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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 R333-2017, 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.
VCAPCD 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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VENTURA COUNTY AIR POLLUTION CONTROL DISTRICT
RULE 74.2 - ARCHITECTURAL COATINGS
(Adopted 6/19/79, Revised 12/2/80, 9/21/82, 11/22/83, 10/21/86, 4/2/91, 8/11/92, 11/13/2001, 01/12/2010
xx/xx/2020)
A.

Applicability
Except as provided in Subsection F.1, this rule is applicable to any person who markets, supplies,
sells, offers for sale, or manufactures, blends, or repackages any architectural coating for use within
the District, as well as any person who applies or solicits the application of any architectural coating
within the District.

B.

Requirements
1.

VOC Content Limits: Except as provided in Subsections B.2 and B.3, no person shall: (i)
manufacture, blend, or repackage for sale within the District; (ii) supply, sell, market, or
offer for sale within the District; or (iii) solicit for application or apply within the District,
any architectural coating with a VOC content in excess of the corresponding limit specified
in the following Tables. Limits are expressed as VOC Regulatory (unless otherwise
specified) thinned to the manufacturer’s maximum recommendation, excluding colorant
added to the tint bases. "Manufacturer’s maximum recommendation" means the maximum
recommendation for thinning that is indicated on the label or lid of the coating container.

Table 1 (Table 1 shall be effective until January 1, 2011)
COATING CATEGORY
LIMIT EFFECTIVE 1/1/2004
(grams per liter)1,2
Flat Coatings
100
Nonflat Coatings
150
Nonflat–High Gloss
250
SPECIALTY COATINGS
(Alphabetized)
Antenna Coatings
530
Antifouling
400
Bituminous Roof
300
Bituminous Roof Primer
350
Bond Breaker
350
Clear Wood Coatings
Clear Brushing Lacquer
680
Lacquers (including lacquer sanding sealers)
550

1

The specified limits remain in effect unless revised limits are listed in subsequent columns in Tables 1 or 2.
Conversion factor: one pound VOC per gallon (U.S.) = 119.95 grams VOC per liter.

2
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Table 1 (Table 1 shall be effective until January 1, 2011)
COATING CATEGORY
LIMIT EFFECTIVE 1/1/2004
(grams per liter) 3,4
Sanding Sealers (other than lacquer sanding sealers)
350
Varnishes
350
Concrete Curing Compounds
350
Dry Fog Coatings
400
Faux Finishing Coatings
350
Fire Resistive Coatings
350
Fire Retardant - Clear
650
Fire Retardant – Opaque
350
Floor Coatings
250
Flow Coatings
420
Form-Release Compounds
250
Graphic Arts-Sign Paints
500
High Temperature Coatings
420
Industrial Maintenance
250
Low Solids Coatings5
120
Magnesite Cement Coatings
450
Mastic Texture Coatings
300
Metallic Pigmented Coatings
500
Multi-Color Coatings
250
Pretreatment Wash Primers
420
Primers, Sealer & Undercoaters
200
Quick-Dry Enamels
250
Quick-Dry Primers, Sealers
200
Recycled Coatings
250
Roof Coatings
250
Rust Preventative Coatings
400
Shellacs – Clear
730
Shellacs – Opaque
550
Specialty Primers, Sealers and Undercoaters
350
Stains
250
Swimming Pool Coatings
340
Swimming Pool Repair and Maintenance Coatings
340
Temperature-Indicator Safety Coatings
550
Traffic Marking Coatings
150
Waterproofing Sealers
250
Waterproofing Concrete/Masonry Sealers
400
Wood Preservatives
350

3

The specified limits remain in effect unless revised limits are listed in subsequent columns in Tables 1 or 2.
Conversion factor: one pound VOC per gallon (U.S.) = 119.95 grams VOC per liter.
5
Limit is expressed as VOC Actual.
4
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Table 1-Coating VOC Content Limits62 (Becomes effective on January 1, 2011)
COATING CATEGORY
CURRENT LIMIT(g/l)
LIMIT (g/l)
EFFECTIVE 1/1/2011
EFFECTIVE 1/1/201221
Default
50
Flat Coatings
50
Nonflat Coatings
100
50
Nonflat – High Gloss Coatings
150
50
Specialty Coatings
Aluminum Roof
400
Basement Specialty Coatings
400
Bituminous Roof Coatings
50
Bituminous Roof Primers
350
Bond Breakers
350
Building Envelope Coating
50
Concrete Curing Compounds
350
Concrete/Masonry Sealers
100
Driveway Sealer
50
Dry Fog Coatings
150
50
Faux Finishing Coatings
350
Fire Resistive Coatings
350
150
Floor Coatings
100
50
Form-Release Compounds
250
100
Graphic Arts Coatings (Sign Paints)
500
High Temperature Coatings
420
Industrial Maintenance Coatings
250

Low Solids Coatings
120
Magnesite Cement Coatings
450
Mastic Texture Coatings
100
Metallic Pigmented Coatings
500
Multi-Color Coatings
250
Pre-Treatment Wash Primers
420
Primers, Sealers, and Undercoaters
100
Reactive Penetrating Sealer
350
Recycled Coatings
250
Roof Coatings
50
Roof Coatings, Aluminum
400
100
Rust Preventative Coatings
250
Shellacs: Clear
730
Shellacs: Opaque
550
Specialty Primers, Sealers & Undercoaters
350
Stains:
Exterior/Dual Stains
250
100
Interior Stains
250
Stone Consolidants
450
6


The specified existing limits remain in effect unless revised limits are listed in a subsequent column.
Limit is expressed as VOC Actual.
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COATING CATEGORY
Swimming Pool Coatings
Tile and Stone Sealers
Traffic Marking Coatings
Tub and Tile Refinish Coatings
Waterproofing Membranes
Wood Coatings
Wood Preservatives
Zinc-Rich Primer

CURRENT LIMIT(g/l)
EFFECTIVE 1/1/2011
340

LIMIT (g/l)
EFFECTIVE 1/1/201221
100

100
420
250
275
350
340

100

2.

Most Restrictive VOC Limits: Effective Until January 1, 2011, if anywhere on the
container of any architectural coating, or any label or sticker affixed to the container, or in
any sales, advertising or technical literature supplied by a manufacturer or anyone acting on
their behalf, any representation is made that indicates that the coating meets the definition of
or is recommended for use for more than one of the coating categories listed in the Table 1,
then the lowest (most restrictive) VOC standard shall apply. This provision does not apply
to any of the following coating categories:
a.
Lacquer coatings (including lacquer sanding sealers).
b.
Metallic pigmented coatings.
c.
Shellacs.
d.
Fire-retardant coatings.
e.
Pretreatment wash primers.
f.
Industrial maintenance coatings.
g.
Low-solids coatings.
h.
Wood preservatives.
i.
High temperature coatings.
j.
Temperature-indicator safety coatings.
Antenna coatings.
Antifouling coatings.
Flow coatings.
Bituminous roof primers.
Specialty primers, sealers and undercoaters.
Basement specialty coatings
Reactive penetrating sealers
Stone consolidants
Tub and tile refinish coatings
2.

Coating Categorization and Most Restrictive VOC Limits:
Effective January 1, 2011, iIf a coating meets the definition in Section J for one or more
specialty coating categories that are listed in the Tables 1 in Subsection B.1, then that
coating is not required to meet the VOC limits for Flat, Nonflat, or Nonflat – High Gloss
coatings, but is required to meet the VOC limit for the applicable specialty coating listed in
Table 21.
Effective January 1, 2011, with the eExcept ion offor the specialty coating categories
specified below, if a coating is recommended for use in more than one of the specialty
coating categories listed in Table 21, the most restrictive or lowest VOC content limit shall
apply. This requirement applies to: usage recommendations that appear anywhere on the
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coating container or label, or in any sales, advertising, or technical literature supplied by or
available from a manufacturer, their website, or anyone acting on their behalf.
a.
Aluminum roof coatings
b.
Basement specialty coatings
c.
Bituminous roof primers
d.
High temperature coatings
e.
Industrial maintenance coatings
f.
Low-solids coatings
g.
Metallic pigmented coatings
h.
Pretreatment wash primers
i.
Reactive penetrating sealers
j.
Shellacs
k.
Specialty primers, sealers, and undercoaters
kl.
Stone consolidants
lm.
Tub and tile refinish coatings
mn. Wood coatings
no.
Wood preservatives
op.
Zinc-rich primers
3.

a.
Sell-Through of Coatings:
A coating manufactured prior to the effective
date specified for that coating in Table 21 in Subsection B.1, and that complied with
the standards in effect at the time the coating was manufactured, may be sold,
supplied, or offered for sale for up to three years after the specified effective date
(excluding any coating subject to Current Limits). In addition, such coating may be
applied at any time, both before and after the specified effective date. This Section
B.3.a does not apply to any coating or colorant that does not display the date or datecode required by Subsection C.1.

b.

Sell-Through of Colorants: A colorant manufactured prior to the effective date
specified for that colorant in Table 2 in Subsection B.6, and that complied with the
standards in effect at the time the colorant was manufactured, may be sold, supplied,
or offered for sale for up to three years after the specified effective date (excluding
any colorant subject to Current Limits). In addition, such colorant may be applied at
any time, both before and after the specified effective date. This Section B.3.b does
not apply to any coating or colorant that does not display the date or date-code
required by Subsection C.1.

4.

Painting Practices: All architectural coating containers used to apply the contents therein to
a surface directly from the container by pouring, siphoning, brushing, rolling, padding,
ragging or other means, shall be closed when not in use. These architectural coating
containers include, but are not limited to, drums, buckets, cans, pails, trays or other
application containers. Containers of any VOC-containing materials used for thinning and
cleanup shall also be closed when not in use.

5.

Thinning: No person who applies or solicits the application of any architectural coating
shall apply or solicit the application of any coating that is thinned to exceed the applicable
VOC limit specified in the Tables 1 in Subsection B.1.

6.

Rust Preventative Coatings: Effective until January 1, 2012, no person shall apply or solicit
the application of any rust preventative coating for industrial use, unless such coating
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complies with the industrial maintenance VOC limit specified in Subsection B.1.Colorants:
Effective January 1, 2021, no person within the District shall, at the point of sale of any
architectural coatings subject to the VOC coating limits in Subsection B.1, add to such
coating any colorant that contains VOC in excess of the corresponding applicable VOC
limit specified in the following Table 2. Colorant added at the factory or at the worksite is
not subject to the VOC limit in Table 2.
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TABLE 2: VOC LIMITS FOR COLORANTS
Grams of VOC per liter of Colorant
Less Water and Less Exempt Compounds
COLORANT ADDED TO
VOC LIMIT
Architectural Coating excluding Industrial
50
Maintenance (IM) Coating
Solvent-Based IM Coating
600
Waterborne IM Coating
50
Wood Coating
600

C.

7.

Coatings Not Listed in the Tables1 in Subsection B.1: For any coating that does not meet
any of the definitions for the specialty coatings categories listed in the Table s1 in
Subsection B.1, the default VOC content limit shall apply.be determined by classifying the
coating as a flat coating, a nonflat coating, or a nonflat high gloss coating, based on its
gloss, as defined in Subsections J.21, J.33, and J.34; and the corresponding flat, nonflat, or
nonflat high gloss coating VOC limit shall apply.

8.

Lacquers: Effective until January 1, 2011, notwithstanding the requirements of Subsections
B.1 and B.5, a person or facility may add up to 10 percent VOC, by volume, to a lacquer to
avoid blushing of the finish during days with relative humidity greater than 70 percent and
temperature below 65 oF, at the time of application, provided that the coating contains
acetone and is no more than 550 grams of VOC per liter of coating, less exempt compounds,
prior to the addition of VOC.
Industrial Maintenance Coatings: No person shall apply or solicit the application within the
District of any industrial maintenance coatings, except non-sacrificial anti-graffiti coatings,
for residential use, or for use in areas such as office space and meeting rooms of industrial,
commercial or institutional facilities not exposed to such extreme environmental conditions
described in the definition of industrial maintenance coatings.

9.

A manufacturer, distributor, or seller of a coating that meets the requirements of this rule
including container labeling requirements, shall not be liable for noncompliant use unless
the manufacturer, distributor, or seller advertises, markets, recommends or specifies the use
of that coating in a noncompliant manner, or sells the coating to customers located in the
District if such sale is prohibited by the requirements of this rule.

10.

Manufacturers of recycled coatings shall certify their status in writing, and this certification
shall be made available to District staff upon request.

Container Labeling Requirements
Each manufacturer of any architectural coating subject to this rule shall display the information
listed below on the coating container (or label) in which the coating is sold or distributed:
1.
Date Code: The date the coating was manufactured, or a date code representing the date,
shall be indicated on the label, lid or bottom of the container. If the manufacturer uses a date
code for any coating, the manufacturer shall file an explanation of each code with the
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Executive Officer of the California Air Resources Board or with the Air Pollution Control
Officer.
2.

Thinning Recommendations: A statement of the manufacturer's recommendation regarding
thinning of the coating shall be indicated on the label or lid of the container. This does not
apply to the thinning of architectural coatings with water. If thinning of the coating prior to
use is not necessary, the recommendation shall specify that the coating is to be applied
without thinning.

3.

VOC Content: Each container of any coating subject to this rule shall display one of the
following values in grams of VOC per liter of coating:
a.
Maximum VOC content as determined from all potential product formulations; or
b.
VOC content as determined from actual formulation data; or
c.
VOC content as determined using the test methods in Subsection G.1.
If the manufacturer does not recommend thinning, the container must display the VOC
content, as supplied. If the manufacturer recommends thinning, the container must display
the VOC content, including the maximum amount of thinning solvent recommended by the
manufacturer.
Effective January 1, 2011, Iif the coating is a multi-component product, the container must
display the VOC content as mixed or catalyzed. If the coating contains silanes, siloxanes, or
other ingredients that generate ethanol or other VOCs during the curing process, the VOC
content must include the VOCs emitted during curing. VOC content shall be determined as
defined in Subsections J.61, J.62, or J.63Section J.

4.

Industrial Maintenance Coatings: The labels of all Industrial Maintenance coatings shall
prominently display the statement “For industrial use only” or “For professional use only”
or “Not for residential use” or “Not intended for residential use.”

5.

Clear Brushing Lacquers: Until January 1, 2011, the labels of all clear brushing lacquers
shall prominently display the statements “For brush application only.” and “This product
must not be thinned or sprayed.”

65.

Rust Preventative Coatings: The labels of all rust preventative coatings shall prominently
display the statement “For Metal Substrates Only.”

7.

Specialty Primers, Sealers and Undercoaters: Until January
1, 2012, the labels of all specialty primers, sealers and
undercoaters shall prominently display one or more of the
following descriptions:
a.
For fire-damaged substrates.
b.
For smoke-damaged substrates.
c.

For water-damaged substrates.

8.

Quick Dry Enamels: Until January 1, 2011, the labels of all quick dry enamels shall
prominently display the words “Quick Dry” and the dry hard time.

9.

Nonflat High Gloss Coatings: The labels of all nonflat high gloss coatings shall
prominently display the words “High Gloss.”
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106.

Stone Consolidants: Effective January 1, 2011, tThe labels for all stone consolidants shall
display the statement: “Stone Consolidants – For Professional Use Only.”

117.

Wood Coatings: Effective January 1, 2011, tThe labels of all Wood coatings shall
prominently display the statement: “For Wood Substrates Only.”

128.

Zinc-Rich Primers: Effective January 1, 2011, tThe labels of all Zinc-Rich primers shall
prominently display the statement: “For professional use only” or “For industrial use only”
or “Not for residential use” or “Not intended for residential use.”

139.

Faux Finishing Coatings: Effective January 1, 2011, tThe labels of all clear topcoat Faux
Finishing coatings shall prominently display the statement: “This product can only be sold
or used as part of a Faux Finishing coating system.”

1410. Reactive Penetrating Sealers: Effective January 1, 2011, aAll Reactive Penetrating Sealers
shall prominently display the label, “Reactive Penetrating Sealer.”
11.

Effective January 1, 2021, each manufacturer of any colorant subject to this rule shall
display the information listed below on the container (or label) in which the colorant is sold
or distributed.
a
Date Code: The date the colorant was manufactured, or a date code representing the
date, shall be indicated on the label, lid, or bottom of the container. If the
manufacturer uses a date code for any colorant, the manufacturer shall file an
explanation of each code with the APCO.
b.
VOC Content: Each container of any colorant subject to this rule shall display one
of the following values in grams of VOC per liter of colorant:
1) Maximum VOC Content as determined from all product formulations; or
2) VOC Content as determined from actual formulation data; or
3) VOC Content as determined using the test methods in Section G.
If the colorant contains silanes, siloxanes, or other ingredients that generate ethanol or other
VOCs during the curing process, the VOC content must include the VOCs emitted during
curing.

