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I I Hearing : Date I t 0 
No. ,1 

I Item Staff ,1 
I Scheduled ,, Ado ted I Resources1 

I I I
Research $99,973 (Visibility Model) Jack I I I 

Technology Service Corporation Suder :1131180 :1131180 I 

80-1 I :NIA 
I I I

Research $40,000 (co-fund) I I IMalcolm I I I
Laurence Berkeley Laboratory80-2 Dole Dl3ll80 :1130180 lNIA 
Health/Agri. Burning I I I 

I 
I 

Dane I 
I 

I
Research $19,183 (Augmentation) I IWestler- I80-3 Univ. of Calif. Davis 

Kern County-NOx control for Steam 
Generators, & NPx tradeoffs 

I 

~xnausE ~missions 1 George I 
I 

passenger cars :Koe 3/5180 :315180 3 24 80 
·Ass.-Test~ProC:udiires·& 0 Exha:ust Emissions:G I 

I 

Standards 1981-82, light-duty & medium :Keorge I . 

oe 3/26180 p/2618080-6 1 5 8 80 

80-7 
I I I, I 

• 
•Mike • I I 
I I 

:~./,,7,?.l,RQ, :518180:Bogdanoff4/23/8080-8 Evaporative Emissions Regs (1981) 1 
I ___..:.__:._;_:__-l 

MSCD : I I 

MVIP SIP Revision; Long Range Plan Paul Rie;er I 
I 

I 
I 

for presently-unregulated sources Sommer-•80-9 I I 
I 

:4l28l80 
I I I 

Henry Mano I I 

Anti-tampering regs for heavy duty
1 MSCD : 4123/80 :4/23/80 

I 

I I :518180 
SCAQMD NSR-relation to difinition Matthews:315/80 :3/6180

I- of Coastal Waters and off-shore I 
ort statement Nawi NIAI 

I 
Research $95,987 (Unv. of SF I I 

80-12 AP on airway function : Holmes 3/26/80 :3/26/80 NIAI I 

Research $82,398 Dept. of Health Servicek 
I 
I 

80-13 (size slective samplers) Holmes 3/26/80 :3126/80 NIAI 

Research I 
I 

$99,642 AeroSpace(NOx control) Holmes 3126/80 p/26180 
I 

Research 3126/80 : : 
80-15 $157,521 d f d l : 

r----.;;...J.IU.....c....raA.1--(bu1u·rt hJ-LOWl!L.Lt.1..CJ.JD.wW.c:e.;.)-----------,r-'H~o~l:.!m!!!e=.:s~..;.,..::l+tL~...2"'1~7.l.!§~o~_t_o....;..::4±,/L,2.,_,3.!././:..182101..-__,:..iN.1../l!A~---I 
Research 

I
, 1

I 
$98,488 

•
80-16 

I I 

UC Riverside (auto exha11st measurements)• Holmes : #/26/80 :3/26/80 

:NIAI 

Exhaust & Evaporative 

80-10 

80-11 

80-14 



State of Californi'a 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD RESOLUTIONS--1980-

RESOLUTIONS 

. . . .• I Ii Hearing Date 
I I t~No. Item Staff , Scheduled ,• Adopted Resou s . . " 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

• I 
IResearch 

30..:.17 $150,000 (Fine Particle Emissions_) Holmes 3/26/80 3/26/80 lN/A 
. . . 

Research $74,945 
' 

Science A.pplicatiori:(fiber.glass emission)Holmes 3/26/80 3/26/80 N/A80-18 . . . . 
Research $99,848 
Acurex (Emissions from ships)80-1e 1 I . 

i 
, Research 

80-20 : f s99actamen945 ~rvcira Studv) 3/26/80 N/A: o ev Holmes 3/26/80 
. . . 

(Mills) 
Subvention Program l:\RD80-21 3/27/80 3/26/80 4/3/80---. . . . 
SCAQMD Rule 475.1 (becomes 1135.1) 
relating to NOx Emissions from80-22 . ' CCl"n ,, /')7 /Q('\ '> /07 /or, /, /1 /, /Q('\ 

r " 
, .• r 'I . . 

Ventura Rule 59.1 (relation to NOx 
80-23 Emissions form power plalnat) SSCD 3/27/80 3/27/80 4/14/80. . . . . -

Title 13, heavy dµty engine emission MSCD80-24 
standards through 1983 model year ~9!!!'!1nr= 5/22/80 5/22/80 6/6/80 . . . . 
To support and assist local APCD"s in §PD80-25 IPlanning Process ue Scot~4/24/80 4/24/80 5/8/80. . . . . 

I 
II CROSS 
I 

Motorcycle Evaporative Emissions Stad. MSCD : 6/26/80 6/26/SfJ '//1}s6 -80 26 
I I I 
I I 

Nozzel sampling procedures for Enforce : I 
I 

80-27 Reid Vapor Pressure (RVP) Morgester6/25/80 6/26/80 :30/80 
' . 

