Impacts and Mitigation
Al AT QUABITY oot it et ¢ e+ ceereees st rtes seseeeneeeaetans n1-2
B. WaALET ...ttt ettt e e s sas s st sr s e st a e sbe e s e e e san e anasan 111-14
C. PUDLIC SEIVICES ...ciueruiereririiiniirtirreecesreste st sessssessste e sr et ste st s saesssssaassaesrassasssase 11-20
D. Transportation/Circulation ............cc.ceeoevueeecnincnnurneninteceee ettt saeesaeanes 111-24
E. Solid Waste/Hazardous Waste .. ....... ... vcc. coevviiviernnncniies + ee rveeteninsiens sevueennes 11-27
F. HAZAAS ...ttt st cer e ees et resseeeeas csesraneesesre s et esasnentenereenanns 111-29
Required CEQA Topics
A. Environmental Impacts Found Not to be Significant.............ccocecees eieiincnncne V-1
B. Irreversible Environmental Changes...........ccovecevriieeceneeeienrcee et snreenene V-6
C. Potential Growth-Inducing IMpacts ............ccocoireveeiniccs cveninrrercre e renees 1v-7
D. Consistency With Other Plans..........c.ccoooiiiieceninieieciciins ceeiieteeer e sseae e Iv-7
Project Alternatives
AL INTOQUCHION ...ttt ettt teses catessestessensesesnessteseensas V-1
B. Alternatives Rejected as Infeasible ... ecneneeeeennes V-1
C. Description of Alternatives Considered Feasible.. .......... .. v ceee eies v e e V-4
D. Comparison of AREMAtIVES .......ccccververiinieiriniiiniriiisiesseresieess ceiessaesernssesssessessssesna V-4
E. CONCIUSION.....vviieieireriiatere et e saeassestsessetesesesstesessbesesetesasssesnssessssnssasessenanssansansan V-9

Organizations and Persons Consulted
A. Agencies, Organizations and Individuals Consulted........c.ccccoveveccinnercnninncininenns VI-1
B. Persons Preparing the EIR.........cccocominiiiiiiis e et b et e s VI-1

~



Fina) Environmental Impact Repon September 2001 .
Proposed Amendments to Rule 74 2, Architectural Coatings
Ventura County Air Pollution Control District

Table of Contents (continued)
Appendix A —- Proposed Revisions to Rule 74.2, Architectural Coatings

Appendix B - Staff Report - Proposed Revisions to Rule 74.2, Architectural Coatings

List of Figures
Figure II-1 — Project Location: Ventura COUNLY..........ccoverriiiisinncninissesisscsscesssscssnasesssssesees 11-3
List of Tables
Table I-1 — Environmental Impacts from Implementation of Rule 74.2..............ccccocenrnennnnnnn. I-10
Table III-1 - SCAQMD Air Quality Significance Thresholds........c.ccccoceeveecneinvicvnrnrrnrecnn. ‘ 114
Table I1I-2 — Projected Water Supply and Demand: Ventura County 2020............................ 11l-16

vi



Final Environmental Impact Report September 2001
Proposed Amendments to Rule 74 2, Archutectural Coatings
Ventura County Air Pollution Control District

Summary

A. Introduction

Architectural coatings are coatings applied to stationary structures and their appurtenances, and
include house paints, stains, industrial maintenance coatings, and traffic coatings.” The use of
architectural coatings in California results in substantial emissions of volatile organic compounds
(VOCs), which contribute to the formation of ozone and particulate matter (PM). These two
pollutants pose Ventura County’s ~ and California’s — most serious air quality problems. State
and federal law requires that Ventura County attain and maintain the applicable ambient air
quality standards for these pollutants.

Control of air emissions from architectural coatings is primarily the role of the local air pollution
control and air quality management districts (districts). :‘Widespread regulation of architectural
coatings began in 1977, when the California Air Resources Board (ARB) adopted a Suggested
Control Measure (SCM) for architectural coatings. Many districts adopted architectural coatings
rules based on this SCM, as well on subsequent revisions to the SCM approved by ARB in 1985
and 1989. The VCAPCD adopted its architectural coatings rule, Rule 74.2, Architectural
Coatings, based on the ARB SCM in 1979. The VCAPCD subsequently amended Rule 74.2 in
1980, 1982, 1983, 1986, 1991, and 1992.