D.

Calculation of VOC Content: For the purpose of determining compliance with the VOC content
limits in Subsection B.1 or B.6, the VOC content of a coating or colorant shall be determined as
defined in Subsections J.61, J.62, or J.63 Section J. The VOC content of low solids coatings shall
be determined in accordance with Subsection J.61. The VOC content of a tint base shall be
determined without colorant that is added after the tint base is manufactured. If the manufacturer
does not recommend thinning, the VOC content shall be calculated for the product as supplied. If
the manufacturer recommends thinning, the VOC content shall be calculated including the
maximum amount of thinning solvent recommended by the manufacturer. If the coating is a multicomponent product, the VOC content shall be calculated as mixed or catalyzed. If the coating
contains silanes, siloxanes, or other ingredients that generate ethanol or other VOCs during the
curing process, the VOC content shall include the VOCs emitted during curing.

E.

Reporting Requirements

Ventura County APCD July 16, 2020 draft

Revision Adopted 01/12/10

RULE 74.2: 9

F.

1.

Sales Data: A responsible official from each manufacturer shall upon request of the
Executive Officer of the Air Resources Board, or his or her delegate, provide data
concerning the distribution and sales of architectural coatings. The responsible official shall
within 180 days provide information, including but not limited to:
a.
Name and mailing address of the manufacturer;
b.
Name, address, and telephone number of a contact person;
c.
Name of the coating product as it appears on the label and the applicable coating
category;
d.
Whether the product is marketed for interior or exterior or both;
e.
Number of gallons sold in California in containers greater than one liter (1.057
quart) and equal to or less than one liter (1.057 quart);
f.
VOC Actual content and VOC Regulatory content in grams per liter. If thinning is
recommended, list the VOC Actual content and VOC Regulatory content after
maximum recommended thinning. If containers less than one liter have a different
VOC content than containers greater than one liter, list separately. If the coating is a
multi-component product, provide the VOC content as mixed or catalyzed.
g.
Names and CAS numbers of the VOC constituents in the product;
h.
Names and CAS numbers of any exempt organic compounds in the product;
i.
Whether the product is marketed as solventborne, waterborne or 100 percent solids;
j.
Description of resin or binder in the product;
k.
Whether the coating is a single-component or multi-component product;
l.
Density of the product in pounds per gallon;
m.
Percent by weight of: solids, all volatile materials, water, and any exempt organic
compounds;
n.
Percent by volume of: solids, water, and any exempt organic compounds.

2.

All sales data listed above in Subsection E.1 shall be maintained by the responsible official
for a minimum of three years. Sales data submitted by the responsible official to the
Executive Officer of the ARB may be claimed as confidential, and such information shall be
handled in accordance with the procedures specified in Title 17, CCR Sections 9100091022.

Exemptions
1.
This rule shall not apply to:
a.
Any architectural coating that is supplied, sold, offered for sale or manufactured for
use outside of the District or for shipment to other manufacturers for reformulation
or repackaging;

2.

b.

Any aerosol coating product.

c.

Any facility which applies coatings to test specimens for purposes of research and
development of those coatings.

Except for the reporting requirements in Section E, this rule shall not apply to any
architectural coating that is sold in a container with a volume of one liter (1.057 quart) or
less, provided the coating containers are not bundled together to be sold as a unit that
exceeds one liter (1.057 quart), and provided the label or product literature does not suggest
combining multiple containers so that the combination does not exceed one liter (1.057
quart). This restriction against bundling small containers shall not apply to small container
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kits where each container in the kit is a separate and unique product, and it shall not apply to
containers packed together for shipping to a retail outlet.

G.

3.

Colorant added at the factory or at the worksite is not subject to the VOC limits in Table 2.
In addition, containers of colorant sold at the point of sale for use in the field or on a job site
are also not subject to the VOC limits in Table 2.

3.

Limited Exemption, Early Compliance: Prior to January 1, 2011, any coating that meets the
definition in Section J for a coating category listed in Subsection B.1 (Table 2) and complies
with the corresponding VOC limit in Table 2 and with the Most Restrictive VOC limit in
Subsection B.2 and the corresponding Labeling Requirement in Section C, if applicable,
shall be considered in compliance with this rule.

Testing Procedures:
1.
Volatile Organic Compound Content: To determine the physical properties of a coating in
order to perform the calculations in Section J.6761 or J.6963, the reference method for VOC
content is EPA Method 24, incorporated by reference in Subsection G.4.i, or South Coast
AQMD Method 313 “Determination of VOC by Gas Chromatography-Mass Spectrometry”
or ASTM Test Method 6886 “Standard Test Method for Determination of the Weight
Percent Individual VOCs in Waterborne Air-Dry Coatings by Gas Chromatography”, except
as provided in Subsections G.2 and G.3. An alternative method to determine the VOC
content of coatings is the SCAQMD Method 304-91 (Revised February 1996), incorporated
by reference in Subsection G.4.j. The exempt compounds content shall be determined by
test methods referenced in Subsections G.4.f, G.4.g, or G.4.h, as applicable. To determine
the VOC content of a coating, the manufacturer may use USEPA Method 24, or an
alternative method as provided in Subsection G.2, formulation data, or any reasonable
means for predicting that the coating has been formulated as intended (e.g. quality assurance
checks, recordkeeping). However, if there are any inconsistencies between the results of a
Method 24 test and any other means for determining VOC content, the Method 24 test
results will govern, except when an alternative method is approved as specified in
Subsection G.2. The APCO may require the manufacturer to conduct a Method 24 analysis.
2.

Alternative Equivalent Test Methods: Other test methods demonstrated to provide results
that are acceptable for purposes of determining compliance with Subsection G.1, after
review and approval in writing by the staffs of the District, ARB and United States
Environmental Protection Agency, may also be used.

3.

Methacrylate Traffic Marking Coatings: Analysis of methacrylate multicomponent coatings
used as traffic marking coatings shall be conducted according to a modification of U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency Method 24 (40 CFR 59, subpart D, Appendix A),
incorporated by reference in Section G.4.k. This method has not been approved for
methacrylate multicomponent coatings used for purposes other than as traffic marking
coatings or for other classes of multicomponent coatings.

4

Test Methods: The following test methods are incorporated by reference herein, and shall
be used to test coatings subject to provisions of this rule:
a.

Fire Resistance Rating: The fire resistance rating of a fire-resistive coating shall be
determined by ASTM Designation E119-18ce107, “Standard Test Methods for Fire
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Tests of Building Construction Materials,” (see Subsection J.1920, Fire-Resistive
Coating).
b.

Tile and Stone Sealers; Performance criteria for penetration of dense tile shall be
determined by ASTM C373 “Standard Test Method for Water Absorption, Bulk
Density, Apparent Porosity, and Apparent Specific Gravity of Fired Whiteware
Products, Ceramic Tiles and Glass Tiles, “ or by ASTM C97/C97M “Standard Test
Methods for Absorption and Bulk Specific Gravity of Dimension Stone,” or by
ASTM C642 “Standard Test Method fo Density, Absorption and Voids in Hardened
Concrete.”
Static coefficient of friction shall be determined by American National Standard
Specification for Ceramic Tile (ANSI A137.1).
Water vapor transmission shall be determined by ASTM E96/96M “Standard Test
Method for Water Vapor Transmission of Materials.”

c.

Gloss Determination: The gloss of a coating shall be determined by ASTM
Designation D523-14(2018)89 (1999), “Standard Test Method for Specular Gloss,”
(see Subsections J.21, J.33 and J.34J.22, J.38, and J.39, Flat Coating, Nonflat
Coating, and Nonflat High Gloss Coating, ).

d.

Metal Content of Coatings: The metallic content of a coating shall be determined by
South Coast Air Quality Management District Method 318-95,”Determination of
Weight Percent Elemental Metal in Coatings by X-Ray Diffraction,” South Coast
Air Quality Management District “Laboratory Methods of Analysis for Enforcement
Samples,” (see Subsections J.3, J.18, and J.31J.3, J.19, and J.36, Aluminum Roof
Coatings, Faux Finish Coatings, and Metallic Pigmented Coating).

e.

Acid Content of Coatings: The acid content of a coating shall be determined by
ASTM Designation D1613-06, “Standard Test Method for Acidity in Volatile
Solvents and Chemical Intermediates Used in Paint, Varnish, Lacquer, and Related
Products,” (see Subsection J.39J.45, Pre-Treatment Wash Primers).

f.

Exempt Compounds – Siloxanes: Exempt compounds that are cyclic, branched, or
linear completely methylated siloxanes, shall be analyzed as exempt compounds for
compliance with Section G by Bay Area Air Quality Management District Method
43, “Determination of Volatile Methylsiloxanes in Solvent-Based Coatings, Inks,
and Related Materials,” Bay Area Air Quality Management District Manual of
Procedures, Volume III, adopted 11/6/96, (see Subsection J.60J.66, Volatile Organic
Compounds, and Subsection G.1).

g.

Exempt Compounds – Acetone, Methy Acetate, t-Butyl Acetate,
Parachlorobenzotrifluoride (PCBTF): These exempt compounds shall be analyzed
as exempt compounds for compliance with Section G by ASTM D6133-02, Standard
Test Method for Acetone, Methyl Acetate, t-Butyl Acetate, or pChlorobenzotrifluoride Content of Solventborne and Waterborne Paints, Coatings,
Resins and Raw Materials by Direct Injection Into a Gas Chromatograph (see
Subsection J.60J.66, Volatile Organic Compounds, and Subsection G.1).
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h.

Other Exempt Compounds: Exempt organic compound content, other than as
determined in Subsections G.4.f or G.4.g shall be determined by using CARB
Method 432, “Determination of Dichloromethane and 1,1,1-Trichloroethane in
Paints and Coatings (September 12, 1998); or CARB Method 422, “Determination
of Volatile Organic Compounds in Emissions from Stationary Sources (January 22,
1987); or South Coast AQMD Method 303-91, “Determination of Exempt
Compounds” (February 1993) (see Subsection J.60J.66, Volatile Organic
Compounds, and Subsection G.1)

i.

VOC Content of Coatings: The VOC content of a coating shall be determined by
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Method 24 as it exists in appendix A of 40
Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) part 60, “Determination of Volatile Matter
Content, Water Content, Density, Volume Solids, and Weight Solids of Surface
Coatings,” (see Subsection G.1)

j.

Alternative VOC Content of Coatings: The VOC content of coatings may be
analyzed either by U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Method 24, or South
Coast AQMD Method 313 “Determination of VOC by Gas Chromatography-Mass
Spectrometry”, or South Coast Air Quality Management District Method 304-91
(Revised 1996), “Determination of Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC) in Various
Materials,” South Coast Air Quality Management District “Laboratory Methods of
Analysis for Enforcement Samples,” (see Subsection G.1)

k.

Methacrylate Traffic Marking Coatings: The VOC content of methacrylate multicomponent coatings used as traffic marking coatings shall be analyzed by the
procedures in 40 CFR part 59, subpart D, appendix A, “Determination of Volatile
Matter Content of Methacrylate Multi-component Coatings Used as Traffic Marking
Coatings, “ (September 11, 1998), (see Subsection G.3).

l.

Hydrostatic Pressure for Basement Specialty Coatings: ASTM D7088-04, “Standard
Practice fro Resistance to Hydrostatic Pressure for Coatings Used in Below-Grade
Applications Applied to Masonry” (see Subsection J.6).

m.

Tub and Tile Refinish Coating Adhesion: ASTM D4585-/D4585M-1899, “Standard
Practice for Testing Water Resistance of Coatings Using Controlled Condensation”
and ASTM D3359-1702, “Standard Test Method for Measuring Adhesion by Tape
Test” (see Subsection J.57J.63).

n.

Tub and Tile Refinish Coating Hardness: ASTM D3363-05 (2011)e2, “Standard
Test Method for Film Hardness by Pencil Test” (see Subsection J.57J.63).

o.

Tub and Tile Refinish Coating Abrasion Resistance: ASTM D4060-1407, “Standard
Test Method for Abrasion Resistance of Organic Coatings by the Taber Abraser”
(see Subsection J.57J.63).

p.

Tub and Tile Refinish Coating Water Resistance: ASTM D4585-99, “Standard
Practice for Testing Water Resistance of Coatings Using Controlled Condensation”
and ASTM D714-02e1, “Standard Test Method for Evaluating Degree of Blistering
of Paints” (see Subsection J.57J.63).
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5.

H.

q.

Waterproofing Membrane: ASTM C836-06, “Standard Specification for High
Solids Content, Cold Liquid-Applied Elastomeric Waterproofing Membrane for Use
with Separate Wearing Course” (see Subsection J.64 J.70).

r.

Mold and Mildew Growth for Basement Specialty Coatings: ASTM D3273-00,
“Standard Test Method for Resistance to Growth of Mold on the Surface of Interior
Coatings in an Environmental Chamber” and ASTM D3274-95, “Standard Test
Method for Evaluating Degree of Surface Disfigurement of Paint Films by Microbial
(Fungal or Algal) Growth or Soil and Dirt Accumulation” (see Subsection J.6).

s.

Reactive Penetrating Sealer – Water Repellency: ASTM C67/C67M-1807,
“Standard Test Methods for Sampling and Testing Brick and Structural Clay Tile”;
or ASTM C97/C97M-1802, “Standard Test Method for Absorption and Bulk
Specific Gravity of Dimension Stone”; or ASTM C140/C140M-18a06, “Standard
Test Methods for Sampling and Testing Concrete Masonry Units and Related Units”
(See Subsection J.41J.47).

t.

Reactive Penetrating Sealer – Water Vapor Transmission: ASTM E96/E96M-05,
“Standard Test Method for Water Vapor Transmission of Materials” (See Subsection
J.41J.47).

u.

Reactive Penetrating Sealer – Chloride Screening Applications: National
Cooperative Highway Research Report 244 (1981), “Concrete Sealers for the
Protection of Bridge Structures” (See Subsection J.41J.47).

v.

Stone Consolidants: ASTM E2167-01, “Standard Guide for Selection and Use of
Stone Consolidants” (see Subsection J.53J.58).

w.

Surface Chalkiness: The chalkiness of a surface shall be determined using ASTM
D4214-98, “Standard Test Methods for Evaluating the Degree of Chalkiness of
Exterior Paint Films,” (see Subsection J.51J.56).

x.

Building Envelope – Air Permeance: ASTM E2178-13, “Standard Test Method for
Air Permeance of Building Materials” (See Subsection J.10)

y.

Building Envelope – Water Resistivity: ASTM E331-00(2016), “Standard Test
Method For Water Penetration Of Exterior Windows, Skylights, Doors, And Curtain
Walls By Uniform Static Air Pressure Difference” or ASTM E96/96M-16,
“Standard Test Methods For Water Vapor Transmission Of Materials” (See
Subsection J.10)

All test methods referenced in this rule shall be the version most recently approved by the
appropriate government entities.

Violations
Failure to comply with any provision of this rule shall constitute a violation of this rule.

Ventura County APCD July 16, 2020 draft

Revision Adopted 01/12/10 RULE 74.2: 14

I.

Severability
Each provision of this rule shall be deemed severable, and in the event that any provision of this
rule is held to be invalid, the remainder of this rule shall continue in full force and effect.

J.

Definitions:
1.

"Adhesive": Any chemical substance that is applied for the purpose of bonding two
surfaces together other than by mechanical means.

2.

"Aerosol Coating Product": A pressurized coating product containing pigments or resins
that dispenses product ingredients by means of a propellant, and is packaged in a disposable
can for hand-held application or for use in specialized equipment for ground traffic/marking
applications.

3.

“Aluminum Roof Coating”: A coating labeled and formulated exclusively for application to
roofs and containing at least 84 grams of elemental aluminum pigment per liter of coating
(at least 0.7 pounds per gallon). Pigment content shall be determined in accordance with
SCAQMD Method 318-95, incorporated by reference in Subsection G.4.d.

4.