IResearch $199,974, Science Application I I 
I 

for 1 year (carcinogen study, Phase 11) Researchl 4/23/80 4/23/80 :N/A 
Rn-?R I I. . . .

i IResearch $98,444 D.L. Labs I I 

(Evaluation of industrial coations) Research: 4/23/80 4/23/80 1 
I 
N/A 

Rn-?Q I I. . . . . 
Research $123,873 I 

I 
I 
I 

Engineers Testing Labs. I 
I I 

I 

Rn- ,n , (AspbaJ t stHdy) Research: 4/23/80 4/23/80 •NLAI 

Research $199,969 I 
I 

I 
I 

SRI, (Oxidant in the North Central I I 
-·80-31 

;r--,o+- '\ Research: 4/23/80 4123180 :NIA 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD RESOLUTIONS -1980-

RESOLUTIONS 

' I i i Hearing i Date i t EIS to 
No. I Item l Staff ,, I Scheduled ,, Adopted ~ Resources,1 

i I Ii hi
I Research, $74,754 1 Researc 1 I I 

I I
80-32 : 

I 
SAI, (oxidant in the North Central Coast) !4123180 :$123180 :NIA 

i I I I 
I Research ($82,589) I I I 

80-33: UCD (oxidant v.s. the immune system) Research:412380 ;t,-123180 :t-JIA 
I I I I. 
: Research ($105,472) I 

I 
I 
I 

80-34 UC Riverside (Second year study of I I 
I 

.! - _._ ("'I ..,. ----"....,. TT,11 ,- I!,_/?, /Rn :r. I A 
I L - - ,_ _, . . 

80-35 

80-36 

80-37 
' 

I I IResearch $149,093 I II 

UCSB (responses to oxidants Research:4123180 :4l23l80 :NIA 
I I I 

i I IResearch $126,746 UCD, I I I 

(effects of S02 & 03 on crops) Research:4123180 :4l23l80 :NIA 
I I .i IAppointment of Gler R:.c &;a;ss ,to I I I 

I 

Research Screening committee Research 1 4l24l80 :4/24180 •NIA
I 
I 

' I-So. EastDesert Air Gasin Rules, Imperia~SSCD I 
I 

I 

LA & Sao Ber. Co. on vaoor recover¥ 1 •
80-38 aegreasing, arcnitecEura1 coatings~ NSfShirowa 6l25l80 !7123180 !8112180 

SSCD 
~ 80-39 Internal Combustion Engines.,,~-----i------------=:________.;_..!S:Re~e~Sa!.f;e~-+:5d.,/~2eJlJ../_g8!,!_0__ 

I 

:I 

i i 
I I 
I I 

• I •II~!~5Ll2!:c:2~8~0~---+:6-!../...:::.6~8~0__ 
I 

;
i . I 

: I 
e . ·.. . : 
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i----i,r----__;_---------------.:----..:..------..:..-------,,:-----; 
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I 
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I .' i 
I 
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Continued in V61.ll-
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-! 
RESOLUTIONS 

I I I I I 
II I I Hearing , Date t E'~• 

,INo. .,I Item I Staff I Scheduled .: Adopted "
,I Res 4rces .' i IMotorcycle Exhaust Emiss.Sta. for 1982 ~SCD : I I onnner- , I I

80-40 §p~g~srgutmthW~~a1ag~fK. 7723/§151 held field : 6/26/80 l7/23/8o :10120/80 
. .' i I I 

Research UCD $115,986 In vivo fate Researchl 6/25/80 !6/25/80 :N/A 
I I I80-41 I I 

• . i ' I 
I . I

Research $120,921 UCSD- I I 

6/25/.80 'N/A8G';:"'42 l Respirable Particulates Researc~ 6/25/80 I . . . 
I I i 
: Research $99,951 I 

I 
I 
I 

80-43 : Cal Tech. Math • Model Researc~ 6/25/80 6/25/80 :N/A. . 
:C Continued to 9/24/80) I 

I I 
I 

I MSCD I I 

80-44 : Changes in Warranty Regs Urkow : 8/27/80 9/25/80 :n/3/80 . . . 
I I 
I I 
I I 

80-45 Title 17 Amendments - ARB regs Legal : 6/25/80 6/25/80 :7/1/80 
- ' ' IPetn. of RTD FROM EXEMPT. FROM Calif. Stu. Dantf I 

MV Emiss. statutes and Reg MSCD : 8/27/80 I 

80-46 I 
I 

/l,J; 11 '-~ r-~~,-; ~~.-1 \ I . i I• -Suggested Control Measure.to Control SSCD I I 

organic emissions form pharmaceutical I I 
I 

80 !J.7. aad cosmetjcs mfg opei:atj ODS 1 
Barham : 8L28L80 ,8L28L80 :10L16Lsr{.~ 

I 

SSCD I 

80-48 Graphic arts 
-

Lamm 7/24/80 7/24/80 !9/19/80 
. . .' ' I 

I 

80-49 SCAQMD NSR shiroma 7/23/80 7/23/80 :8/12/80
I 

I .' ' i 
IResearch $137,946 Univ. Cal. I 

R~vtrs~dej I80-50 n1tural hydrocarbons & Research, 8/27/80 8/28/80 •NIA 
pa oc em ca smog I I I I 