ARB, in cooperation with the local districts, again amended its SCM for architectural coatings in
June 2000. According to the ARB, the revised SCM reflects both the advances in coatings
technologies over the past 10 years, and the need for further emission reductions to attain health-
based air quality standards in many districts.

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA),’ the ARB, as lead agency,
prepared a Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) prior to approving the latest
architectural coatings SCM. The CEQA Guidelines encourages the use of a PEIR when agencies
are evaluating the issuance of “rules, regulations, plans, or other general criteria.”” The ARB
anticipated that local air districts would rely upon the PEIR when conducting their own
environmental evaluation of the SCM.*

The ARB PEIR included an analysis of environmental impacts that could potentially result from
implementation of local architectural coatings rules based on the SCM. The ARB prepared and

? A definition of “architectural coatings” can be found in the text of the proposed Rule 74.2
(Appendix A of this EIR).

> Public Resources Code (PRC), §21000 et seq.

* 14 California Code of Regulations (CCR), §15168, subs. (a)(3)

* ARB Final PEIR, pp. I-2 to 1-4.
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published a Notice of Preparation and Initial Study (NOP/IS) for the PEIR and allowed a 30-day
review and comment period, which ended July 22, 1999. The NOP/IS identified potential
adverse impacts in the following areas: air quality, water, public services,
transportation/circulation, solid waste/hazardous waste, and hazardous substances. ARB then
prepared a Draft PEIR, which it distributed to responsible agencies and interested parties for a
45-day review and comment period. The comment period ended April 7, 2000. The Draft PEIR
contained a detailed discussion and evaluation of the environmental impacts identified in the
NOP/IS, mitigation measures for the potentially significant impacts, and alternatives to the
proposed SCM. The ARB certified the Final PEIR and adopted the SCM on June 22, 2000.

VCAPCD prepared and published a Notice of Preparation and Initial Study (NOP/IS) for the '
proposed amendments to Rule 74.2, Architectural Coatings, and allowed a 30-day review and
comment period, which ended June 23, 2001. The NOP/IS identified potential adverse impacts
in the following areas: air quality, water, public services, transportation/circulation, solid
waste/hazardous waste, and hazardous substances. Therefore, as required by CEQA, an EIR was
prepared for the proposed Rule 74.2 amendments. The NOP/IS and this Final EIR are tiered
from the ARB-certified PEIR as permitted and encouraged by CEQA. CEQA requires that
environmental impact reports be tiered whenever feasible. Tiering means using the information
and analyses of general matters contained in a broader EIR.® Accordingly, this analysis
incorporates the ARB PEIR by reference.’' Relevant sections of the ARB PEIR are summarized
as appropriate throughout this EIR and their relationship to this EIR are described.’?

This Final EIR looks at the ARB PEIR and analyzes whether proposed Rule 74.2 may cause
significant effects on the environment that were not examined in the ARB PEIR. Although the -
ARB PEIR thoroughly analyzed air quality impacts, the VCAPCD elected to do a critical
analysis of these issues in this EIR to ensure that there would be no new or more significant
impacts in Ventura County.

Copies of the ARB Final PEIR (SCH No. 99062093) are available at:

Street Address: California Air Resources Board or Ventura County APCD
CalEPA Headquarters Building 669 County Square Drive, 2" Floor
1001 I Street Ventura, CA 93003
Sacramento, CA 95814

Internet Address: www.arb.ca.pov/arch/CEQA/FEIR .htm

® 14 CCR, §15152, subd. (a)
*' 14 CCR, §15150
*2 14 CCR §15150(c)

1-2
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Economic and Social Effects. A discussion of the economic and social effects of the proposed
rule amendments for Rule 74.2 is contained in the District staff report for the Ventura County Air
Pollution Control Board. This District staff report dated July 25, 2001, for the proposed
amendments to Rule 74.2, Architectural Coatings, is hereby incorporated by reference and is
presented in Appendix B.

B. Legal Authority

The California Clean Air Act (CCAA) establishes a comprehensive air pollution control
program.’ Under this program, the responsibility for controlling air pollution in California is
shared by the ARB and the local districts. The districts have the primary responsibility, subject
to ARB oversight, to adopt control measures for nonvehicular sources of air pollution, including
architectural coatings.’