"Appurtenances": Any accessory to a stationary structure coated at the site of installation,
whether installed or detached, including but not limited to: bathroom and kitchen fixtures;
cabinets; concrete forms; doors; elevators; fences; hand railings; heating equipment, air
conditioning equipment, and other fixed mechanical equipment or stationary tools;
lampposts; partitions; pipes and piping systems; rain gutters and downspouts; stairways,
fixed ladders, catwalks, and fire escapes; and window screens.

5.

"Architectural Coating": A coating to be applied to stationary structures or their
appurtenances at the site of installation, to portable buildings at the site of installation, to
pavements, to fields or lawns, or to curbs. Coatings applied in shop applications or to
nonstationary structures, such as airplanes, ships, boats, railcars and automobiles, are not
considered to be architectural coatings for the purposes of this rule, nor are adhesives.

6.

“Basement Specialty Coating”: A clear or opaque coating that is labeled and formulated for
application to concrete and masonry surfaces to provide a hydrostatic seal for basements and
other below-grade surfaces and that meets or exceeds the following criteria:

7.

a.

Capable of withstanding at least 10 psi hydrostatic pressure as determined in
accordance with ASTM D7088-0417, which is incorporated by reference in
Subsection G.4.l.

b.

Must be resistant to mold and mildew growth, and must achieve a microbial growth
rate of 8 or more (10 is no growth) as determined in accordance with ASTM D32730016 and ASTM D3274-9509(2017), incorporated by reference in Subsection G.4.r.

"Bitumens": Black or brown materials including, but not limited to, asphalt, tar, pitch and
asphaltite that are soluble in carbon disulfide, consist mainly of hydrocarbons that are
obtained from natural deposits or as residues from the distillation of crude petroleum or
coal.

Ventura County APCD July 16, 2020 draft

Revision Adopted 01/12/10 RULE 74.2: 15

8.

"Bituminous Roof Coating": A coating that incorporates bitumens that is labeled and
formulated exclusively for roofing.

9.

"Bituminous Roof Primer": A primer that incorporates bitumens that is labeled and
formulated exclusively for roofing and intended for the purpose of preparing a weathered or
aged surface or improving the adhesion of subsequent surfacing components.

10.

“Building Envelope”: The ensemble of exterior and demising partitions of a
building that enclose conditioned space.

110.

"Bond Breaker": A coating labeled and formulated for application between layers of
concrete to prevent a freshly poured top layer of concrete from bonding to the layer over
which it is poured.

121.

"Coating": A material applied onto or impregnated into a substrate for protective,
decorative, or functional purposes. Such materials include, but are not limited to, paints,
varnishes, sealers, and stains.

132.

"Colorant": A concentrated pigment dispersion in water, solvent, and/or binder that is added
to an architectural coating after packaging in sale units to produce the desired color.

143.

"Concrete Curing Compound": A coating labeled and formulated for application to freshly
poured concrete to perform one or more of the following functions:
a.
Retard the evaporation of water; or
b.
Harden or dustproof the surface of freshly poured concrete.

154.

“Concrete/Masonry Sealer”: A clear or opaque coating that is labeled and formulated
primarily for application to concrete and masonry surfaces to perform one or more of the
following functions:
a.
Prevent penetration of water; or
b.
Provide resistance against abrasion, alkalis, acids, mildew, staining or ultraviolet
light; or
c.
Harden or dustproof the surface of aged or cured concrete.

16.

“Default Coating”: Any specialty coating (those other than flat or nonflat coatings) that is
not defined in this Section J as any other coating category.

1715. “Driveway Sealer”: A coating labeled and formulated for application to worn asphalt
driveway surfaces to perform one or more of the following functions:
a.
Fill cracks; or
b.
Seal the surface to provide protection; or
c.
Restore or preserve the appearance.
1816. "Dry Fog Coating (Dry Fall)": A coating labeled and formulated only for spray application
such that overspray droplets dry before subsequent contact with incidental surfaces in the
vicinity of the surface coating activity.
1917. "Exempt Organic Compounds": Shall be as defined in Rule 2 of these rules. Exempt
compounds content of a coating shall be determined by test methods as referenced in
Subsections G.4.f, G.4.g, or G.4.h, as applicable.
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2018. "Faux Finishing Coating": A coating labeled and formulated to meet one or more of the
following criteria:
a.
A glaze or textured coating used to create artistic effects, including but not limited
to: dirt, suede, old age, smoke damage, and simulated marble and wood grain; or
b.

A decorative coating used to create a metallic, iridescent, or pearlescent appearance
that contains at least 48 grams of pearlescent mica pigment or other iridescent
pigment per liter of coating as applied; or

c.

A decorative coating used to create a metallic appearance that contains less than 48
grams of elemental metallic pigment per liter of coating as applied, when tested in
accordance with SCAQMD Method 318-95, incorporated by reference in Subsection
G.4.d; or

d.

A decorative coating used to create a metallic appearance that contains 48 grams or
greater of elemental metallic pigment per liter of coating as applied and which
requires a clear topcoat to prevent the degradation of the finish under normal use
conditions. The metallic pigment content shall be determined in accordance with
SCAQMD Method 318-95, incorporated by reference in Subsection G.4.d; or

e.

A clear topcoat to seal and protect a Faux Finishing coating that meets the one of the
above criteria. This clearcoat shall be offered for sale, sold and applied solely as part
of a Faux Finishing coating system, and must be labeled in accordance with
Subsection C.139.

2119. "Fire-Resistive Coating": A coating labeled and formulated to protect the structural
integrity by increasing the fire endurance of interior or exterior steel and other structural
materials. The Fire-Resistive category includes sprayed fire resistive materials and
intumescent fire-resistive coatings that are used to bring structural materials into compliance
with federal, state, and local building codes. The fire-resistive coating and the testing agency
must be approved by building code officials. The Fire-Resistive coating shall be tested in
accordance with ASTM Designation E119-18ce107, incorporated by reference in
Subsection G.4.ab.
20.

"Fire Retardant Coating": A coating labeled and formulated to retard ignition and flame
spread, that has been fire tested and rated by a testing agency approved by building code
officials for use in bringing building and construction materials into compliance with
federal, state, and local building code requirements. The fire-retardant coating shall be
tested in accordance with ASTM Designation E84-07, incorporated by reference in
Subsection G.4.a. The fire retardant coating and testing agency shall be approved by
building code officials.
Effective January 1, 2011, the Fire Retardant coating category is eliminated and coatings
with fire retardant properties will be subject to the VOC limit of their primary coating
category( Flat, Nonflat, Wood, etc.)

2221. "Flat Coating": A coating that does not meet the criteria listed under any other definition in
this rule and that registers gloss less than 15 on an 85-degree meter or less than 5 on a 60-
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degree meter according to ASTM Designation D523-14(2018)89(1999), incorporated by
reference in Subsection G.4.c.
2322. "Floor Coating": An opaque coating that is labeled and formulated for application to
flooring, including, but not limited to, decks, porches, steps, garage floors, and other
horizontal surfaces which may be subject to foot traffic. The Floor Coating category is not
intended for products that are applied to industrial floors, public bathroom floors, or jail
floors. In addition, clear coatings for wood floors are not subject to the VOC limits of this
coating category.
2423. “Form Release Compound": A coating labeled and formulated for application to a concrete
form to prevent the freshly poured concrete from bonding to the form. The form may
consist of wood, metal, or some material other than concrete.
25.

“Formulation Data”: The actual product recipe which itemizes all the ingredients contained
in a product including VOCs and the quantities thereof used by the manufacturer to create
the product. Material Safety Data Sheets (MSDS) are not considered formulation data.

2624. "Graphic Arts Coating (sign paint)": A coating labeled and formulated for hand-application
by artists using brush, airbrush, or roller techniques to indoor and outdoor signs (excluding
structural components) and murals, including lettering enamels, poster colors, copy
blockers, and bulletin enamels.
2725. "High Temperature Industrial Maintenance Coating": A high performance coating labeled
and formulated for application to substrates exposed continuously or intermittently to
temperatures above 400oF (204oC).
2826. "Industrial Maintenance Coating": A high performance architectural coating, including
primers, sealers, undercoaters, intermediate coats, and topcoats, formulated for application
to substrates, including floors, exposed to one or more of the following extreme
environmental conditions listed below and labeled as specified in Subsection C.4.
a.
Immersion in water, wastewater, or chemical solutions (aqueous and non-aqueous
solutions), or chronic exposure of interior surfaces to moisture condensation.
b.
Acute or chronic exposure to corrosive, caustic or acidic agents, or to chemicals,
chemical fumes, or chemical mixtures, or solutions.
c.
Repeated exposure to temperatures above 250oF (121oC).
d.
Repeated (frequent) heavy abrasion, including mechanical wear and repeated
(frequent) scrubbing with industrial solvents, cleansers, or scouring agents.
e.
Exterior exposure of metal structures and structural components.
29.

“Interior Stains”: Stains labeled and formulated exclusively for use on interior surfaces.

30.

“Intumescent”: A material that swells as a result of heat exposure, thus increasing in
volume and decreasing in density.

3127. "Low-Solids Coating": A coating containing one pound or less of solids per gallon (0.12
kilogram or less of solids per liter) of coating material as recommended for application by
the manufacturer. The VOC content for Low-Solids coatings shall be determined in
accordance with Subsection J.61J.67.
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3228. "Magnesite Cement Coating": A coating labeled and formulated for application to
magnesite cement decking to protect the magnesite cement substrate from erosion by water.
33.

“Market”: To facilitate sales through third party vendors including, but not limited to,
catalog or ecommerce sales that bring together buyers and sellers. For the purpose of this
rule, market does not mean to generally promote or advertise coatings.

3429. "Mastic Texture Coating": A coating labeled and formulated to cover holes and minor
cracks, and to conceal surface irregularities, and is applied in a single coat of at least 10 mils
(0.010 inch) dry film thickness.
3530. “Medium Density Fiberboard (MDF): A composite wood product, panel, molding, or other
building material composed of cellulosic fibers (usually wood) made by dry forming and
pressing of a resinated fiber mat.
3631. "Metallic Pigmented Coating": A coating that is labeled and formulated to provide a
metallic appearance. Metallic Pigmented coatings must contain at least 48 grams of
elemental metallic pigment (excluding zinc) per liter of coating as applied, when tested in
accordance with SCAQMD Method 318-95, incorporated by reference in Subsection G.4.d.
The Metallic-Pigmented Coating category does not include Roof Coatings or Zinc-Rich
Primers.
3732. "Multi-Color Coating": A coating that is packaged in a single container and that exhibits
more than one color when applied in a single coat.
3833. "Nonflat Coating": A coating that does not meet the criteria under any other definition in
this rule and that registers a gloss of 15 or greater on an 85 degree meter and 5 or greater on
a 60 degree meter according to ASTM Designation D523-14 (2018)89 (1999), incorporated
by reference in Subsection G.4.c.
3934. "Nonflat- High Gloss Coating": A coating that registers a gloss of 70 or greater on a 60
degree meter according to ASTM Designation D523-14 (2018)89 (1999), incorporated by
reference in Subsection G.4.c. Nonflat-High Gloss coatings must be labeled in accordance
with Subsection C.9.
4035. “Particleboard”: A composite wood product panel, molding, or other building material
composed of a cellulosic material (usually wood) in the form of discrete particles, as
distinguished from fibers, flakes, or strands, that are pressed together with resin.
4136. “Pearlescent”: Exhibiting various colors depending on the angles of illumination and
viewing, as observed in mother-of-pearl.
42.

“Pigmented”: This means containing colorant or dry coloring matter, such as an insoluble
powder, to impart color to a substrate.

4337. “Plywood”: A panel product consisting of layers of wood veneers or composite core
pressed together with resin. Plywood includes panel products made by either hot or cold
pressing (with resin) veneers to a platform.
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4438. "Post-Consumer Coating": A finished coating generated by a business or consumer that has
served their intended end uses, and is recovered from or otherwise diverted from the waste
stream for the purpose of recycling.
4539. "Pre-treatment Wash Primer": A primer which contains at least one-half percent acid, by
weight, when tested in accordance with ASTM Designation D1613-06, incorporated by
reference in Subsection G.4.e, that is labeled and formulated for application directly to bare
metal surfaces to provide corrosion resistance and to promote adhesion of subsequent
topcoats.
4640. "Primer, Sealer, and Undercoater": A coating labeled and formulated for one or more of the
following purposes:
a.
To provide a firm bond between the substrate and the subsequent coatings; or
b.
To prevent subsequent coatings from being absorbed by the substrate; or
c.
To prevent harm to subsequent coatings by materials in the substrate; or
d.
To provide a smooth surface for the subsequent application of coatings; or
e.
To provide a clear finish coat to seal the substrate; or
f.
To block materials from penetrating into or leaching out of a substrate.
4741. “Reactive Penetrating Sealer”: A clear or pigmented coating that is labeled and formulated
for application to above-grade concrete and masonry to provide protection from water and
waterborne contaminants, including but not limited to, alkalis, acids, and salts. Reactive
Penetrating Sealers must penetrate into concrete and masonry and chemically react to form
covalent bonds with naturally occurring minerals in the substrate. Reactive Penetrating
Sealers line the pores of concrete and masonry with a hydrophobic coating, but do not form
a surface film. Reactive Penetrating Sealers must meet all of the following criteria:
a.
Used only for reinforced concrete bridge structures for transportation projects within
5 miles of the coast or above 4,000 feet elevation; or for restoration and/or
preservation projects on registered historic buildings that are under the purview of a
restoration architect.
b.
Penetrate into concrete and masonry substrates and chemically react to form
covalent bonds with naturally occurring minerals in the substrate.
c.
Line the pores of concrete and masonry substrates with a hydrophobic coating, but
does not form a surface film.
d.
Improve water repellency at least 80 percent after application on a concrete or
masonry substrate. This performance must be verified on standardized test
specimens per ASTM C67 or ASTM C97/97M or ASTM C140.
e.
Provide a breathable waterproof barrier for concrete or masonry surfaces that does
not prevent or substantially retard water vapor transmission. This performance must
be verified in standardized test specimens per ASTM E96/E96M or ASTM D6490.
f.
Meet the performance criteria listed in the National Cooperative Highway Research
Report 244 (1981) or later versions, surface chloride screening applications, for
products labeled and formulated for vehicular traffic.
a.
The Reactive Penetrating Sealer must improve water repellency at least 80 percent
after application on concrete or masonry. This performance must be verified on
standardized test specimens, in accordance with one or more of the following
standards, as incorporated by reference in Subsection G.4.t: ASTM C67-07, ASTM
C97-02, or ASTM C140-06; and
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b.

The Reactive Penetrating Sealer must not reduce the water vapor transmission rate
by more than 2 percent after application on concrete or masonry. This performance
must be verified on standardized test specimens, in accordance with ASTM
E96/E96M-05, incorporated by reference in Subsection G.4.t; and

c.

Products labeled and formulated for vehicular traffic surface chloride screening
applications must meet the performance criteria listed in the National Cooperative
Highway Research Project 244 (1981), incorporated by reference in Subsection
G.4.u.

Reactive Penetrating Sealers must be labeled in accordance with Subsection C.1410.
4842. "Recycled Coating": An architectural coating formulated such that it contains a minimum
of 50 percent by volume post-consumer coating, with a maximum of 50 percent by volume
secondary industrial materials or virgin materials.
4943. "Residential": Areas where people reside or lodge, including, but not limited to, single and
multiple family dwellings, condominiums, mobile homes, apartment complexes, motels and
hotels.
5044. "Roof coating": A non-bituminous coating labeled and formulated exclusively for
application to roofs and for the primary purpose of preventing penetration of the substrate
by water, or reflecting heat and ultraviolet radiation.
5145. "Rust Preventative Coating": A coating formulated to prevent the corrosion of metal
surfaces for one or more of the following applications:
a.
Direct-to-metal coating; or
b.
Coating intended for application over rusty, previously coated surfaces.
The Rust Preventative category does not include the following:
c.
Coatings that are required to be applied as a topcoat over a primer; or
d.
Coatings that are intended for use or used on wood or any other nonmetallic surface.
Rust Preventative coatings are for metal substrates only and must be labeled as such, in
accordance with the labeling requirements in Subsection C.65.
5246. "Secondary Industrial Materials ": Products or by-products of the paint manufacturing
process that are of known composition and have economic value but can no longer be used
for their intended purpose.
5347. “Semitransparent Coating”: A coating that contains binders and colored pigments and is
formulated to change the color of the surface, but not conceal the grain pattern or texture.
5448. "Shellac": A clear or opaque coating formulated solely with the resinous secretions of the
lac beetle (Laciffer lacca) and formulated to dry by evaporation without a chemical reaction
providing a quick-drying, solid, protective film for priming and sealing stains and odors;
and for wood finishing excluding floors.