Research $' 125. 000 
I 
I 

I 
I 

80-51 Univ. Cal. Riverside; forage grasses Research•
I 

8/27/80 8/28"80 :N/A
I .I I . . ' Research $12,645 (augmentation) I I 
I I 

SAI(joint funding w/energy Connn.) I I 

80-52 rnnl;no Tow<>rs .Research: 8/27/80 8/28/80 .:N/A 
I '' I 

I :EIS N/A 
I I80-53 Emergency Hearing 

n;esel Nox Emission Standard heinan.: 8/27/80 8/28/80 :fen;~so . . .' ' I I 

Emergency Hearing I 
I 

I 
I 

80-54 AMC-Exhaust Emissions '82-86 Model vear tosnowitz: 8/27/80 8/27/80 :10/6/80 
' '' Ii Sonnner- iRepeal fo 1955-65 MV Exhaust : field ! 10/22/80 10/22/80 :11/3/80 

I I 
I I I 

80-55 Retrofit Emission contol Requirements I -

https://6/25/.80
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No. 

80-56 

80-57 

80-58 

80-59 

I., Item 
: Emergency Hearing. Diesel 
~articulate Emission Standard 

PCB/s (Policy for disposal fo) 

Confirmantion of Emergency Hearinbg 
AMC -Exhaust Emiss. 1982-86 (reference 

11" " (Res. 80-53)" 

Staff 

Heinen 
MSCD 

Leonard 

:;usnowitz 
MSCD 

Heinen 
MSCD 

Scheduled 

8/27/80 

9/25/80 

12/2/80 

12/2/80 

· Ado ted 

8/28/80 

will be 
renoticed 

12/2/80 

12/2/80 

I 

:EIS N/A 

12/30/80 

12/30/80 

80-60 "(Res.80-56)" " " ll Tl " II" I II 
I " 

I Headng : Date 

suggested Control Measure for Loscutoff Cont. tol0/2} 
I 
I ' 

Perchloroethylene Dry Cleaning : SSCD : 9/25/80 : 10/22/80 :11;17/80
I I I I 
I I I I 

I IResearch, $94,000. Battelle Pacific 
Northwest Alter. to Opea Burning Research: 

I 
11/5/80 11/21/80 

I
:N/A

80-64 I 

I I 

Petition to review SCAQMD RULE 1005.1 I I 

Control of Vinyl Chloride Emissions Nawi I
10/22/80 !10122/80 lN/A 

I IResearch, $125,602 Pro. Staff Assn. 
I I 

Corelative & Sensitive Discriminates Research: 11/5/80 11/21/80 :N/A
I I80-66 I I 

Ames : I 
I 

SP,:?<:ested Control Measure, Glass I I 

- 80-67 Meltin Furnances SSCD : 10/23/80 11/5/80 :11/17/80 

I I 
I I 
I IResearch $75,000. KVB, Primary Oil 

research•
I 

11/5/80 11/21/80 :N/ A 

I 

power plants) 
I 

SSCD 12/18/80 12/18/80 112/23/80
80-68 SCA MD Rule 1135.1 (Nox emission from 

" n " " " "" " 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 80-1 

January 31, 1980 

WHEREAS, the ARB has been directed to carry out an effective research program
in conjunction with its efforts to combat air pollution, pursuant to Health and 
Safety Code Sections 39700 through 39705; and 

WHEREAS, a solicited research Proposal Number 877-74 has been submitted by
the Technology Service Corporation to the Air Resources Board; and 

WHEREAS, the Research staff has reviewed and recommended this proposal for 
approval; and 

WHEREAS, the Research Screening Committee has reviewed and recommends for 
funding: 

Proposal Number 877-74 entitled Air Quality Models to Relate 
Particulate and Gaseous Pollutants to Visibility submitted by 
the Technology Service Corporation for an amount not to exceed 
$99,973; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Air Resources Board pursuant to the 
authority granted by Health and Safety Code Section 39703, hereby accepts the 
recommendation of the Research Screening Committee and approves the following: 

Proposal Number 877-74 entitled Air Quality Models to Relate 
Particulate and Gaseous Pollutants to Visibility submitted by
the Technology Service Corporation, for an amount not to 
exceed $99,973, 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Officer shall initiate administrative 
procedures and execute all necessary documents and contracts for the research 
effort proposed in an amount not to exceed $99,973. 

I certify that the above is a true and 
correct copy of Resolution 80-1 as passed
by the Air Resources Board. 