The ARB has the responsibility to adopt control measures for vehicular sources of air pollution in
California.” The CCAA also assigned numerous other duties to ARB. For example, the ARB is
charged with coordinating efforts to attain and maintain federal and state ambient air quality
standards, and conducting research into the causes of and solutions to air pollution;" providing
technical assistance to the districts;'"' coordinating, encouraging, and reviewing the districts’
efforts to attain and maintain air quality standards;"” and doing other such acts as may be
necessary for the proper execution of the powers and duties imposed upon the ARB by the
CCAA and any other provision of law."” To fulfill these statutory mandates, the ARB provides
guidance and assistance to the districts, including development of model rules such as the SCM
for architectural coatings.

The District is designated a severe nonattainment area for the federal and state ozone standards.
The California Clean Air Act requires areas designated as severe nonattainment for ozone to
adopt control measures required in §§40913, 40914, and 40919 of the California Health and
Safety Code (HSC):

» Section 40913 requires districts to develop a plan to achieve California’s ambient air quality
standards by the earliest practicable date. Control Measure R-303 in the District’s 1997
Revision to the Air Quality Management Plan includes the proposed revisions to Rule 74.2.
Rule 74.2 is being amended to implement Control Measure R-303.

" California Health and Safety Code (HSC), §39000 et seq.
* HSC, §§39002, 40000, 40001, and 40702

* HSC, §§39002 and 40000

" HSC, §39003

" HSC, §§39605 and 40916

"> HSC, §§39500 and 41500

" HSC, §39600

I-3
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o Section 40914 requires each district plan to demonstrate that the plan includes “every feasible
measure.” Districts must adopt the most effective control measures to reduce VOC emissions
from architectural coatings. An ARB letter dated December 8, 2000 identifies the SCM as a
“feasible measure” that should be adopted by districts that are required to prepare California
Clean Air Act triennial progress reports and plan revisions. Rule 74.2 is being amended to
meet this requirement.

o Section 40919 requires districts with serious nonattainment for ozone to adopt Best Available
Retrofit Control Technology (BARCT) for all existing sources. BARCT means an emission
limitation that is based on the maximum degree of reduction achievable, taking into account
environmental, energy, and economic impacts by each class or category of sources (HSC
§40406). 'District staff has found that the SCM requirements meet the BARCT requirement,
and therefore, the proposed rule revisions meet the requirements of HSC §40919.

C. Emission Reductions

The proposed rule amendments, if adopted will reduce VOC emissions by 0.4 tons per day upon
full implementation. ‘ g

D. Executive Summary

The organization of this EIR is as follows: Chapter I - Summary; Chapter 11 — Project’
Description; Chapter 111 — Environmental Impacts and Mitigation; Chapter IV — Required CEQA
Topics; Chapter V —~ Pr’bject Alternatives; and Chapter VI - Organizations and Persons
Consulted. The following subsections briefly summarize the contents of each chapter.

1. Chapter I - Summary

This chapter contains a discussion of the legal authority of the ARB to adopt SCMs as guidance
to local districts and the VCAPCD's responsibility to adopt control measures for nonvehicular
sources of air pollution, including 'aréhitectqral coatings. In addition, this chapter contains a
discussion of the District's legal authority and mandate to adopt the proposed Rule 74.2 revisions.
This chapter also provides a summary of the contents of each chapter.

2. Summary of Chapter II — Project Description
In addition to including a description of the project location, Chapter II also includes a brief

description of the proposed rule amendments. Briefly, the primary objective of the proposed rule
amendments are to set feasible VOC limits and other requirements (based on existing and
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currently developing coatings technology) and that will achieve significant reductions in VOC
emissions from architectural coatings to help Ventura County meet the mandated state and
federal clean air standards for ozone. The proposed rule amendments also are intended to |
improve the clarity and enforceability of the current rule. The proposed rule amendments set
allowable VOC content limits for a number of architectural coatings categories, including flats,
nonflats, industrial maintenance, lacquers, floor, roof, rust preventative, stains, and primers,
sealers, and undercoaters. The proposed VOC limits would become effective on various dates
with complete implementation on January 1, 2003 (except for the industrial maintenance
standard, which is January 1, 2004). For a complete description of the proposed rule, the reader
is referred to Appendix A.