Ventura County APCD July 16, 2020 draft

Revision Adopted 01/12/10 RULE 74.2: 21

5549. "Shop Application": Application of a coating to a product or a component of a product in or
on the premises of a factory or a shop as part of a manufacturing, production, or repairing
process (e.g., original equipment manufacturing coatings).
5650. "Solicit": To require for use or to specify, by written or oral contract.
51.
"Specialty Primer, Sealer and Undercoater": A coating labeled as specified in Subsection
C.7 and that is formulated for application to a substrate to block water-soluble stains resulting from: fire
damage, smoke damage, or water damage. Until January 1, 2012, the Specialty Primer, Sealer, and
Undercoater category includes coatings formulated to seal excessively chalky surfaces. An excessively
chalky surface is one that is defined as having a chalk rating of four or less as determined by ASTM D
4214-98, incorporated by reference in Subsection G.4.w.
5752. "Stain": A semitransparent or opaque coating labeled and formulated to change the color of
a surface but not conceal the grain pattern or texture. Stains labeled and formulated
exclusively for use on interior surfaces are only subject to VOC limits for Interior stains.
5853. “Stone Consolidant”: A coating that is labeled and formulated for application to stone to
repair historical structures that have been damaged by weathering or other decay
mechanisms. Stone Consolidants must penetrate into stone to create bonds between
particles and consolidate deteriorated material. Stone Consolidants must be specified and
used in accordance with ASTM E2167-01, incorporated by reference in Subsection G.4.v.
Stone Consolidants are for professional use only and must be labeled as such, in accordance
with the labeling requirements of Subsection C.106.
5954. "Swimming Pool Coating": A coating labeled and formulated to coat the interior of
swimming pools and to resist swimming pool chemicals. Swimming pool coatings include
coatings used for swimming pool repair and maintenance.
60.

“Tile and Stone Sealers”: Clear or pigmented sealers that are used for sealing tile, stone, or
grout to provide resistance against water, alkalis, acids, ultraviolet light or staining and
which meet one of the following subcategories:
a.
Penetrating sealers are polymer solutions that cross-link in the substrate and must
meet the following criteria:
1)
A fine particle structure to penetrate dense tile such as porcelain with
absorption as low as 0.10 percent per ASTM C373, ASTM C97/C97M, or
ASTM C642.
2)
Retain or increase static coefficient of friction per ANSI A137.1.
3)
Not create a topical surface film on the tile or stone, and
4)
Allow vapor transmission per ASTM E96/96M.
b.
Film forming sealers which leave a protective film on the surface.

6155. "Tint Base": An architectural coating to which colorant is added after packaging in sale
units to produce a desired color.
6256. "Traffic Marking Coating": A coating labeled and formulated for marking and striping
streets, highways, or other traffic surfaces including, but not limited to, curbs, berms,
driveways, parking lots, sidewalks, and airport runways. This coating category shall also
include methacrylate multicomponent coatings used as traffic marking coatings. The VOC
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content of methacrylate multicomponent coatings shall be determined by the procedures in
40 CFR Part 59, Subpart D, Appendix A.
6357. “Tub and Tile Refinish Coating”: A clear or opaque coating that is labeled and formulated
exclusively for refinishing the surface of a bathtub, shower, sink, or countertop. Tub and
Tile Refinish coatings must meet all of the following criteria:
a.
The coating must have a scratch hardness of 3H or harder and a gouge hardness of
4H or harder. This must be determined on Bonderite 1000, in accordance with
ASTM D3363-05 (2011)e2, incorporated by reference in Subsection G.4.n.
b.

The coating must have a weight loss of 20 milligrams or less after 1000 cycles. This
must be determined with CS-17 wheels on Bonderite 1000, in accordance with
ASTM D4060-1407, incorporated by reference in Subsection G.4.o.

c.

The coating must withstand 1000 hours or more of exposure with few or no #8
blisters. This must be determined on unscribed Bonderite, in accordance with
ASTM D4585-99 and ASTM D714-02e1, incorporated by reference in Subsection
G.4.p.

d.

The coating must have an adhesion rating of 4B or better after 24 hours of recovery.
This must be determined on unscribed Bonderite, in accordance with ASTM D4585/D4585M-1899 and ASTM D3359-1702, incorporated by reference in Subsection
G.4.m.

6458. “Veneer”: Thin sheets of wood peeled or sliced from logs for use in the manufacture of
wood products such as plywood, laminated veneer lumber, or other products.
6559. “Virgin Materials”: Materials that contain no post-consumer coatings or secondary
industrial materials.
6660. "Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC)": Shall have the same meaning as Reactive Organic
Compounds (ROC) as defined in Rule 2 of these rules.
6761. “VOC Actual”: The weight of VOC per volume of coating and is calculated by the
following equation:
VOC Actual
Ws - Ww - Wes
_____________
=
Vm
Where:

VOC Actual = Grams of VOC per liter of coating (also known as
“Material VOC”)
Ws
= Weight of volatile compounds (grams)
Ww
= Weight of water (grams)
Wes
= Weight of exempt organic compounds (grams)
Vm
= Volume of coating or colorant (liters)

6862. "VOC Content": The weight of VOC per volume of coating. VOC content is VOC
Regulatory, as defined in Subsection J.63J.69, for all coatings or colorants except those in
the Low Solids category. For coatings or colorants in the Low Solids category, the VOC
content is VOC Actual, as defined in Subsection J.61J.67. If the coating is a multiVentura County APCD July 16, 2020 draft
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component product, the VOC content is VOC Regulatory as mixed or catalyzed. If the
coating contains silanes, siloxanes, or other ingredients that generate ethanol or other VOCs
during the curing process, the VOC content must include the VOCs emitted during curing.
6963. "VOC Regulatory”: The weight of VOC per volume of coating or colorant, less the volume
of water and exempt organic compounds, and is calculated by the following equation:
VOC Regulatory
Ws - Ww - Wes
_____________
=
Vm - Vw - Ves
Where : VOC Regulatory = Grams of VOC per liter of coating or colorant, less water and
exempt organic compounds (also know as “Coating VOC”)
Ws
=
Weight of volatile compounds (grams)
Ww
=
Weight of water (grams)
Wes
=
Weight of exempt organic compounds (grams)
Vm
=
Volume of coating or colorant material (liters)
Vw
=
Volume of water (liters)
Ves
=
Volume of exempt organic compounds (liters)
7064. “Waterproofing Membrane”: A clear or opaque coating that is labeled and formulated for
application to concrete and masonry to provide a seamless waterproofing membrane that
prevents any penetration of liquid water into the substrate. Waterproofing Membranes are
intended for the following waterproofing applications: below-grade surfaces, between
concrete slabs, inside tunnels, inside concrete planters, and under flooring materials.
Waterproofing Membranes must meet the following criteria:
a.
Coating must be applied in a single coat of at least 25 mils (at least 0.025 inch) dry
film thickness; and
b.
Coatings must meet or exceed the requirements contained in ASTM C836/C836M0618, incorporated by reference in Subsection G.4.q.
The Waterproofing Membrane category does not include topcoats that are included in the
Concrete/Masonry Sealer category (e.g., parking deck topcoats, pedestrian deck topcoats,
etc.).
7165. “Wood Coatings”: Coatings labeled and formulated for application to wood substrates only.
The Wood Coatings category includes the following clear and semitransparent coatings:
lacquers; varnishes; sanding sealers; penetrating oils; clear stains; wood conditioners used as
undercoats; and wood sealers used as topcoats. The Wood Coatings category also includes
the following opaque wood coatings: opaque lacquers; opaque sanding sealers; and opaque
lacquer undercoaters. The Wood Coatings category does not include the following: clear
sealers that are labeled and formulated for use on concrete or masonry; or coatings intended
for substrates other than wood.
Wood Coatings must be labeled for “For Wood Substrates Only,” in accordance with
Subsection C.117.
7266. "Wood Preservative": A coating labeled and formulated to protect exposed wood from
decay or insect attack, that is registered with both the U.S. EPA under Federal Insecticide,
Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act (7 United States Code (USC) Section 136, et seq.) and with
the California Department of Pesticide Regulation.
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7367. “Wood Substrate”: A substrate made of wood, particleboard, plywood, medium density
fiberboard, rattan, wicker, bamboo, or composite products with exposed wood grain. Wood
products do not include items comprised of simulated wood.
7468. “Zinc-Rich Primer”: A coating that meets all of the following specifications:
a.
Coating contains at least 65 percent metallic zinc powder or dust by weight of total
solids.
b.
Coating is formulated for application to metal substrates to provide a firm bond
between the substrate and subsequent coatings.
c.
Coating is intended for professional use only and is labeled as such in accordance
with labeling requirements in Subsection C.129.
69.
"Antenna Coating": A coating labeled and formulated exclusively for application to
equipment and associated structural appurtenances that are used to receive or transmit
electromagnetic signals. Effective January 1, 2011, a coating meeting this definition will be
subject to the applicable category in Subsection B.1, Table 2, except as provided in
Subsection B.2, Most Restrictive VOC Limits.
70.
"Antifouling Coating": A coating labeled and formulated for application to submerged
stationary structures and their appurtenances to prevent or reduce the attachment of marine
or freshwater organisms. To qualify as a antifouling coating, the coating shall be registered
with both the U.S.EPA under the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide and Rodenticide Act (7
U.S.C. Section 136, et seq.) and with the California Department of Pesticide Regulation.
Effective January 1, 2011, a coating meeting this definition will be subject to the applicable
category in Subsection B.1, Table 2, except as provided in Subsection B.2, Most Restrictive
VOC Limits.
71.
"Clear Brushing Lacquers": Clear wood finishes, excluding clear lacquer sanding sealers,
formulated with nitrocellulose or synthetic resins to dry by solvent evaporation without
chemical reaction and to provide a solid protective film, which are intended exclusively for
application by brush, and which are labeled as specified in Subsection C.5. Effective
January 1, 2011, a coating meeting this definition will be subject to the applicable category
in Subsection B.1, Table 2, except as provided in Subsection B.2, Most Restrictive VOC
Limits.
72.
"Clear Wood Coatings": Clear and semi-transparent coatings, including lacquers and
varnishes, applied to wood substrates to provide a transparent or translucent solid film.
Effective January 1, 2011, a coating meeting this definition will be subject to the applicable
category in Subsection B.1, Table 2, except as provided in Subsection B.2, Most Restrictive
VOC Limits.
73.
"Flow Coating": A coating labeled and formulated exclusively for use by electric power
companies or their subcontractors to maintain the protective coating systems present on
utility transformer units. Effective January 1, 2011, a coating meeting this definition will be
subject to the applicable category in Subsection B.1, Table 2, except as provided in
Subsection B.2, Most Restrictive VOC Limits.
74.
"Lacquer": A clear or opaque wood coating, including clear lacquer sanding sealers,
formulated with cellulosic or synthetic resins to dry by evaporation without chemical
reaction and provide a solid protective film. Effective January 1, 2011, a coating meeting
this definition will be subject to the applicable category in Subsection B.1, Table 2, except
as provided in Subsection B.2, Most Restrictive VOC Limits
75.
"Quick-Dry Enamel": A non-flat coating that is labeled as specified in Subsection C.8 and
that is formulated to have the following characteristics:
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a.
Is capable of being applied directly from the container under normal conditions,
normal conditions being ambient temperatures between 60oF (16oC) and 80oF (27oC);
b.
When tested in accordance with ASTM Designation D 1640-95, they shall sets to
touch in two hours or less, dry hard in eight hours or less, and be tack free in four hours or
less by the mechanical test method; and
c.

76.

77.

78.

79.

80.

81.

82.

Has a dried film gloss of 70 or above on a 60 degree meter.

Effective January 1, 2011, a coating meeting this definition will be subject to the applicable
category in Subsection B.1, Table 2, except as provided in Subsection B.2, Most Restrictive
VOC Limits.
"Quick-Dry Primer, Sealer, and Undercoater" A primer, sealer, or undercoater that is dry to
the touch in one-half hour and can be recoated in 2 hours (ASTM Designation D1640-95
Effective January 1, 2011, a coating meeting this definition will be subject to the applicable
category in Subsection B.1, Table 2, except as provided in Subsection B.2, Most Restrictive
VOC Limits.
"Sanding Sealer": A clear or semi-transparent wood coating labeled and formulated for
application to bare wood to seal the wood and to provide a coat that can be abraded to create
a smooth surface for subsequent applications of coatings. A sanding sealer that also meets
the definition of a lacquer is not included in this category, but is included in the lacquer
category. Effective January 1, 2011, a coating meeting this definition will be subject to the
applicable category in Subsection B.1, Table 2, except as provided in Subsection B.2, Most
Restrictive VOC Limits.
"Swimming Pool Repair and Maintenance Coating": A rubber based coating labeled and
formulated to be used rubber based coatings for the repair and maintenance of swimming
pools. Effective January 1, 2011, a coating meeting this definition will be subject to the
applicable category in Subsection B.1, Table 2, except as provided in Subsection B.2, Most
Restrictive VOC Limits.
"Temperature-Indicator Safety Coating": A coating labeled and formulated as a colorchanging indicator coating for the purpose of monitoring the temperature and safety of the
substrate, underlying piping, or underlying equipment, and for application to substrates
continuously or intermittently exposed to temperatures above 400oF (204oC). Effective
January 1, 2011, a coating meeting this definition will be subject to the applicable category
in Subsection B.1, Table 2, except as provided in Subsection B.2, Most Restrictive VOC
Limits.
"Varnish": A clear or semi-transparent wood coating, excluding lacquers and shellacs,
formulated to dry by chemical reaction on exposure to air. Varnishes may contain small
amounts of pigment to color a surface, or to control the final sheen or gloss of the finish.
Effective January 1, 2011, a coating meeting this definition will be subject to the applicable
category in Subsection B.1, Table 2, except as provided in Subsection B.2, Most Restrictive
VOC Limits.
"Waterproofing Sealer": A coating labeled and formulated for application to a porous
substrate for the primary purpose of preventing the penetration of water. Effective January
1, 2011, a coating meeting this definition will be subject to the applicable category in
Subsection B.1, Table 2, except as provided in Subsection B.2, Most Restrictive VOC
Limits.
"Waterproofing Concrete/Masonry Sealer": A clear or pigmented film-forming coating that
is labeled and formulated for sealing concrete and masonry to provide resistance against
water, alkalis, acids, ultraviolet light and staining. Effective January 1, 2011, a coating
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meeting this definition will be subject to the applicable category in Subsection B.1, Table 2,
except as provided in Subsection B.2, Most Restrictive VOC Limits.
Table of Standards (Specialty Coatings – Organized by Substrate)7

SUBSTRATE

SPECIALTY COATING
CATEGORY
Asphalt
Driveway Sealer
Concrete/Masonry Basement Specialty
Bond Breaker
Concrete Curing Compounds
Concrete/Masonry Sealers
Magnesite Cement
Mastic Texture Coating
Reactive Penetrating Sealer
Stone Consolidants

CURRENT
LIMIT8,9
10050
400
350
350
350100
450
300100
350
450

EFFECTIVE
1/1/201221

7

Table of Standards Organized by Substrate is for illustrative purposes only, and does not in any way modify the definitions of
coating categories in Section J.
8
The specified limits remain in effect unless revised limits are listed in subsequent columns in the table.
9
Conversion factor: one pound VOC per gallon (U.S.) = 119.95 grams VOC per liter.
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SUBSTRATE

SPECIALTY COATING
CATEGORY

CURRENT
LIMIT10,11

Swimming Pool
Waterproofing Membrane
Floor
Floor Coatings
Metal
Pre-Treatment Wash Primer
Rust Preventative
Roof
Aluminum Roof Coating
Bituminous Roof Coating
Bituminous Roof Primer
Roof Coatings
Wood
Wood Coatings
Wood Preservatives
Various Substrates Building Envelope Coating
Dry Fog Coating
Faux Finishing
Fire Resistive
Form Release Compound
Graphic Arts Coatings
High Temperature I.M.
Industrial Maintenance
Low-Solids Coating
Metallic Pigmented
Multi-Color
Primers, Sealers & Undercoaters
Recycled Coatings
Shellac –Clear
Shellac – Opaque
Specialty Primers Sealers &
Undercoaters
Stains (Exterior/Dual)
Interior Stains
Traffic Marking
Tub & Tile Refinishing
Zinc-Rich Primers

10
11

340
400250
250100
420
400250
500400
30050
350
25050
680275
350
400150
350
350
250
500
420
250
120
500
250
200100
250
730
550
350
250
250
150100
420
500340

EFFECTIVE
1/1/2021

100
50

100

50
50
150
100

100

100
100

The specified limits remain in effect unless revised limits are listed in subsequent columns in the table.
Conversion factor: one pound VOC per gallon (U.S.) = 119.95 grams VOC per liter.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Staff is proposing to adopt amendments to Rule 74.2,
Architectural Coatings, to reduce the reactive organic
compound (ROC) emissions from the coating of
structures and their appurtenances. This rule
development is based on the current ROC limits on
coatings and colorants adopted by the Air Resources
Board 2019 Suggested Control Measure (SCM). A
survey of architectural coatings in the county
indicates that available coatings now meet current
2019 SCM ROC limits.
At this time, staff is not proposing to eliminate the
small container exemption from rule requirements
that allows the sale of 1 liter or smaller coating
containers (1.057 quarts) without regard to ROC
content. South Coast AQMD has eliminated this
exemption in Rule 1113 for many categories. Staff
may consider eliminating these exemptions in the
future. According to emission inventory in the South
Coast district, small coating containers are only one
percent of the sales volume, but emit almost 20
percent of the ROC emissions from architectural
coatings.
Ventura County is designated as a nonattainment area
for the state ozone standard and a serious
nonattainment area for the federal ozone standard.
The California Clean Air Act requires areas
designated as serious nonattainment for ozone to
adopt control measures required in Sections 40913,
40914, and 40919 of the California Health and Safety
Code (H & SC):
➢

➢

Section 40913 requires districts to develop a plan
to achieve California’s ambient air quality
standard by the earliest practicable date. Control
Measure R-303-2020 in the District’s 2016 Air
Quality Management Plan references the
architectural coatings rule. Rule 74.2 is being
amended to implement this control measure.
Section 40914 requires each district plan to
demonstrate that the plan includes “every
feasible measure.” Districts must adopt the most
effective and feasible control measures to reduce
ROC emissions from architectural coatings.
Amendments to Rule 74.2 are being proposed to
meet this requirement.