Sal lyRump ' f 
Board Secretary 
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State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 80-2 

January 31 , 1980 

WHEREAS, the Air Resources Board has been directed to carry out an effective 
research program in conjunction with its efforts to combat air pollution, 
pursuant to Health and Safety Code Sections 39700 through 39705; and 

WHEREAS, an unsolicited research Proposal Number 874-74 entitled "California 
Energy Systems Assessment Model: Economic Impacts and Air Effluents of 
Conventional and Solar Strategies" has been submitted by the Lawrence Berkeley 
Laboratory to the Air Resources Board and California Energy C0111T1ission; 

WHEREAS, the total cost of this proposal is $115,200, with $75,000 proposed to 
be contributed by the California Energy Commission and $40,200 proposed to be 
contributed by the Air Resources Board; and 

WHEREAS, the California Energy Conmi ss ion wi 11 consider this proposal for 
co-funding on February 27, 1980; 

WHEREAS, the Research staff has reviewed and recorrmended this proposal for 
approval; and 

WHEREAS, the Research Screening Committee has reviewed and recommends for 
funding: 

Proposal Number 874-74 entitled "California Energy Systems
Assessment Model: Economic Impacts and Air Effluents of 
Conventional and Solar Strategies" submitted by the 
Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory for an amount not to exceed 
$115,200, of which no more than $40,200 shall be funded by
the ARB; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Air Resources Board pursuant to the 
authority granted by Health and Safety Code Section 39703, hereby accepts the 
recommendation of the Research Screening Committee and approves the following: 

Proposal Number 874-74 entitled "California Energy Systems
Assessment Model: Economic Impacts and Air Effluents of 
Conventional and Solar Strategies" submitted by the Lawrence 
Berkeley Laboratory, for an amount not to exceed $115,200, 
of which no more than $40,200 shall be funded by the ARB, 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Officer shall initiate administrative 
procedures and execute all necessary documents and contracts for the research 
effort proposed in an amount not to exceed $115,200, of which no more than $40,200 
shall be funded by the ARB. 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 80-3 

January 31, 1980 

WHEREAS, the Air Resources Board has been directed to carry out an effective 
research program in conjunction with its efforts to combat air pollution, pursuant 
to Health and Safety Code Sections 39700 through 39705; and 

WHEREAS, a research Proposal Number 805-67(a) to augment the existing Contract 
Number A8-093-3l entitled "Potential Health Hazards Associated with Particulate 
Matter Released from Rice Straw Burning" has been submitted by the University
of California at Davis to the Air Resources Board; and 

WHEREAS, the Research staff has reviewed and recommended this proposal for 
approval ; and 

WHEREAS, the Research Screening Committee has reviewed and recommends for funding: 

Proposal Number 805-67(a) to augment existing Contract 
Number A8-093-31 entitled ''Potential Health Hazards 
Associated with Particulate Matter Released from Rice 
Straw Burning" submitted by the University of California 
at Davis for an amount not to exceed $19,183; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Air Resources Board pursuant to the 
authority granted by Health and Safety Code Section 39703, hereby accepts the 
recommendation of the Research Screening Committee and approves the following: 

Proposal Number 805-67(a) to augment existing Contract Number 
A8-093-3l entitled "Potential Health Hazards Associated with 
Particulate Matter Released from Rice Straw Burning" submitted 
by the University of California at Davis, for an amount not to 
exceed $19,183, 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Officer shall initiate administrative 
procedures and execute all necessary documents and contracts for the research 
effort proposed in an amount not to exceed $19,183. 

I certify that the above is a true and 
correct copy of Resolution 80-3 as passed
by the Air Resources Board. 

Sall[~ /4:y
Board Secretary 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Errata to Resolution 80-4 

1. The second paragraph of page 4 of the Resolution is amended to 
read as fo 11 ows: 

"That for new or modified sources reviewed pursuant to Rule 210.l 
as amended by this Resolution, revistng the accumulation date in 
Rule 210.l for net changes in NOx emissions will tend to increase 
ambient levels of N02; ozone (oxidant) and total suspended partic
ulates as a result of NOx emissions from steam generators which 
~eee4ye received Authority to Construct afte~ before September 12, 
1979 but after December 28 ~ 1976; 11 

2. Subsection (A}(6) on page A-3 of Attachment A is amended to read 
as follows: 

"The date of an air quality change ... the most recent 
El4seaRUR1:1aRee discontinuous hourly exceedance." 

3. Section 6 of Attachment B, found on page B-4, should read as 
follows: 

''6. Sections 5 B 9, 5 B 10, and 5 B 11 are renumbered to 
5 B 10, 5 B 11, and 5 B 12, respectively.'' 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 80-4 

March 6, 1980 

WHEREAS, Health and Safety Code Section 39602 designates the state board 
as the air pollution control agency for all purposes set forth in federal 
law and as the state agency responsible for preparation of the state 
implementation plan required by the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C., Section 
7401 et~) and provides that the state board shall coordinate the 
activities of a11 districts to comply with that Act; and 

WHEREAS, Health and Safety Code Section 39602 further provides that the 
state implementation plan shall only include those provisions necessary 
to meet the requirements of the Clean Air Act; and 

WHEREAS, Health and Safety Code Section 39605 authorizes the state board 
to provide any assistance to a district, and the Kern County Air Pollution 
Control Board has requested that the state board adopt for the District 
rules to control emissions of oxides of nitrogen (NOx); and 