3. Summary of Chapter IIl — Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures

CEQA Guidelines §15126.2(a) require the following: *“An EIR shall identify and focus on the
significant environmental effects of the proposed project. Direct and indirect significant effects
of the project on the environment shall be clearly identified and described, giving due
consideration to both the short-term and long-term effects.”

The following subsections briefly summarize the analysis of the proposed project’s
environmental impacts identified as being potentially significant.

a. Air Quality

The adoption and implementation of the proposed rule amendments are expected to produce
substantial long-term VOC emission reductions countywide. The EIR analyses conclude that no
significant adverse air quality impacts will result from the proposed rule amendments. The
proposed VOC content limits will result in a long-term reduction in VOC emissions of
approximately 0.4 tons per day upon full implementation in 2004, yielding a net air quality
benefit.

Some coating industry companies have claimed that lowering the VOC content of coatings
results in increased VOC emissions for a variety of reasons: increased coating thickness, more
thinning, more topcoats, more touch-ups, more priming, more frequent re-coating, more
substitution with higher VOC coatings, and greater reactivity. These companies claim that new
formulations result in more coating use, resulting in an overall increase in VOC emissions for a
specific area covered or over time. Industry also asserts that more reactive solvents will be used
in compliant formulations than those used in existing coatings, thus contributing to increased
ozone formation. The analyses reveal that overall, the proposed rule amendments will achieve
significant VOC emission reductions and the claimed adverse impacts are not anticipated to
occur.
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Another claim made by some companies is that increased application of acetone-based coatings
has the potential to increase objectionable odors. However, acetone used as a replacement for
other traditional solvents may have fewer odor impacts because it has a higher odor threshold
than many other solvents currently used in coatings. ,

The analyses also conclude that cumulative impacts are insignificant, and no significant project-
specific impacts are anticipated. Therefore, no mitigation measures are necessary.

b. Water

Impacts on water resources are divided into several categories: water quality, water supply
(quantity), and wastewater impacts. Water impacts are considered significant if any of the
following criteria are met:

Groundwater Quality:
e A proposal that will degrade the quality of groundwater and cause groundwater to fall to
meet groundwater quality objectives.
¢ If the groundwater quality impact is unknown, and there is evidence that the proposed
project could cause the quality of groundwater to fail to meet the groundwater quality
objectives, the project shall be considered to have a potentially significant impact until
such time as reliable studies determine otherwise. -

Surface Water Quality:
e A proposal that will degrade the quality of surface water and cause it to fail to meet
surface water quality objectives.
* Ifthe surface water quality impact is unknown or the quality of surface water in a
hydrologic unit is unknown, the impact is unknown and must be determined by additional
investigation.

Water Supply — Quality: Domestic water available to development must be in compliance with
the applicable State Drinking Water Standards, as described in Title 22 of the California Code of
Regulations, §64421 et seq.

Water Supply — Quantity: This item is either considered potentially significant or not significant
based on whether the General Plan requirement is met. A source of water supplied by the
following shall bé determined to constitute a permanent supply of water: Casitas Municipal
Water District; United Water Conservation District; cities, water companies, districts, mutuals,"
public sources — unless there is a special known adverse situation; groundwater in an area where
it is certain that a properly designed and constructed well will produce a long term supply; and,
wells that have successfully completed the Water Resource Division’s pump test.
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Sewage Collection/Treatment Facilities: Any project that would individually or cumulatively
generate sewage effluent which would be discharged to and exceed the capacity of an existing

sewer main or sewage treatment plant.

i. Water Quality

The proposed rule amendments are not expected to adversely impact water quality. First, use of
replacement solvents is expected to result in equivalent or fewer water quality impacts than
currently used solvents, since the replacement solvents are generally considered less toxic.
Second, because currently available compliant coatings are already using waterborne technology,
no additional water quality impacts from future compliant waterborne coatings are expected.
There is no evidence that the current manufacturing and cleanup practices associated with
waterborne coatings will change as a result of the proposed rule amendments. The proposed rule
amendments are not expected to promote the use of compliant coatings formulated with
hazardous solvents that could create water quality impacts. Finally, increases in wastewater flow
to the wastewater treatment plants as a result of the proposed project are considered negligible.