Staff is proposing to reduce ROC emissions from
architectural coating operations in Ventura County by
reducing the ROC content of the following coating
categories: nonflats; nonflat – high gloss; dry fog;
fire resistive; floor; form release compounds;

aluminum roof coatings; waterproofing membranes;
and exterior stain coatings. Additionally, staff is
proposing to further reduce ROC emissions or
improve rule clarity by adding the following new
specialty coating categories: Interior Stains; Building
Envelope Coatings; Tile and Stone Sealers; and a
Default category.
Proposed amendments to Rule 74.2 will affect many
architectural coatings used on new structures and
their appurtenances and used to maintain existing
structures and appurtenances. This rule impacts
field-applied architectural coatings rather than those
applied in a spray booth.
The estimated ROC emission reductions from the
proposed amendments are approximately 22.12 tons
per year emission reductions, or about 9 percent
reduction from the current inventory.
Ventura County APCD staff included cost estimates
provided by CARB’s analysis found in the 2019
SCM. The cost-effectiveness ranged from -$6 per
pound of ROC reduced when switching to a
compliant dry fog coating to over $19 per pound of
ROC reduced when switching to a compliant floor
coating with an average cost effectiveness of $1.85
per pound of ROC reduced. These cost increases
only apply to one and five gallon specialty coating
containers since one quart containers would continue
to be exempt from rule requirements.
This report contains five additional sections: (1)
Background, (2) Proposed Rule Requirements, (3)
Comparison of Proposed Rule Requirements with
Other Air Pollution Control Requirements, (4) Impact
of the Proposed Rule, and (5) Environmental Impacts
and Methods of Compliance. The first section
provides background information including
regulatory history, latest air pollution control
technology and source description. The second
section explains the key features of proposed
amendments to Rule 74.2. The third section
compares the proposed requirements with existing
federal requirements and Best Available Control
Technology (BACT). The fourth section is an
analysis of the effect of the proposed rule on ROC
emissions and socioeconomic impacts. The last
section examines the environmental impacts of
compliance methods and the mitigation of those
impacts.
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BACKGROUND

Introduction
Architectural Coatings are defined as any coating
applied to a stationary structure and their
appurtenances, to mobile homes, to portable
buildings, to pavements, or to curbs. Architectural
coatings are formulated with a variety of components
including pigments, resins, solvents, and different
additives such as driers, anti-skinning agents, anti-sag
agents, dispersing agents, defoaming agents,
preservatives and fungicides. The primary source of
air emissions from architectural coatings is the
solvent component in solvent-based coatings and the
co-solvents from waterborne coatings.
Currently, architectural coatings in Ventura County
are regulated by Rule 74.2, which was first adopted
on June 19, 1979, and was based on the ARB’s 1977
Model Rule. ARB and the air districts subsequently
revised this model rule in 1985, 1989, 2000, and
2007. The 2007 Suggested Control Measure (SCM)
was the basis for the last major revisions to this rule
in 2010. VCAPCD attempted to amend Rule 74.2
again in 2017. However, due to comments received
by industry, staff postponed rule development to
allow ARB to adopt the 2019 SCM.
The need to revisit Rule 74.2 has arisen because of
advances in coatings technology over the past seven
years, the need for emission reductions to attain
health-based air quality standards in Ventura County,
an updated SCM by ARB, and the need for a
contingency measure for potentially not meeting the
2008 federal ozone standard of 75 ppb. The
proposed amendments to Rule 74.2 are based on the
2019 SCM developed by ARB.
As a neighboring air district to SCAQMD, Ventura
County is part of the Southern California distribution
network for architectural coatings. A recent survey
of architectural coatings being sold in the county
indicates that almost all of them were manufactured

to meet the current ROC coating content limits
required by SCAQMD Rule 1113 which are as
stringent or exceed the ROC limits in the 2019 SCM.
Thus, the proposed amendments to Rule 74.2 which
adopt limits less stringent than SCAQMD should not
impact the ability of coating retailers to provide
compliant coatings. Currently, there are no paint
manufacturing companies in the county.
Another important factor that allows Ventura County
to adopt lower limits is that South Coast’s Rule 1113
no longer contains averaging provisions that are used
for compliance purposes. The use of these provisions
required detailed reporting and recordkeeping
requirements for industry, and intensive AQMD staff
resources to review and approve these compliance
plans. Today, coatings sold or applied in the South
Coast district are required to meet their respective
individual coating category ROC limit. Thus, these
ROC coating limits are easily translated to being
available in Ventura County without the need for
resource-intensive averaging provisions that favor
larger coating manufacturers with broad product lines
necessary to take advantage of averaging allowances.
EPA promulgated the National Volatile Organic
Compound Emission Standards for Architectural
Coatings (National Architectural Coatings Rule) in
1998. Existing Rule 74.2 is more stringent than the
national rule for all coating categories.

Emission Inventory
The quantity of ROC emissions from the use of
architectural coatings has been estimated at 0.75 tons
of ROC per day from the latest ARB Survey (2013).
The emissions reductions from proposed amendments
to Rule 74.2 are about 9 percent of the inventory or
22.12 tons ROC per year.
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PROPOSED RULE REQUIREMENTS
This section summarizes the major proposed
requirements of proposed amendments to Rule 74.2.
The proposed new ROC limits are listed in Table 1
and Table 2. In all cases, products are available
today that comply with proposed new limits. The
major changes are listed below:
1.

Lowered the ROC limit for coating
categories including: Nonflats; NonflatsHigh Gloss; Dry Fog Coatings; Fire
Resistive; Floor Coatings; Form-Release
Compounds; Aluminum Roof Coatings;
Exterior Stains; and Waterproofing
Membranes. The limits will go into effect
July 1, 2021.

2.

Deleted the Specialty Primer, Sealer, and
Undercoater Category, and these coatings
are now regulated as just Primer, Sealers and
Undercoaters.

3.

Added the following new specialty coating
categories: Interior Stains, Building
Envelope Coatings, and Tile and Stone
Sealers.

4.

A new Default Coating Category at 50 g/l is
any specialty coating that is not defined by a
specified definition in the rule. This is for
clarification purposes, as past versions
required undefined coatings to comply with
Flat, Nonflat or Nonflat-High Gloss limits.

5.

In addition, the proposed amendments
would include lower ROC content limits for
colorants based on the same limits from the
2019 SCM. Colorant are defined as a
concentrated pigment dispersion in water,
solvent, and/or binder, that is added to an
architectural coating after packaging in sale
units to produce a desired color.

In order to more easily understand the applicability of
the new coating categories, the important
characteristics are summarized as follows:
Building Envelope Coatings: During 2019 SCM
development ARB staff determined that this new
category, formerly associated with Waterproofing
Membranes, was commercially and technologically
feasible to reduce ROC content beyond the parent
category. Staff proposed Building Envelope

Coatings have a reduced VOC limit of 50 grams per
liter.
Interior Stains: Although exterior stains can comply
with the proposed ROC content limit of 100 grams
per liter, interior stains will continue to be regulated
at the current ROC content limit of 250 grams per
liter. This is an example of creating a new specialty
subcategory subject to existing ROC content limits
because of the difficulty in complying with proposed
new lower limits for the parent coating category
(stains).
Tile and Stone Sealers: This new category has the
same ROC content limit as the existing limit for
concrete/masonry sealers. This additional category is
included for clarification purposes.
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Table 1. Proposed ROC Limits for Coatings
COATING CATEGORY

DEFAULT
Flat Coatings
Nonflat Coatings
Nonflat–High Gloss
SPECIALTY COATINGS
Basement Specialty Coatings
Bituminous Roof
Bituminous Roof Primer
Building Envelope Coating
Bond Breaker
Concrete Curing Compounds
Concrete/Masonry Sealers
Driveway Sealers
Dry Fog Coatings
Faux Finishing Coatings
Fire Resistive Coatings
Floor Coatings
Form-Release Compounds
Graphic Arts-Sign Paints
High Temperature Industrial Maintenance
(IM) Coatings
Industrial Maintenance Coatings
Low Solids Coatings4
Magnesite Cement Coatings
Mastic Coatings
Metallic Pigmented Coatings
Multi-Color Coatings

1
2
3
4

CURRENT
LIMIT (g/l)1,2

50
100
150

PROPOSED LIMIT
EFFECTIVE
1/1/2021 (g/l)3
50
50
50

400
50
350
50
350
350
100
50
150
350
350
100
250
500
420

50
150
50
100

250
120
450
100
500
250

The specified limits remain in effect unless revised limits are listed
in subsequent columns in the table.
Conversion factor: one pound ROC per gallon (U.S.) = 119.95 grams ROC
per liter.
ROC limits, unless otherwise noted, are defined by 74.2.J.67 and
74.2.J.69.
Units for low-solid coatings are grams of ROC per liter (pounds of ROC
per gallon) of coating, including water and exempt compounds.
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Table 1 (continued) Proposed ROC Limits for Coatings
COATING CATEGORY

CURRENT
LIMIT (g/l)5,6

Pretreatment Wash Primers
Primers, Sealer & Undercoaters
Reactive Penetrating Sealers
Recycled Coatings
Roof Coatings
Roof Coatings, Aluminum
Rust Preventative Coatings
Shellacs – Clear
Shellacs – Opaque
Stains: Exterior/Dual Use
Interior Stains

420
100
350
250
50
400
250
730
550
250

Stone Consolidants
Swimming Pool Coatings
Tile and Stone Sealers
Traffic Marking Coatings
Tub & Tile Refinish
Waterproofing Membranes
Wood Coatings
Wood Preservatives
Zinc-Rich Primers

450
340
100
100
420
250
275
350
340

PROPOSED
LIMIT
EFFECTIVE
1/1/2021
(g/l)7

100

100
250

100

Table 2. Proposed ROC Limits for Colorants
COLORANT ADDED TO:
Architectural Coating excluding I.M.
Coating
Solvent-Based I.M. Coating
Waterborne IM Coating
Wood Coating

5
6
7

PROPOSED LIMIT EFFECTIVE
1/1/2021 (g/l)7
50
600
50
600

The specified limits remain in effect unless revised limits are listed
in subsequent columns in the table.
Conversion factor: one pound ROC per gallon (U.S.) = 119.95 grams ROC
per liter.
ROC limits, unless otherwise noted, are defined by 74.2.J.67 and
74.2.J.69.
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COMPARISON OF PROPOSED RULE REQUIREMENTS
WITH OTHER AIR POLLUTION CONTROL REQUIREMENTS

H & SC Section 40727.2 requires districts to compare
the requirements of a proposed revised rule with
other air pollution control requirements. These other
air pollution control requirements include federal
regulations, Best Available Control Technology
(BACT), and any other District’s rule that applies to
the same equipment or process. Proposed
amendments to Rule 74.2 are more stringent than
those in the United States Environmental Protection
Agency’s national rule and are based on the 2019
ARB Suggested Control Measure.

are not architectural coatings; or they are not sold in
California. Staff has also analyzed the additional
coating categories in the national rule and concluded
that for all of the categories except one coating
category (Calcimine Recoater Coating), they are not
needed because they would be subject to another
coating category in the proposed rule or to another
district coating rule. Staff has also determined that
the Calcimine Recoater Coating is unique to the New
England area and, therefore, this category is not
necessary for the proposed rule.

No other District rules have air pollution control
requirements that would conflict with Rule 74.2
requirements. Wood coatings applied in a shop or
wood product fabrication facility are subject to
VCAPCD Rule 74.30, Wood Coatings, instead of
Rule 74.2. Similarly, metal products coated in a shop
are subject to Rule 74.12, Metal Parts and Products.

Comparison with BACT

Comparison with National Rule
There are many differences between proposed
amendments to Rule 74.2 and the national
architectural coatings rule, which became effective
on September 13, 1999. The national rule only
applies to manufacturers and importers of
architectural coatings while Rule 74.2 applies to
manufacturers, distributors, retailers, and users of
architectural coatings. The national rule also has
generally less restrictive ROC limits than Rule 74.2.
For example, the proposed ROC limits in the national
rule for the three largest categories (flats, non-flats,
and industrial maintenance coatings) are 250, 380,
and 450 grams per liter, respectively. This compares
with the ROC limits of 50 grams per liter for flats and
nonflats, and 250 grams per liter for industrial
maintenance coatings in proposed amendments to
Rule 74.2. The national rule also includes 30
additional specialty categories not included in
proposed amendments to Rule 74.2. The “national”
categories are regulated by one of the existing
coating categories in Rule 74.2. Air Resources Board
(ARB) staff analyzed these additional national
categories and found it was not necessary to add most
of them to the 2019 SCM because: there are
complying products that may be regulated under
other coating categories in existing district rules; they

SCAQMD Rule 1113 ROC Limits could be Best
Available Control Technology (BACT) because it
would be the most effective emission control device,
emission limit, or technique that has been required or
used for this type of equipment. Unlike SCAQMD
Rule 1113, the proposed amendments to VCAPCD
Rule 74.2 do not include SCAQMD provisions to
eliminate the small container exemption. Although
small architectural coating containers (1 quart or
smaller) represent only one percent of the sales, they
represent 20 percent of the ROC emission inventory.
For this reason, SCAQMD Rule 1113 may still
represent Best Available Control Technology.

Comparison of Air Pollution Control
Requirement Elements
Health and Safety Code Section 40727.2.(c) requires
the district review the following elements in the
comparative analysis between proposed amendments
to Rule 74.2 and federal and BACT rules:
•
Operating parameters and work practice
requirements.
•
Monitoring, reporting and recordkeeping
requirements, including test methods,
format, content and frequency.
•
Any other element the district determines
warrants review.
The coating (emission) limits in proposed
amendments to Rule 74.2 are stated as grams of ROC
per liter of coating less water and less exempt organic
compounds. These units are identical to the units in
both the national rule and SCAQMD Rule 1113.
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There are no air pollution control requirements
involving operating parameters in any of the rules
subject to this analysis. Proposed amendments to
Rule 74.2 include a work practice requirement that
calls for closing coating and solvent containers when
not in use. Similar requirements are found in the
national rule and SCAQMD Rule 1113.

Test Methods that have been included in proposed
Rule 74.2 are needed to determine ROC content and
other coating characteristics. These test methods do
not conflict with test methods cited in the national
rule or SCAQMD Rule 1113. District staff has
determined there are no other air pollution control
requirement elements that warrant review in this
comparative analysis.