WHEREAS, Health and Safety Code Section 40001 provides that subject to 
the powers and duties of the state board, local districts shall adopt
and enforce rules and regulations which assure that reasonable provision 
is made to achieve and maintain state ambient air quality standards and 
that districts shall also endeavor to achieve and maintain federal 
ambient air quality standards; and 

WHEREAS, Section llO(a)(l) of the Clean Air Act requires each state to 
adopt and submit to the Administrator of the Environmental Protection 
Agency, within a specified time, a plan which provides for the implementation,
maintenance, and enforcement of national primary ambient air quality
standards in each air quality control region of the state; and 

WHEREAS, Section 110(a)(2)(B) of the Clean Air Act requires that a state 
implementation plan contain provisions and measures necessary to insure 
the attainment and maintenance of national air quality standards; and 

WHEREJ\.S, Section 110(a)(2)(D) of the Clean Air Act requires that a state 
implementation plan include a permit program which assures that national 
ambient air quality standards are achieved and maintained; and 

WHEREAS, Sections 21080.5 and 21081 of the Public Resources Code (Calif
ornia Environmental Quality Act, "CEQA") and Board regulations require 
that an activity not be adopted as proposed if there are feasible alter
natives or feasible mitigation measures available which would substantially 
lessen any significant adverse impact which the action may have on the 
environment; and 
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WHEREAS, Kern County has been designated under Section 107(d)(l) of the 
Clean Air Act as "attainment" or "unclassified" for nitrogen dioxide 
(N02) and as "nonattainment" for ozone and total suspended particulates,
and exceeds the state visibility standard and the state standards for 
oxidant, sulfate, and total suspended particulates; and 

WHEREAS, the state board on September 12, 1979, adopted Resolution 79-
68, which among other things amended Rule 210.l of the Kern County Air 
Pollution Control District, Standard for Authority to Construct; and 

WHEREAS, the Board hereby incorporates Resolution 79-68 in thiS_ Resolution;
and 

WHEREAS, Resolution i9=68contains, among oth-e-rs, the following findings: 

The air quality monitoring data for Bakersfield indicate consistent 
yearly increases in ambient concentrations of NO approaching the 
national ambient air quality standards (NAAQS) f6r that pollutant,
and further indicate that ff current trends continue the standard 
will likely be exceeded in the near future; and 

The exceedance of the NO? NAAQS would necessitate redesignation of 
Kern County as nonattainment for that pollutant and would further 
necessitate preparation of a revision to the state implementation
p 1 an in accordance with the Clean Air Act; and 

The analysis of current air quality data indicates that increased 
emissions of oxides of nitrogen (NOx) in Kern County will lead to 
aggravation of existing exceedances of the federal ozone standard 
and the state oxidant standards; and 

WHEREAS, in response to requests from interested parties that the Board 
reconsider Rule 210. l, particularly as it affects control of emissions 
of NOx from steam generators used in oi 1 production, the Board he 1 d a 
hearing on November 28, 1979, to consider, among other things, review 
and amendment of certain provisions of Rule 210.l; and 

WHEREAS, at its November 28, 1979 hearing, a committee of the Board was 
designated to prepare a report and recorrmendation to the Board concerning 
Rule 210.1 and an overall control strategy for the control of NOx emissions 
in Kern County; and 

WHEREAS, the Board Committee have prepared their report and recommendation, 
and Board staff have also prepared a report and recommended proposal for 
contra l of NOx emf ssions tn Kern County; and 

WHEREAS, Board Member Laurence Caretto, pursuant to Board di.rection, has 
worked closely with the Kern County Air Pollution Control Di.strict and 
industry representatives and this has been regarded by the Dtstri ct and 
industry as a useful relationship; and 

WHEREAS, the operation of steam generators provides great opportunity 
for cogeneration which could result in a useful saving of the nation's 
energy resources; and 
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WHEREAS, the District has committed to modifying their New Source Review 
rule to encourage cogeneration projects; and 

WHEREAS, the Board has held a public hearing and considered the reports 
and recommendations prepared by both the Board Committee and Board staff 
as well as oral and written testimony from interested persons; and 

WHEREAS, the Board finds: 

That ambient levels of N07 in Kern County have generally increased 
since at least 1973, and are closely approaching the state and 
national standards; 

That NOx emissions from steam generators used in thermally en
hanced oil recovery operations in Kern County contribute sig
nificantly to ambient N02 levels; 

That steam generators which will commence operation in the future 
and which are necessary for the extraction of the large reserves 
of heavy crude oil located in Kern County to meet national 
energy needs will necessarily increase NOx emissions; 

That unless such increases in NOx emissions are mitigated, state 
and national ambient N02 standards will likely be exceeded in Kern County 
in the near future; 

That under Rule 210.l as adopted September 12, 1979, accumulated 
emissions from December 28. 1976 from steam generators which had not 
received preliminary approval for Authority to Construct by that 
date are required to be fully offset; 

That oil producers have raised substantial concerns regarding their 
ability to obtain NOx offsets for new oil field steam generators in the 
manner required under the existing rule; 