The analysis concludes that cumulative impacts are insignificant, and no significant project-
specific impacts are anticipated. Therefore, no mitigation measures are necessary.

ii. Water Demand

Increased water demand from the manufacturing and use of compliant waterborne coatings was
evaluated. The analysis concluded that water demand impacts associated with the proposed rule
amendments will be insignificant.

The analysis concluded that cumulative impacts are insignificant, and no significant project-
specific impacts are anticipated. Therefore, no mitigation measures are necessary.

c. Public Services

Public Services impacts are considered significant if any of the following criteria are met:

Fire Protection — Distance/Response Time: Project distance from a full-time paid fire
department is considered a significant impact if the project is in excess of five (5) miles,
measured from the apron of the fire station to the structure or pad of the proposed structure. Fire
sprinklers will mitigate the impact and will be required as per Ordinance 14. If it appears that a
response time would be in excess of 12 minutes, it would signify a significant impact.

Public Services Facilities — Fire, Law Enforcement/Emergency Services, Education, Recreation:
If the project results in a substantial amount of additional personnel, equipment, or materials to
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any of the above-mentioned public service facilities, the project will have a significant adverse
impact.

i. Fire Protection

The increased use of exempt solvents or other replacement solvents as a result of implementing
the proposed rule amendments will not result in any significant increased need for fire protection.
Although acetone, which is flammable, is expected to be used to reformulate a limited number of
coatings (e.g., lacquers), it is unlikely that implementation of the proposed rule amendments will
substantially increase the future use of acetone. The flammability ratings of many conventional
solvents used in architectural coatings are the same order of magnitude as acetone, so there
would be no net change or possibly a reduction in the hazard consequences from replacing some
conventional solvents with acetone.

ii. Public Facility Maintenance

This section examines the potential for increased maintenance at public facilities due to
implementing the proposed rule amendments. Infrastructure needs at public facilities are not
expected to be impacted due to more frequent touchups to maintain facility appearance,
equipment, or safety. Implementation of the proposed rule amendments is also not expected to
result in the need for new or altered public facilities.

The analysis conciudes that cumulative impacts are insignificant, and no significant project-
specific impacts are anticipated. Therefore, no mitigation measures are necessary.

d. Transportation/Circulation

Transportation/circulation impacts are considered significant if the project would cause the level
of service (LOS) at a roadway segment or intersection to fall to a less-than-acceptable level.

The potential additional vehicle trips caused by the disposal of coatings due to the possibility of
shorter shelf or pot lives or lesser freeze-thaw capabilities were evaluated. The analysis

concludes that cumulative impacts are insignificant, and no significant prOJect-specnf ic lmpacts
are antlcnpated Therefore, no mitigation measures are necessary. :

e. Solid Waste/Hazardous Waste

Solid waste impacts are considered significant if the project would resuit in additional demand
for solid waste disposal in the county and the County has reason to believe that there is less than
15 years of disposal capacity available for county disposal. Hazardous waste impacts are
considered significant if the project results in the storage, handling, or disposal of hazardous
waste that is not in conformance with applicable regulations.
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The solid waste/hazardous waste analysis examined increased disposal of compliant coatings due
to the possibility of shorter shelf or pot lives or lesser freeze-thaw capabilities.

The analysis concluded that cumulative impacts are insignificant, and no significant project-
specific impacts are anticipated. Therefore, no mitigation measures are necessary.

f. Hazards

Above-ground hazardous materials impacts are evaluated on a case-by-case basis, and the
determination of whether the impacts are considered significant depend on the following factors:
e Individual or cumulative physical hazard of material or materials.
e Amounts of materials on-site, either in use or storage.
e Proximity of hazardous materials to populated areas and compatibility of materials with
neighboring facilities.
e Federal, state, and local laws and ordinances, governing storage and use of hazardous
materials.
Potential for spill or release.
e Proximity of hazardous materials to receiving waters or other significant environmental
resource.

Significance for public health impacts also must be determined on a case-by-case basis. The
determination of significance depends on the project type, location, and other environmental
factors. ’

i. Risk of Upset

Any increase in accidental releases of future compliant coatings materials would be expected to
result in a concurrent reduction in the number of accidental releases of existing coatings