There are no monitoring or recordkeeping
requirements in proposed amendments to Rule 74.2.

IMPACT OF THE PROPOSED RULE REVISIONS
ROC Emissions Impacts
The emission reduction potential of proposed
amendments to Rule 74.2 is estimated at 22.12 tons
of ROC per year, or about 9 percent ROC emission
reductions from the current emission inventory. This
estimate is based on the impact from the ROC
content limit reductions for all the affected coating
categories and colorants provided in the 2019 ARB
SCM Staff Report.

Socioeconomic Impacts Analysis
H & SC Section 40728.5 requires a district to
perform an assessment of the socioeconomic impacts
before adopting, amending, or repealing a rule that
will significantly affect air quality or emission
limitations. The district board is required to actively
consider the socioeconomic impact of the proposal
and make a good faith effort to minimize adverse
socioeconomic impacts.
H & SC Section 40728.5 defines “socioeconomic
impact” as the following:
1.
The type of industry or business, including
small business, affected by the rule.
2.
The impact of the rule on employment and
the economy of the region.
3.
The range of probable costs, including costs
to industry or business, including small
business.
4.
The availability and cost-effectiveness of
alternatives to the proposed rule.
5.
The emission reduction potential of the rule.
6.
The necessity of adopting the rule to attain
state and federal ambient air standards.
The South Coast Air Quality Management District
(SCAQMD) amended their architectural coating Rule

1113 in 1996, 1999, 2001, 2002, 2003, 2004, 2006,
2007, 2011, 2013 and 2016. SCAQMD routinely
runs regional economic models to determine
socioeconomic impacts of their rule adoptions and
did so for their Rule 1113 adoptions.
Traditionally, Ventura County APCD has not used
regional economic models in their socioeconomic
analyses and is not proposing to do so in this rule
development. ARB staff has indicated that it is not
necessary for the districts to use a regional economic
model to perform the economic analysis for the
purpose of adopting amendments to Rule 74.2
because the cost increase associated with the
proposed amendments are small in comparison with
the regional economy.
Types of Affected Business and Industry
Including Small Business
Proposed amendments to Rule 74.2 would potentially
impact: (i) industries engaged in manufacturing paint,
varnishes, enamels and allied products (SIC 2851);
(ii) end users of architectural coatings, including doit-yourself consumers, painting contractors (SIC
1721) that may be small businesses, and maintenance
personnel; and (iii) suppliers, sellers, and solicitors of
architectural coatings (SIC 5198, 5231). New
construction and maintenance of the following may
be impacted by this proposal: buildings;
transportation infrastructure; industrial structures
such as aboveground tanks; and any stationary
structure or appurtenance. At the current time, there
are no coating manufacturers operating in the county.
Economic Impacts and Range of Probable Costs
Introduction: Since there are no coating
manufacturers in the county, staff has focused on the
costs increases that are being passed on to the end
user from switching from an oil-based paint to a
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waterborne or exempt solvent-based coating. This
cost analysis does not take into account the many
benefits of using waterborne coatings including
greater convenience, an easier cleanup with water,
lower odor, and less exposure to hazardous
chemicals.
A survey was made of published prices by ARB staff
comparing existing high-ROC oil-based coatings in
areas subject to the 2007 SCM ROC content limits to
the reduced ROC limits found in the 2019 SCM.
This survey provides a range of cost-effectiveness
(computed in dollars per pound of ROC reduced)
depending upon the coating category and the type of
solvent used for reformulation purposes.
The cost-effectiveness ranged from a cost savings of
$6.51 to costing an additional $19.93 per pound of
ROC reduced when switching to a coating compliant
with the proposed limits. These cost increases only
apply to one and five gallon specialty coating
containers since one quart containers would continue
to be exempt from rule requirements, and this
exemption would mitigate the cost for small users.
Finally, there would be no additional costs from
proposed amendments for your typical flat and
nonflat house paints, since these water-reducible
coatings have been widely used in Ventura County
for many years.
On the basis of these limited cost increases, staff has
determined that proposed amendments to Rule 74.2
will not have an unacceptable adverse impact on
employment and the economy in Ventura County.
2019 SCM Analysis: Based on available
information, ARB staff estimated that the 2019 SCM
ROC standards would result in maximum price
increases for future complying coatings of up to 24
percent. The average cost increase for consumers is
expected to be 11 percent. The price determinations
for complying coatings were supported by
information received by them from resin suppliers
and coating manufacturers in a product survey.
Conclusion: Although the maximum expected price
impacts on consumers are significant, the actual cost
impacts are likely to be small because of competitive
pricing pressures from existing complying coatings.

Cost to Small Business
The costs of the proposal to small businesses
including painting contractors were evaluated based
on studies performed by ARB. Staff believes that
these studies are applicable to Ventura County
because the economic factors affecting architectural
coating wholesalers, retailers and painting contractors
are similar across areas of California.
ARB staff analyzed the cost impacts to painting
contractors in their analysis of amendments to the
SCM. Based on data from industry sources, the
estimated average annual cost of their ROC limits
across the state was $3 million dollars annually to
consumers including painting contractors (SIC 1721).
According to ARB staff, consumers such as painting
contractors can choose not to purchase reformulated
coatings, opting to buy existing compliant coatings at
current prices. The competition from the existing
compliant coatings will constrain any price increases
for the reformulated coatings. As a result,
manufacturers would have the inability to pass all
costs to consumers, which will result in less impact
than provided in the analysis.
Conclusion: An estimate of cost impacts to painting
contractors in Ventura County was made by
assuming that the cost breakdown (consumer vs.
painting contractor) is similar to what is found across
the state. This is a reasonable assumption because
the type and quantity of work performed by painting
contractors is expected to be similar to other
consumers on a per capita basis. Using the data
provided by ARB staff, Ventura county would see an
annual cost impact to Ventura County area painting
contractors of $117,435.
Emission Reduction Potential of the Rule
The emission reduction potential of proposed
amendments to Rule 74.2 is estimated at 22.12 tons
of ROC per year. This estimate is based on an
analysis of current coating emission inventories
reduced by approximately 9 percent, which is the
estimate of the impact of proposed changes to ROC
coating content limits. Table 3 shows the breakdown
of ROC emission reductions by coating category.
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Table 3 ROC Emission Reductions by Coating Category
COATING CATEGORY
Aluminum Roof Coatings
Building Envelope Coatings
Dry Fog Coatings
Fire Resistive Coatings
Floor Coatings
Form Release Compounds
Nonflat – High Gloss Coatings
Nonflat Coatings
Stains (Exterior/Dual)
Waterproofing Membranes
Colorants
TOTAL
Cost-Effectiveness
ARB’s 2019 SCM staff included cost-effectiveness
calculations in their staff report. This report includes
cost-effectiveness values for each of the major
coating categories that are proposed for amendment.
ARB staff estimated $1.85 per pound of ROC
reduced for implementing the 2019 SCM over the
years 2020-2025 (in 2019 Dollars).
Conclusion: The cost-effectiveness of proposed
amendments to Rule 74.2 was calculated based on
cost surveys comparing oil-based coating costs to
their low-ROC counterparts, either waterborne or
exempt solvent-based. The ROC emission
reductions are anticipated to be 22.12 tons per year.
The cost-effectiveness ranges from -$6.51 to $19.93
per pound of ROC reduced depending upon the
coating category and the coating container size and
averaged $1.85 per pound of ROC reduced. This is
much less than the $15 per pound of ROC reduced
that is required for Best Available Control
Technology for new stationary sources in the county.
Furthermore, small one quart containers will continue

8

ROC Emission Reductions (Tons/Year)
2.86
0.14
0.43
0.29
0.14
1.14
0.29
5.86
6.14
1.57
2.00
22.128
to be exempt from this proposal, which will means no
cost increases from this proposal for small projects.
Incremental Cost-Effectiveness Analysis
H & SC Section 40920.6(a) requires districts to
identify one or more potential control options that
achieve at least the same benefit as the proposed rule,
assess the cost-effectiveness of those options, and
calculate the incremental cost-effectiveness. An
alternative that achieves at least the same benefit is
the adoption of final ROC limits from South Coast
AQMD Rule 1113 including elimination of the small
container exemption. Proposed amendments to Rule
74.2 are based strictly on the state SCM. The costeffectiveness of the ROC limits in Rule 1113 plus the
new requirements for small containers per pound
adopted in 2016 was estimated at $5.44 per pound of
ROC reduced. The incremental cost-effectiveness is
calculated by dividing the incremental annualized
costs in the district by the incremental annual
emission reductions in the district. The incremental
cost-effectiveness for this control option is $6.80 per
pound of ROC reduced. These calculations are
summarized in Table 4.

Total is different due to rounding differences in summary provided by
ARB in 2019 SCM Staff Report.

Table 4 Calculation of Incremental Cost-Effectiveness
for SCAQMD Small Container Option
I. OPTION CONTROL EFFICIENCY = 33% AND COST-EFFECTIVENESS = $5.44
II. Baseline Inventory = 0.67 tons/day for Ventura County Arch. Coatings
III. Annualized Cost for Proposal = 0.0606 tons/day X $1.85/lb X 365days/year= $81,844
IV. Option Emission Reductions =0.67 tons/day X 33% X 365 days/year = 161,403 lbs/year
V. Option Annualized Cost = Cost-Effectiveness X Emis. Reductions
= $5.44 X 161,403 lbs/yr = $878,032
VI. Incremental Annualized Cost = $878,032 - $81,844 = $796,188
VII. Incremental Annual Emis. Reductions =161,403 – 44,240 = 117,163 lbs/yr
VIII. Incremental Cost-Effectiveness = $796,188 / 117,163 = $6.80 per pound

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF METHODS OF COMPLIANCE
California Public Resources Code Section 21159 requires the District to perform an environmental analysis of the
reasonably foreseeable methods of compliance. The analysis must include the following information on proposed
amendments to Rule 74.2:
(1)
(2)
(3)

An analysis of the reasonably foreseeable environmental impacts of the methods of compliance.
An analysis of the reasonably foreseeable mitigation measures.
An analysis of the reasonably foreseeable alternative means of compliance with the rule or regulation.

Table 4 lists some reasonably foreseeable compliance methods, the environmental impacts of those methods, and
measures that could be used to mitigate the environmental impacts. A more detailed environmental analysis will be
found in the staff environmental impact report for proposed amendments to Rule 74.2.

Table 5
Environmental Impacts and Mitigations of Methods of Compliance
Compliance Methods (including all
reasonably foreseeable alternative
means of compliance)

Reasonably Foreseeable
Environmental Impacts

Reasonably Foreseeable
Mitigation Measures

Reformulation of architectural
coatings

Air Quality Impacts: Reformulation
may result in the use of toxic
materials.

Operators may use reformulated
coatings with less or no toxic
materials.

Water Impacts: Improper disposal of
coatings may cause water impacts.

Compliance with wastewater
discharge standards and waste
disposal requirements will
mitigate these impacts.

Human Health Impacts: Coatings
may be replaced with products
containing more toxic compounds.

Compliance with OSHA safety
guidelines (e.g., personal
protective equipment, prevention
and response, emergency first
aid procedures) reduces these
impacts.
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OTHER FACTORS
Technological Feasibility:
The ROC limits proposed in the amendments to Rule
74.2 are based on ROC limits fully analyzed by ARB
in the 2019 SCM. Currently, coatings that meet and
exceed the proposed ROC limits are being
manufactured and sold in California.
Enforceability
Labeling requirements, reporting requirements, and
testing procedures have been included in the
proposed rule to increase its enforceability.
Public Acceptability
Staff is soliciting comments, but expects the rule and
any associated costs to be acceptable to affected
manufacturers and users for the following reasons:
•
A three-year sell-through provision will
allow suppliers, retailers, and users to
deplete existing coating inventories without
penalty and without creating a hazardous
waste problem.
•
High-performance coatings are available
now from many companies that comply with
the proposed ROC limits.
•
Coating price increases as a result of this
proposal are not expected to be significant.

•

Estimated profitability impacts on coating
manufacturers are not expected to be
significant.
Environmental Compliance and Review

Proposed amendments to Rule 74.2 strengthen the
ROC content limits for architectural coatings. The
rule creates new lower standards for specified coating
categories. The rule may have a potentially adverse
environmental impact. Pursuant to county
administrative supplement to state CEQA Guidelines,
the District staff will propose reusing the 2009
Environmental Impact Report prepared for the 2020
amendments to Rule 74.2.
Future Technology Assessments
SCAQMD has published Rule 1113 status reports on
their website (aqmd.gov) for the following years:
2000, 2001, 2002, 2003, 2004, 2005, 2007, 2011,
2013, and 2016. This review by SCAQMD staff
showed all proposed limits are feasible. However,
the District’s rulemaking process is flexible enough
for staff to revisit the rule and to make any
appropriate changes to the rule as needed in the
future.
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INITIAL STUDY
Ventura County Air Pollution Control District
Proposed Amendments to Rule 74.2, Architectural Coatings

This initial study was prepared in accordance with the Ventura County Initial Study Assessment
Guidelines dated April 26, 2011, and the Ventura County Administrative Supplement to State
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) guidelines dated July 13, 2010, which were
prepared under the direction of the Ventura County Board of Supervisors. The Initial Study
consists of five sections: Project Description, Initial Study Checklist, Discussion of Responses to
Checklist, Mandatory Findings of Significance, and Determination of Environmental Document.
The proposed amendments to Rule 74.2 are available and posted on the Ventura County Air
Pollution
Control
District
(VCAPCD,
or
District)
website
(www.vcapcd.org/rules division.htm#Public Workshops).
The Ventura County Administrative Supplement to State CEQA Guidelines contains a provision
that allows agencies or departments to 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. A conclusion of this Initial
Study is that the 2009 Final EIR certified for the 20 l 0 amendments to Rule 74.2 adequately
analyzes the same environmental issues that may result from the proposed 2020 amendments to
Rule 74.2 and may be reused for CEQA purposes (CEQA Guidelines Section 15153).
Project Background Information
1.

Project Title:
Proposed Amendments to Ventura County Air Pollution Control District (VCAPCD) Rule
74.2, Architectural Coatings

2.

Lead Agency Name and Address:
Ventura County Air Pollution Control District
669 County Square Drive, 2nd Floor
Ventura, CA 93003

3.

Contact Person and Phone Number:
Danny McQuillan, Air Quality Engineer
805/645-1432

4.

Project Location:
The proposed amendments to VCAPCD Rule 74.2 affect architectural coatings that are
specified, supplied, sold, or used in all areas of Ventura County.

5.