That in order to meet these concerns it is necessary to change the 
accumulation date in Rule 210.l for net changes in emissions from 
December 28, 1976 to September 12, 1979, and provide an alternative 
method for mitigation of emissions increases associated with such a 
change; 

That certain oil producers who own existing sources have indicated a 
willingness to make emission offsets available to other producers who 
have no offsets of their own; 

That emission mitigation requirements contained in existing regulations 
of the Kern County Air Pollution Control District together with 
amendments to District rules adopted in this Resolution are adequate to 
insure that no increases in ambient levels of ozone (oxidant), total 
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suspended particulates, and sulfur dioxide will result from 
the change in the emissions accumulation date in Rule 210.1 
adopted by this Resolution and the concommitant increase in 
emissions of hydrocarbon and ~iilfur diox1de (SO2) and dfrectly
emitted particulates; · -- -· - ·· · -

That revising the accumulation date in Rule 210.1 for net 
changes in N0x emissions will tend to increase ambient levels 
of NO, ozone (oxidant) and total suspended particulates as 
a resblt of N0x emissions from steam generators which receive 
Authority to Construct after September 12, 1979; 

That in order to mitigate the effect of these N0x emissions 
increases on ambient concentrations of NO, ozone (oxidant)
and tota1 suspended particulates, it is n6cessary under Sections 
110 and 172 of the Clean Air Act and under CEQA to require
reductions of N0x emissions from steam generators permitted
before September 12, 1979; 

That requiring an increased level of N0x control on Kern 
County oil field steam generators which received an Authority 
to Construct on or before September 12, 1979, together with the 
requirements of Rule 210. 1, will result in a reduction of 
N0x emissions sufficient to permit the construction and operation
of new steam generators without adversely affecting air quality; 

That the reductions in N0x emissions required under Rule 425 
are sufficiently greater than the increases in N0x emissions 
allowed by altering Rule 210.l so that the attainment and main
tenance of state and national ambient air quality standards for 
ozone (oxidant), total suspended particulates, and N02 will be 
assured; 

That the N0x emissions reductions from oil field steam generators
required by the proposed Rule 425 are technically feasible and 
economically reasonable and can be accomplished by the dates 
required by the rule; 

That under some circumstances, the revisions to the Kern County 
Air Pollution Control District's Rules and Regulations adopted
in this Resolution may result in temporary increases in N0x 
emissions, thereby increasing ambient concentrations of N02, 
ozone (oxidant), and particulates; 

That the air quality monitoring and associated retrofit provisions
of Rule 425 will insure that any such increases in ambient N07 , 
ozone (oxidant), 6r total suspended particulate concentration~ 
wi 11, in fact, be short term and will be fully mitigated within 
eighteen months of such increase; 
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NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Air Resources Board hereby adopts
Rule 425 (Oxides of Nitrogen Emissions from Steam Generators Used in 
Thermally l:nhanced Oil Recovery) for the Kern County Air Pollution 
Control District to read in its entirety as set forth in Attachment A to 
this Resolution; 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Rules and Regulations of the Kern 
County Air Pollution Control District, Rule 210. l, Standard for Authority 
to Construct, is amended to read as set forth in Attachment B to this 
Resolution; 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the revisions to Rule 210.l and the provisions
of Rule 425 are integral and non-severable, and in the event that any
portion of either Rule 210.l or Rule 425 is found to be invalid either 
administratively or in a court of law, it is the Board's intention that 
the provisions of both Rule 210.l and Rule 425 as adopted by this Res
olution be rescinded and the provisions of Rule 210.1 as adopted September
12, 1979 be reinstated; 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the aforesaid amendments shall be effective 
immediately and shall be enforced by the Kern County Air Pollution 
Control District in accordance with Section 41504 of the Health and 
Safety Code; 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board directs the Executive Officer 
forthwith to submit Rules 210.l and 425 as adopted in this Resolution to 
the Environmental Protection Agency for incorporation in the California 
State Implementation Plan; 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board encourages the District to expedite 
the adoption of appropriate provisions in its New Source Review rule 
which will further the use of cogeneration; 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board acknowledges the problem faced by 
those oil producers lacking existing sources from which to obtain emission 
reductions to use as tradeoffs or for banking and suggests that in 
developing a system of banking regulations, the APCD seek to develop a 
solution to these problems; 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the District is encour_aged to include in a 
system of banking regulations a provision to insur_ethat the use of 
banked reductions will not interfere with the attainment and maintenance 
of state and national ambient air quality standards; 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board commits to the continuation of an 
active working relationship between Mem5er Caretto and the District and 
affected industries. 

I certify that the above is a true 
and correct copy of Resolution 80-4 
as passed by the Air Resources Board. 



• ATTACHMENT A 

Rule 425 
Oxides of Nitrogen Emissions from 

Steam Generators used in Thermally Enhanced Oil Recovery 

A. Definitions 

For the purposes of this rule: 

1. "Steam generator" means an oil-fuel-fired combustion device which 

has a heat input capacity greater than fifteen million British 

thermal units (Btu's) per hour and which converts water to dry 

steam, or to a mixture of water vapor and steam, with an absolute 

• pressure of more than thirty pounds per square inch, and which is 

used in thermally enhanced oil recovery. 