Project Sponsor's Name and Address:
Ventura County Air Pollution Control District
669 County Square Drive, 2nd Floor
Ventura, CA 93003
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Section A - Project Description:
The CEQA requires the evaluation of the environmental impacts of proposed projects and the
consideration of feasible methods to reduce, avoid, or eliminate identified significant adverse
environmental impacts. In addition, this law requires that projects carried out by public agencies
be subject to the same level of public review and consideration as private projects requiring
approval by public agencies. To fulfill the purpose and intent of CEQA, VCAPCD, as the lead
agency, is distributing this initial study (IS) for proposed amendments to VCAPCD Rule 74.2,
Architectural Coatings. The Initial Study identifies environmental issues that are the focus of a
draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR). This document also provides the rationale for excluding
those topics that are not expected to have significant environmental impacts as a result of the
adoption of amendments to VCAPCD Rule 74.2 in the final EIR document (CEQA Guidelines
Section 15128).
a)
Objective of the Proposed Project
The proposed amendments to Rule 74.2 are based on the volatile organic compound (VOC)
limits established by California Air Resource Board's (CARB) 2019 update to the
Suggested Control Measure for architectural coatings (SCM). ARB 's 2019 SCM provides
suggested volatile organic compound (VOC) limits and other requirements based on
existing and currently developing coating technologies, for a number of architectural
coating categories including: flats; nonflats; nonflat-high gloss; building envelope; dry
fog; fire proof; floor; form release; primers, sealers and undercoats; aluminum roof
coatings; waterproofing sealers; exterior stain coatings; and tile and stone sealers. All of
the proposed new VOC limits would become effective on January 1, 2021. The revised
Rule 74.2 would apply to any person who supplies, sells, offers for sale, or manufactures
any architectural coating for use within the District, as well as any person who applies or
solicits the application of any architectural coating within the District. Appendix A
presents the proposed revisions to Rule 74.2 in strikeout/underline format. The proposed
amendments to Rule 74.2 will be posted on the District's website at
www.vcapcd.org/rules division.htm#PublicWorkshops.

b)
Background and Reason for the 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.
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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 SCM prepared
by a state agency like CARB, 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.
c)
Summary of Environmental Impact Analysis
In 2019, CARB updated the SCM for architectural coatings from the previous update in
2007. Both SCMs went through the CEQA process by providing an Environmental
Analysis (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.
The PEIR also went on to analyze claims of increased usage volume due to lower ROC
limits by reviewing paint formulations, such as reactivity and ozone-formation
contribution, and performance of water-based coatings vs solvent-based coatings. The
PEIR analysis determined solvent-based coatings are over two times more reactive for
forming ozone than water-based products and lowering ROC limits in coatings would not
result in any adverse environmental impacts and would have a net air quality benefit.
VCAPCD also prepared and certified a Final EIR for the 2009/2010 Proposed amendments
to Rule 74.2 (SCH No. 2001061106), which looked at the environmental impacts of that
project including analysis of the following six potential impacts of the latest amendments:
air quality, water quality, public services, transportation/circulation, solid waste/hazardous
waste, and hazardous substances. It is important to note that 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. VCAPCD staff concluded that there will be
no new significant adverse impacts from any of the aforementioned six potential impacts.
In addition, staff determined that no adverse impacts of the following additional
environmental resources will result from implementing the proposed amendments to
VCAPCD Rule 74.2:
•
General Plan Goals and Policies
•
Land Use and Planning
•
Water Resources
•
Agricultural Resources
•
Seismic and Geologic Hazards
•
Biological Resources
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•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Energy and Mineral Resources
Noise
Aesthetics
Cultural Resources
Recreation
Aviation Hazards
Utilities
Education

Since this review, additional areas of investigation have been required in the environmental
review process. Staff has determined that the following environmental resources
experience no adverse impacts as a result from implementing the proposed amendments to
VCAPCD Rule 74.2:
•
Greenhouse Gas Emissions
•
Wildfire
•
Tribal Cultural Resources
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. Because both the District 2009 FEIR and the CARB
2019 EA for architectural coatings reference the same potential environmental impacts
identified in the 2000 PEIR for CARB's SCM, VCAPCD, as the lead agency, has elected
to reuse the 2009 EIR as the draft EIR for this project. 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.
6.

Other Agencies Whose Approval is Required:
No other agencies have discretionary authority over this project.

7.

Project Compatibility with Existing Zones and Plans:
Adoption of this rule will not affect any land use zones or plans.

8.

Name of Person Who Prepared Initial Study: Stan Cowen, Air Quality Engineer (retired),
Danny McQuillan, Air Quality Engineer, Nicole Collazo, Air Quality Specialist
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SECTION 8
INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST*
PROJECT NAME: Proposed Amendments to
APCD Rule 74.2, Architectural Coatings
PROJECT IMPACT
ISSUE
GENERAL:

ISSUE AREA
1. GENERAL PLAN ENVIRONMENTAL

CUMULATIVE IMPACT

DEGREE OF EFFECT** DEGREE OF EFFECT*'
N
N
LS PS-M PS
LS PS-M PS

X

X

X
X
X

X
X
X

GOALS AND POLICIES:
LAND USE:

RESOURCES:

2. LAND USE
a.

COMMUNITY CHARACTER:

b.

HOUSING:

C.

GROWTH INDUCEMENT:

3. AIR QUALITY
a.

X
X

REGIONAL:

b.

LOCAL:

C.

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

X
X

X

X

X

X

4. WATER RESOURCES
a.

GROUND WATER QUANTITY:

b.

GROUND WATER QUALITY:

c.

SURFACE WATER QUANTITY:

d.

SURFACE WATER QUALITY:

X
X

X
X

X

X

5. MINERAL RESOURCES
a.

AGGREGATE:

b.

PETROLEUM:

X
X

X
X

6. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
a.

ENDANGERED,THREATENED,OR
RARE SPECIES:

X

X

b.

WETLAND HABITAT:

X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X

X
X
X

X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X

C.

COASTAL HABITAT:

d.

MIGRATION CORRIDORS:

e.

LOCALLY IMPORTANT SPECIES/
COMMUNITIES:

7. AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES
a.

SOILS:

b.

WATER:

C.

AIR QUALITY/MICRO-CLIMATE:

d.

PESTS/DISEASES:

e.

LAND USE INCOMPATIBILITY:

8. VISUAL RESOURCES
a.

SCENIC HIGHWAY:

b.

SCENIC AREA/FEATURE:

9. PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES:
10. CULTURAL RESOURCES

RESOURCES:

a.

ARCHAEOLOGICAL:

b.

HISTORICAL:

C.

d.

ETHNIC, SOCIAL OR RELIGIOUS:
TRIBAL
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PROJECT IMPACT
ISSUE
(~ONT'D)

ISSUE AREA
11.

r:,u:~UT Rt-SIJIIWI

1-s:

h2 COASTAL BEACHES & SAND DUNES:
HAZARDS:

CUMULATIVE IMPACT

DEGREE OF EFFECT** DEGREE OF EFFECT*'
N
LS PS-M PS
N
LS PS-M PS

X
X

X
X

X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X

X
X
X

X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X

h3. SEISMIC HAZARDS

h4.

a.

FAULT RUPTURE:

b.

GROUND SHAKING:

C.

TSUNAMI:

d.

SEICHE:

e.

LIQUEFACTION:

GEOLOGIC HAZARDS
a.

SUBSIDENCE:

b.

EXPANSIVE SOILS:

C.

LANDSLIDES/MUDSLIDES:

15. HYDRAULIC HAZARDS
a.

EROSION/SILTATION:

b.

FLOODING:

16. AVIATION HAZARDS:

17. FIRE HAZARDS AND WILFIRE:
18. HAZARDOUS MATERIALS/WASTE
a.

HAZARDOUS EMISSIONS:

b.

BELOW-GROUND HAZARDOUS MTLS.:

c.

HAZARDOUS WASTE:

PUBLIC

X
X

X

X

20. GLARE:

X
X

X
X

21. Public Health:

X

X

X
X
X

X
X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X

X
X

19. NOISE AND VIBRATION:

FACILITIES/

X
X

22. TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION
a.

SERVICES:

PUBLIC ROADS AND HIGHWAYS
( 1) LEVEL OF SERVICE:
(2) SAFETY/DESIGN:
(3) TACTICAL ACCESS:

b.

PRIVATE ROADS AND DRIVEWAYS
(1) SAFETY/DESIGN:
(2) TACTICAL ACCESS:

C.

PEDESTRIAN/BICYCLE
(1) PUBLIC FACILITIES:
(2) PRIVATE FACILITIES:

d.

PARKING:

e.

BUS TRANSIT:

f.

RAILROADS:

g.

AIRPORTS:

h.

HARBORS:

i.

PIPELINES:

23. HYDROLOGY AND WATER SUPPLY
PUBLIC

a.

QUALITY:

FACILITIES

b.

QUANTITY:
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ISSUE

ISSUE AREA

CUMULATIVE IMPACT
PROJECT IMPACT
DEGREE OF EFFECT** DEGREE OF EFFECT*'
N
LS
PS
N
LS PS-M PS

(CONT'D)

C.

t-lt<I:: t-LUW:

IPS-MI

I

I

SERv1~t.::;:

X

X

X

X

X

X

24. WASTE TREATMENT/DISPOSAL
a.

INDIVIDUAL SEWAGE DISPOSAL
SYSTEM:

b.

SEWAGE COLLECTION/TREATMENT
FACILITIES:

125.

126.

127.

128.

C.

SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT:

d.

SOLID WASTE FACILITIES:

X

X

X

X

X
X
X

X
X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X
X

X
X
X

UTILITIES
a.

ELECTRIC:

b.

GAS:

C.

COMMUNICATION:

FLOOD CONTROL/DRAINAGE
a.

FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT FACILITY:

b.

OTHER FACILITIES:

LAW ENFORCEMENT/EMERGENCY SVS
a.

PERSONNEL/EQUIPMENT:

b.

FACILITIES:

FIRE PROTECTION
a.

DISTANCE/RESPONSE TIME:

b.

PERSONNEL/EQUIPMENT/FACILITIES:

'9. EDUCATION
a.

SCHOOLS:

b.

LIBRARIES:

~O. RECREATION
a.

LOCAL PARKS/FACILITIES:

b.

REGIONAL PARKS/FACILITIES:

c.

REGIONAL TRAILS/CORRIDORS:

* Analyzing:
a) changes resulting from amending APCD Rule 74.2
b) changes with respect to circumstances
c) new information and impacts as of State CEQA
Guidelines 2019 Update
** Explanation: Degree of Effect
N = No Effect
LS = Less Than Significant Effect
PS-M = Potentially Significant-Impact Mitigated
PS = Potentially Significant Impact
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D.

MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE
BASED ON THE INFORMATION CONTAINED WITHIN SECTIONS BAND C:
1.

YES/
MAYBE

NO

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

X

of California history or prehistory?
2.

Does the project have the potential to achieve short-term, to the disadvantage of
the long-term, environmental goals? (A short-term impact on the environment is
one that occurs in a relatively brief, definitive period of time while long term

X

impacts will endure well into the future.)

3.

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 view in connection with the effects of past

X

projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effect of probable future
projects. (Several projects may have relatively small individual impacts on two or
more resources, but the total of those impacts on the environment is significant.)

4.

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

X
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DETERMINATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT
ON THE BASIS OF THIS INITIAL EVALUATION:

□

I find the proposed project could not have a significant effect on the environment, and a Negative
Declaration should be prepared.

□

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will
not be a significant effect in this case because the mitigation measure(s) described in Section C of
the Initial Study will be applied to the project. A Mitigated Negative Declaration should be prepared.

□

I find the proposed project, individually or cumulatively, may have a significant effect on the
environment and an Environmental Impact Report is required.

□

I find that the proposed project may have a "potentially significant impact" or "potentially significant
unless mitigated" 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 analyses as described on attached sheets. An
Environmental Impact Report is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be
addressed.

~

I find that the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment. Because all
potentially significant effects have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR pursuant to applicable
standards, the earlier EIR will be reused as the draft EIR for this project.

Dated:

7/p/"2pzo
I

I

VENTURA COUNTY

Al~·:., CON:ROL DISTRICT
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SECTIONC
RESPONSES TO THE INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST
ISSUE
1.

General Plan Environmental Goals and Policies

The provisions of the amendments to APCD Rule 74.2 are fully consistent with the goals and
policies of the Ventura County General Plan to improve the environment of Ventura County.

2.

Land Use (a-c)

APCD Rule 74.2 does not have any provisions that would impact community character, increase
demand for housing, remove impediments to growth in the county, or result in a significant loss
of agricultural land. There are no provisions in APCD Rule 74.2 that would affect land use plans,
policies, or regulations. It is also expected that APCD Rule 74.2 will not affect infrastructure
development or require changes to existing zone designations. Land use and other planning
considerations are determined by local governments and no land use or planning requirements will
be altered by APCD Rule 74.2. There are no provisions in APCD Rule 74.2 that would induce
substantial population growth in an area, nor displace a substantial number of existing housing or
people.

3.

Air Quality (a and b)

According to CARB and District staff, the proposed amendments to Rule 74.2 will improve air
quality by reducing ROC emissions, which are ozone precursors. Based on the most recent CARB
survey of architectural coatings sold in the state, the estimated ROC emission reductions in
Ventura County would be 0.134 tons per day. However, previous comments from the paint
manufacturing industry dispute the air quality benefits resulting from the previously adopted rule
amendments, which are similar to those proposed at this time. These comments can be categorized
into seven areas of potential concern. These are:
The use of lower-ROC coatings will result in a thicker film coating.
Industry comments have asserted that low-VOC coatings are formulated with high-solids contents
that are difficult to apply without leaving a thick film on the substrate. A thicker film means that
more paint is needed to cover a given surface area resulting in higher ROC emissions. Review of
manufacturer's product data sheets of trade coatings shows currently available low-ROC coatings
are mainly waterborne coatings that are not necessarily formulated with higher solids contents.
Industrial maintenance coatings may have higher solids contents, but these coatings are normally
applied by the professional painters using high performance spray equipment. Although highsolids, low-ROC coatings are being used, the recommended film thickness for these coatings is
similar to that for higher-ROC coatings. Since these coatings are commonly applied with more
than one coat to a specified mil thickness, the use of higher solids coatings will reduce the number
of coats needed and result in less coating material applied and fewer ROC emissions.
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The use of lower-ROC coatings will result in excessive thinning of the coating.
Increased ROC emissions from excessive thinning is not expected because many coatings, as
applied, already comply with the new proposed ROC content limits. Additionally, most of the
compliant coatings are waterborne, which may be only be thinned with water, which is not a
pollutant. Since the coating ROC content limits in the proposed amendments are expressed in
terms of the manufacturer's maximum thinning recommendation, then use of excessive thinning
is prohibited by the rule.
The use of lower-ROC coatings requires the use of additional primer for proper adhesion
to the substrate.
Manufacturer's product data sheets show that substrate preparation for lower-ROC coatings is
similar to higher-ROC coatings. Lasting coating adhesion is more a function of proper surface
preparation rather than the type of coating used. Lower-ROC coatings have performed well in
tests for hardness, adhesion and resistance to stains, chemicals and corrosion without the need for
additional priming.
Lower-ROC coatings will require the use of more coats.
Industry representatives have claimed that more coats of lower-ROC coatings will be required to
achieve adequate coverage. High quality coatings made for durability and coverage may be
manufactured in low-ROC formulations. It is the quality of the resins and pigments that determine
hiding, not whether it is solvent or water-based. Product data sheets provided by the manufacturer
listing coverage rates do not indicate that lower-ROC architectural coatings provide less coverage
than higher-ROC coatings. Given high quality coatings, lower-ROC and higher-ROC coatings
have comparable coverage and performance. Thus, more coats will not be needed for the lowerROC coatings.
The use of lower-ROC coatings will require more frequent recoating, touch-up, and repair
work.
Technical data sheets on lower-ROC coatings indicate that durability characteristics similar to or
better than higher-ROC coatings. Low-ROC architectural coatings have been used successfully
for many years and are considered to be as durable and long lasting as higher-ROC coatings.
Therefore, the need for recoats, touch-up, and repair work on lower-ROC coating jobs is not
expected.
The use of lower-ROC coatings will result in product substitution by end-users.
There are currently available low-ROC architectural coatings with performance characteristics
comparable to higher-ROC architectural coatings. As a result, end-users do not need to substitute
products from a higher-ROC coating category. VCAPCD Rule 74.2 prohibits the application of
certain coatings in specific settings, and performance requirements for certain jobs, such as in an
industrial maintenance setting, would discourage users from substituting coatings that would not
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perform as well. The coating characteristics of products within a given architectural coating
category may differ from those of another category making the ability to successfully substitute
products difficult and less likely. VCAPCD Rule 74.2 requires that when a coating can be used in
more than one coating category, the lower limit of the two categories is applicable.
The use of lower-ROC coatings may result in the use of coatings with higher reactivity.
APCD and CARB staff agree that some components in higher-ROC coatings, such as mineral
spirits, may have a lower reactivity than some components in lower-ROC coatings, such as
propylene glycol. However, the impact on ozone formation and air quality depends on the both
weighted overall reactivity of all the components in a coating and the actual mass percentage of
ROC in the coating. Higher-ROC coatings have a blend of organic solvents, some with low
reactivity, but several solvents, such as toluene, xylene, and ethylene glycol ether, which have MIR
values ranging from 3.78 to 7.45, which is two to three times higher than the MIR for propylene
glycol. Therefore, the weighted reactivity of a higher-ROC coating may be higher than the
reactivity of a lower-ROC coating.
Typically, waterborne coatings that are required to meet a Regulatory ROC limit have much fewer
ROC emissions because the ROC content is calculated by subtracting the water from both the
volatiles and the coating volume. For example, a waterborne coating meeting a regulatory ROC
limit of 350 grams per liter may have no more than 120 grams of ROC content to be compliant.
Therefore, the much lower actual mass of ROC content in lower-ROC waterborne coatings
compared to higher-ROC content coatings overwhelms any potential lower reactivity in higherROC coatings. In the SCM, ARB staff concluded that the total reactivity of the lower-ROC
architectural coatings will be less than the reactivity of the higher-ROC architectural coatings.
3.