2. "Existing steam generator" means a steam generator for which an 

Authority to Construct was issued prior to September 12, 1979. 

3. "Stationary source" means a stationary source as defined in 

Rule 210. 1. 

4. "N02 concentration" means the concentration of gaseous nitrogen 

dioxide recorded by an ARB or EPA approved analyzer which is 

calibrated against one of the two alternative EPA calibration 

methods. NO concentrations recorded from instruments calibrated by
2 

the Saltzman procedure shall be multiplied by 0.87 prior to the use 

of such N02 concentrations in the determination of an air quality. 

change. 

5. "Moving average concentration" means the average of a11 representative 



or if 

shall be calc 

6. quality change" 

B-2 

monthly 

o construct a 

following requirements: 

a) averages are required 

for each 

averages are requiredb) At least 

for each 

c) At least 548 hourly ave ages d~ing a calendar month aret moothly ,,,,age 

~ otherwise unava i 1ab1e 

the 12 month moving shall be calculated lfy substituting the 
\ 

' corresponding repr average for t~e. most recent year, 

is unavailable, the 12 month m,?ving average 

substituting the representative·monthly average 

nearest in time to the month in question. 

\ . 
\ 

means a second or third stage air qll'a lity
I 

\the following table: 

\ 

required .-epces 

representative o'r-:\ 

• 



A-2 

monthly average concentrations for any 12 consecutive month 

period at·a monitoring site. Data used to construct a 

moving,average concentration shall meet the following requirements: 

a) A_t least two representative monthly averages are required 

for each calendar quarter; 

b) At least nine representative monthly averages are required 

for each 12 month moving average; 

c) At least 548 hourly averages during a calendar month are 

required to calculat_e a representative monthly average 

If a monthly average is not representative or is otherwise unavailable 

the 12 month moving average shall be calculated by substituting the 

corresponding representative monthly average for the most recent year, 

or if this information is unavailable, the 12 month moving average 

shall be calculated by substituting the representative monthly average 

for the month nearest in time to the month in question. 

6. ''Air quality change'' means a second or third stage air quality 

change as defined in the following table: 

Second StaQe 
Air Ouali e 

The occurrence of a 12 month 
moving average N02 concentration 
which exceeds 0.0~5 parts per 
mi 11 ion or the occurrence of an 
hourly average MO concentration 
which exceeds 0.26 parts per million 
for three or more discontinuous 
station-hours, separated by at 
least 18 J1ours, within any 
consecutive 36 month period. 

Third Stage
Air Quality Change______ 

The occurrence of a 12 month moving 
average M02 concentration which 
exceeds 0.053 parts per million or 
the occurrence of an hourly average 
fl02 concentration which equals 
~r exceeds 0.25 parts per million 
for two or more discontinuous station
hours within any consflr.11t i ve 1::, 
month period. 
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The date of an air quality change shall be the last date of the 

applicable 12 month moving average or the date of the most recent 

discontinuance hourly exceedance. 

7. "Small producer" means a person, including any business entity, 

which, on March 6, 1980, had petroleum business interests solely 

in drilling and producing crude oil and gas. 

8. "Approved air quality monitoring station" means an air monitoring 

station which meets applicable state and federal criteria for 

quality assurance and which is approved in writing by the Kern 

County Air Pollution Control District for use in detennining 

whether an air quality change has occurred. At a minimum, all 

air monitoring stations operated by the District, the Air Resources 

Board, or by any person pursuant to any federal, state or district 

law, rule, order, permit or regulation, shall be approved by the 

district. 

B. N0x Emission Standards 

1. After July 1, 1982, the owner or operator of an existing steam 

generator shall limit the emissions of oxides of nitrogen (NOx) 

from such units to: 

a) For small producers, no more than 0.35 pounds of oxides of 

nitrogen per million Btu of heat input. 

b) For producers other than small producers, no more than 

0,30 pounds of oxides of nitrogen per million Btu of heat 

input. 
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• 

2. 18 months after a second stage air quality change, the NOx emissions 

standard which is prescribed in subsection (B)(l) shall be superseded 

by the following emission standard: the owner or operator of an 

existing steam generator shall limit the emissions of oxides of 

nitrogen from such unit to no more than 0.25 pounds per million 

Btu of heat input. 

3. 18 months after a third stage air quality change, the NOx emission 

standard which is prescribed in subsection (B)(l) or (8)(2), 

whichever applies, shall be superseded by the following emission 

standard: the owner or operator, of an existing steam generator 

shall limit the emissions of oxides of nitrogen from such unit 

to no more than 0.14 pounds per million Btu of heat input. 