Air Quality (c)

Greenhouse gases (GHG) are gases that trap heat in the atmosphere, including, but not limited to
carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs),
perfluorocarbons (PFCs), and sulfur hexafluoride (SF6). Water vapor, although it is a gas that traps
heat, is excluded from the list of GHGs because it is short-lived in the atmosphere and its
atmospheric concentrations are largely determined by natural processes, such as oceanic
evaporation. GHGs are emitted both naturally and anthropogenically (human-caused). Of these
GHGs, CO2 and CH4 are emitted in the largest amounts from anthropogenic activities, such as the
combustion of fossil fuel resources and organic processing and storage operations, respectively.
The proposed amendments to Rule 74.2 are not expected to contribute to the increase of the
greenhouse gases mentioned above and thus would not directly or indirectly contribute to climate
change. The rule amendment proposed is for the reduction of ROC content in architectural
coatings used and sold within Ventura County. ROC is considered to be a criteria pollutant and
not included in the state GHG-climate goals. Further, the rule amendment would not indirectly
cause an increase of mobile source emissions such as supplier delivery trucks and contractor
vehicle use, as there should be no increase in product demand or usage as application efficiency
would not change.
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4.

Water Resources (band d)

The State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality
Control Board (LARWQCB) are responsible for protecting surface and groundwater supplies in
Ventura County, regulating waste disposal, and requiring cleanup of hazardous conditions. In
particular, the SWRCB establishes water-related policies and approves water quality control plans,
which are implemented and enforced by the LAR WQCB. These agencies also regulate discharges
to State waters through federal National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
permits. Discharges to publicly owned treatment works (POTW) are regulated through federal
pretreatment requirements enforced by the POTWs.
The SCM and proposed amendments to Rule 74.2 are not expected to adversely impact water
quality since the use of less toxic exempt solvents is expected to result in equivalent or less water
quality impacts than currently used solvents. Water resources impacts are considered significant
if they cause changes in the course of water movements or of drainage or surface runoff patterns;
substantially degrade water quality; deplete water resources; significantly increase toxic inflow to
public wastewater treatment facilities; or interfere with groundwater recharge efforts. Since no
significant adverse impacts are anticipated, no mitigation measures are necessary.
The EIR performed in 2009 indicated that the increased water demand associated with the
implementation of the SCM is de minim us. Adopting the 2020 amendments to VCAPCD Rule
74.2 is also not expected to adversely impact water quality because the use of exempt solvents is
expected to result in equivalent or lesser water quality impacts than currently used solvents because
the exempt solvents are less toxic. Further, because currently available compliant coatings are
already based on waterborne technology, no additional water quality impacts from these coatings
are expected. Finally, adopting the 2020 amendments to VCAPCD Rule 74.2 will not promote the
use of compliant coatings that are formulated with hazardous solvents that could impact water
quality.

5.

Mineral Resources (a-b)

VCAPCD Rule 74.2 is not expected to adversely impact mineral resources because it will neither
limit access to, nor increase demand for, such materials. There are no provisions in VCAPCD
Rule 74.2 that would result in the loss of availability of known mineral resources or a locally
important mineral resource recovery site that would be of value to the region and residents of the
county.

6.

Biological Resources (a-e)

VCAPCD Rule 74.2 does not include any provision that would impact biological resources. The
adoption ofVCAPCD Rule 74.2 is not expected to adversely affect existing plant or animal species
or communities, unique or endangered plant or animal species, or agricultural crops. Further,
improvements in Ventura County's air quality expected from VCAPCO Rule 74.2 are expected to
provide health benefits to plant and animal species.
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7.

Agricultural Resources (a-e)

VCAPCD Rule 74.2 does not include any provision that would adversely impact agricultural
resources. Because many agricultural crops are sensitive to air pollution, VCAPCD Rule 74.2
should benefit agricultural resources in Ventura County by improving regional air quality.
8.

Visual Resources (a-b)

VCAPCD Rule 74.2 does not include any provision that would adversely impact visual resources.
The adoption of VCAPCD Rule 74.2 will not affect aesthetics. The reduction of ROC emissions
from the new rule requirements will reduce ambient ozone that may cause corrosion on historic
buildings synergistically with other pollutants.

9.

Paleontological Resources

VCAPCD Rule 74.2 does not include any provision that would adversely impact paleontological
resources.
10.

Cultural Resources (a-d)

There will be no impact on any cultural, historic, or tribal resources from the adoption of VCAPCD
Rule 74.2. Further, improvements in air quality from VCAPCD Rule 74.2 are expected to lessen
the damage to historic sites from the effects of ozone pollution.
11.

Energy Resources

VCAPCD Rule 74.2 does not include any provisions that would adversely impact energy resources
or change the current consumption and efficiency of energy resources
12.

Coastal Beaches and Sand Dunes

VCAPCD Rule 74.2 does not include any provisions that would adversely impact coastal beaches
or sand dunes.
13.

Seismic Hazards (a-e)

VCAPCD Rule 74.2 does not include any provisions that would result in seismic hazard impacts.
14.

Geologic Hazards (a-c)

VCAPCD Rule 74.2 does not include any provisions that would result in geologic hazard impacts.
15.

Hydraulic Hazards (a-b)

VCAPCD Rule 74.2 does not include any provision that would result in hydraulic hazard impacts.
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16.

Aviation Hazards

VCAPCD Rule 74.2 does not include any provision that would increase aviation hazards.
17.

Fire Hazards and Wildfire

VCAPCD Rule 74.2 does not include any provision that would increase the potential for fire
hazards or wildfire risks. The proposed amendments will encourage the use of waterborne coatings
in place of much more flammable solvent-based coatings. The proposed rule amendment will not
impair an adopted emergency response plan or evacuation plan for wildfire events in the county.
18.

Hazardous Emissions/Waste Disposal (a and c)

According to the rule staff report, future compliant coatings will contain less hazardous materials
compared to solvent-based coatings, resulting in lower hazardous emissions. The human health
impact performed in the staff report examined the potential increased long-term (carcinogenic and
chronic) and short term (acute) human health impacts associated with the use of various
replacement solvents in compliant coating formulations. lt was concluded that the general public
and coating applicators would not be exposed to either long-term or short-term health risks from
adopting the 2020 proposed amendments to VCAPCD Rule 74.2.
The Department of Toxic Substance Control (DTSC) is the lead agency in California for hazardous
waste management. DTSC enforces California's hazardous waste control laws, issues permits to
hazardous waste facilities, and mitigates contaminated hazardous waste sites. In California,
leftover liquid waterborne and solvent-based coatings are considered a hazardous waste and must
be disposed of with a facility that is registered with DTSC.
After collection at household hazardous waste collection sites, waterborne coatings may be
consolidated for reuse. Reuse of waterborne coatings that are in good condition may effectively
reduce the volume of coating disposal by 50 percent or more. Post-consumer paints can also be
reprocessed as high quality recycled paints. Some communities use this consolidated waterborne
coatings in anti-graffiti campaigns. Because waterborne paint is not considered a household
hazardous waste when dried, small quantities may be disposed in municipal solid waste landfills.
Solvent-based coatings are generally not good candidates for reuse because of the complexity and
incompatibility of the formulations. Cement kilns can use waste solvent-based paints as a fuel
source provided they have a sufficient BTU value. If the collected solvent-based coatings do not
qualify as a fuel, they must be disposed of as a hazardous waste through a licensed contractor. The
use of solvent-based coatings require the use of cleaning solvents, such as mineral spirits, paint
thinner or turpentine, for cleanup and thinning. This may generate additional hazardous waste for
disposal. In addition, these cleaning solvents are highly flammable, which may create a fire hazard
if they are stored or used improperly.
The solid waste/hazardous waste analysis performed in the staff report examined the increased
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disposal of compliant coatings due to the possibility of shorter shelf life or pot lives or lesser
freeze/thaw capabilities. Adverse solid waste/hazardous waste impacts associated with these
potential characteristics are expected to be less than significant. Moreover, the proposed
amendments to VCAPCD Rule 74.2 includes a three year sell-through provision that allows
coatings that are manufactured prior to the new effective date of the new ROC coating limit to be
sold and used for up to three years after the effective date. In this way, VCAPCD Rule 74.2 will
not create hazardous waste from existing non-compliant coatings.
19.

Noise and Vibration:

VCAPCD Rule 74.2 does not include any provisions that would cause noise or vibration.
20.

Glare:

APCD Rule 74.2 does not include any provision that would increase glare.
21.

Public Health

Proposed amendments to VCAPCD Rule 74.2 are designed to protect public health by reducing
emissions of reactive organic compounds, a precursor to ambient ozone formation.
22.

Transportation and Circulation (a-i)

VCAPCD Rule 74.2 does not include any provisions that would adversely impact roads, vehicles,
trains, buses, or other transportation-related entities.
23.

Water Supply (a):

VCAPCD Rule 74.2 does not include any provisions that would adversely impact water supply.
24.

Waste Treatment/Disposal (a-c)

VCAPCD Rule 74.2 does not include any provrsion that would adversely impact waste
treatment/disposal facilities. Existing state and local regulations governing waste treatment and
disposal will ensure that there are no significant impacts.
25.

Utilities (a-c)

There are no provisions in the proposed amendments to VCAPCD Rule 74.2 that would affect
existing communication systems, sewer or septic tanks, regional water treatment or distribution
facilities, or any other utilities.
26.

Flood Control/Drainage (a-b)

APCD Rule 74.2 does not include any provision that would adversely impact flood control or
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drainage facilities.
27.

Law Enforcement/Emergency Services (a-b)

VCAPCD Rule 74.2 does not include any provision that would adversely impact law enforcement
or emergency services.
28.

Fire Protection (a-b):

VCAPCD Rule 74.2 does not include any provision that would adversely impact fire protection
impacts.
29.

Education (a-b):

VCAPCD Rule 74.2 does not include any provision that would adversely impact education.
30.

Recreation (a-c):

VCAPCD Rule 74.2 does not include any provision that would adversely impact on recreation or
recreation facilities.
Section D
Discussion of Mandatory Findings of Significance {1-4)
There are no provisions in VCAPCD Rule 74.2 that would have the potential to degrade the quality
of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, or impact in any
manner any rare or endangered plant or animal. Nor would this rule impact or eliminate any
important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory.
VCAPCD Rule 74.2 does not have the potential to achieve short term, to the disadvantage oflongterm goals. This project also does not have impacts which are individually limited but
cumulatively considerable.
Because the analysis of the potentially significant impacts on air quality discussed in Section 3
(Air Quality) is very similar to the analysis in the 2009 EIR for the adoption of the 2010
amendments to VCAPCD Rule 74.2, it is proposed to reuse the 2009 EIR as the draft EIR forthis
project, pursuant to CEQA State Guidelines section 15153

APPENDIX D. RESPONSE TO NOP COMMENTS
LETTER
A1

A1-1

A1-2

A1-3

Responses to NOP Comments, cont’d.

A1-4

A1-5

A1-6

A1-7

A1-8

A1-9

Responses to NOP Comments, cont’d.

A1-10

A1-11

A1-12

A1-13

A1-14

Responses to NOP Comments, cont’d.

A1-15

A1-16

Responses to NOP Comments, cont’d.
A1-16
cont’d

A1-17

A1-18

Letter
A1

Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC)
Nancy Gonzalez-Lopez, Cultural Resource Analyst
July 9, 2020

A1-1

The comment is to explain the CEQA process in the environmental impact area of historical resources. The
project’s Initial Study did not identify significant impacts for historical resources and an EIR was prepared to
address potential significant impacts to air quality, water quality, public services, transportation/circulation,
solid waste/hazardous waste, and hazardous substances. In the area of Historical Resources, the Initial Study
concluded that lowering maximum allowable Reactive Organic Compounds (ROC) concentration in
architectural coating materials will reduce ozone pollution which may help in preserving the historical
resources.

A1-2

The comment is explaining the 2014 CEQA amendments to incorporate AB 52 and SB 18 and project
applicability. The District will comply with applicable provisions of AB 52 and SB 18. The project is not subject
to the federal National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).

A1-3

The comment is recommending consultation with the California Native tribes within the affected
geographical area in order to avoid inadvertent discoveries of Native American human remains and best
protect tribal cultural resources. The project is administrative in nature and is for the amendment of an
existing prohibitory rule to reduce maximum allowable ROCs in paints. The project is not expected to directly
or indirectly affect the preservation and discovery of Native American human remains. However, District staff
have contacted the Native American Heritage Commission to seek guidance and to ensure compliance with
AB 52 and SB 18.

A1-4

The comment is information regarding notification requirements of AB 52. According to the statement,
notification is required if there is a designated contact or a “culturally affiliated California Native American
tribes (have) requested notice”. Notice was not requested by any culturally affiliated California Native
American tribe when the project was deemed complete at the time the NOP was published. However,
District staff have contacted the Native American Heritage Commission and submitted a Native American
Tribal Consultation Form in order to begin the consultation process, if requested and applicable.

A1-5

The comment is information regarding consultation requirements of AB 52. The District has not received a
request by a culturally affiliated California Native American tribe for consultation. However, District staff
have contacted the Native American Heritage Commission and submitted a Native American Tribal
Consultation Form in order to begin the consultation process, if requested and applicable.

A1-6

The mandatory topics of consultation identified are applicable if a tribe has requested consultation. To date,
no California Native American tribe has contacted the District for consultation of the project. However,
District staff submitted a Native American Tribal Consultation Form to the NAHC in order to begin the
consultation process, if applicable.

A1-7

The comment is informational in nature. The District will be in contact with local Native American tribe(s) and
will begin the consultation process, if requested and applicable.

A1-8

The District will ensure that any confidential information discussed during the consultation process will not
be included in the environmental document or otherwise disclosed by the District or any other public agency
to the public. Any information submitted by a California Native American tribe during the consultation or
environmental review process shall be published in a confidential appendix to the environmental document
unless the tribe that provided the information consents , in writing, to the disclosure of some or all of the
information to the public.

A1-9

The project’s Initial Study did not identify significant impacts for tribal cultural resources and an EIR was
prepared to address potential significant impacts to air quality, water quality, public services,
transportation/circulation, solid waste/hazardous waste, and hazardous substances. As such, no mitigation
measures of feasible alternatives for native cultural resources were identified.

A1-10 The District will be in contact with local Native American tribe(s) and will begin the consultation process, if
requested and applicable, pending processing the Native American Tribal Consultation Form.
A1-11 The project’s Initial Study did not identify significant impacts for historical resources and no mitigation
measures of feasible alternatives for native cultural resources were identified in the DEIR.
A1-12 The project’s Initial Study did not identify significant impacts for tribal cultural resources and no mitigation
measures of feasible alternatives for native cultural resources were identified in the DEIR.
A1-13 The project’s Initial Study did not identify significant impacts for tribal cultural resources and no mitigation
measures of feasible alternatives for native cultural resources were identified in the DEIR.
A1-14 The DEIR did not identify a significant impact on tribal cultural resources and thus the certification
requirements identified in the comment are not applicable.
A1-15 The comment is informational in nature regarding SB 18. In addition, the project does not involve the
adoption or amendment of a general plan or a specific plan, or the designation of open space. The project is
a proposed rule amendment to adopt stricter ROC limits of certain architectural coatings used and sold in
Ventura County in an effort to improve regional air quality and consequently reducing ozone pollution which
may help in preserving the cultural resources.
A1-16 The DEIR did not identify a significant impact on tribal cultural resources and thus a cultural resource
assessment is not required. The project does not include a specific physical location or Area of Potential
Effect (AP) and is administrative in nature (air quality rule amendment).
A1-17 The DEIR did not identify a significant impact on tribal cultural resources and thus a cultural resource
assessment is not required. The project does not include a specific physical location or APE and is
administrative in nature (air quality rule amendment). However, the District has still contacted the Native
American Heritage Commission and submitted a Native American Tribal Consultation List Request Form.
A1-18 The project’s Initial Study did not identify significant impacts for tribal cultural resources and no mitigation
measures of feasible alternatives for native cultural resources were identified in the DEIR.

Responses to NOP Comments, cont’d.

LETTER
A2

A2-1

Letter
A2

A2-1

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)
Maya Edmonson, IGR/CEQA Branch Chief
August 10, 2020

Comment noted. No response required.

Responses to NOP Comments, cont’d.

LETTER
A3

A3-1

Letter
A3

A3-1

Ventura County Environmental Health Division
Ramesh Bassiri, Technical Services Section
August 3, 2020

Comment noted. No response is required.