C. Banking of Emission Reductions 

1. Oxides of nitrogen emission reductions which are required pursuant 

to subsection (B)(l), but which are not required by any other federal, 

state, or district law, rule, order permit or regulation, may be 

used as offsets or banked for use in future projects, provided that 

prior to a second or third stage air quality change, the applicant 

has completed the installation of all necessary control equipment and 

has notified the air pollution control officer in writing of the 

start-up of such equipment and requested the District to perform 

the source test(s) required for issuance of a permit to operate, and 

that subsequently a permit to operate for such source is issued. 
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2. Oxides of nitrogen emission reductions which are required pursuant 

to Subsection (8)(2), but which are not required by any other 

federal, state, or district law, rule, order, permit, or regulation 

may be used as offsets or banked for use in future projects, provided 

that prior to a second or third stage air quality change, the applicant has 

completed the installation of all necessary control equipment and has 

notified the air pollution control district in writing of the start-up 

of such equipment and requested the district to perform the source 

test(s) required for issuance of a permit to operate,and that 

subsequently a permit to operate for such source is :iiss ued. 

3. Oxides of nitrogen emission reductions which are required pursuant 

to Subsection (8)(3), but which are not required by any other 

federal, state, or district law, rule, order, permit, or regulation 

may be used as offsets or banked for use in future projects, provided 

that prior to a third stage air quality change, the applicant 

has completed the installation of all necessary control equipment 

and has notified the air pollution control district in writing 

of the start-up of such equipment and requested the district to 

perform the source test(s) required for issuance of a permit 

to operate.and that subsequently a permit to operate for such 

source is issued. 

4. The use of emissions reductions as offsets or in a banking system 

pursuant to this Section C shall be contingent upon verification 

of those reductions in a permit to operate issued for the 

modified equipment. 
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D. Records for N02 Concentrations 

No later than 90 days after the last day of each calendar month, the 

Air Pollution Control Officer shall publish a complete update of the 

moving average N02 concentrations and maximum hourly average N02 

concentrations for each approved air quality monitoring station. 

E. Averaging 

The owner or operator of two or more steam generators may satisfy 

the requirements of Section (B) by demonstrating to the satisfaction 

of the Air Pollution Control Officer that the average emissions of 

oxides of nitrogen from all of his or her existing steam generators 

which are located within the same stationary source shall not exceed 

the emission standards prescribed in Section (B). Twelve months 

prior to any compliance date specified in this rule, the owner or 

operator shall provide plans to the District showing how compliance 

will be achieved. 

F. Small Producer Exemption 

Section (8)(2) and (8)(3) of this rule shall not apply to small 

producer's existing steam generators up to a total heat input 

of 200 mm Btu/hour. 



ATTACHMENT B 

Amendments to the Kern County Air Pollution Control District Rule 210.l 
(Changes are underlined) 

1. Add the following definition to Section l of the Kern County Air 

Pollution Control District Rule 210.l: 

N. Heavy oil means crude oil having an American Petroleum 

- Institute gravity of 20 degrees or less. 

2. Section 4E is amended to read as: 

When computing the net increase in emissions for modifications, 

other than modifications to heavy oil production operations, the 

Control Officer shall take into account the cumulative net 

emissions changes which were achieved after December 28, 1976, and 

which are represented by Authorities to Construct or Permits to 

Operate ~ii~¢1~t¢~/wlt~lt~~l~tlitln~lit~tl~n~tili~0t¢¢/~n~I 

issued to the stationary source ~ft¢f/0¢¢¢~~¢f/l~i/J~l~il 

excluding any emissions reductions required to comply with 

M.Jl. federal, state, or district law, rule, order, or 

regulation. When computing the net increase in emissions 

for modifications to h_eav_')' oil production operations, the Control Officer shal· 

take into account the cumulative net emissions changes represented 

by Authorities to Construct issued to the stationary source after 

September 12, 1979, excluding any emissions reductions required to 

comply with any federal, state, or district law, rule, order, 

or .1:eg~lation ~ except Ru] e 425. Emission reducti ans resulting from 

imttlementation of Rule 425 shall be taken into account in accordance 
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with the requirements of Rule 425. 

3. Section 5 B 4 is amended to read as: 

a. A ratio of emissions offsets to emissions (offset ratio) for new 

sources or modifications, other than heavy oil production operations, 

of 1.2:l shall be required for emissions offsets located either: 

i. upwind in the same or adjoining counties; or 

ii. within a 15 mile radius of the proposed new source or modification. 

For emissions offsets located outside of the areas described 

above, the applicant shall conduct modeling to determine an 

offset ratio sufficient to show a net air quality benefit 

in the area affected by emissions from the new source or 

modification. 

b. Emissions from heavy oil production operations shall be offset 

- at a ratio of: 

i. 1.0:l if the emissions used as offsets are owned by the same 

company and located within the same stationary source which is 

to be modified: 

ii. 1.2:l if the emissions used as offsets from different companies 

and located within the same oil field (Western Kern County 

Fields or Central Kern County Fields as defined in this rule) 

as the proposed new stationary source or modification; 

iii. 1.5:l if the emissions used as offsets are located outside 

of the oil field (Western Kern County Fields or Central 

Kern County Fields as defined in this rule) in which the 

proposed new stationary source or modification is located, 

regardless of whether they are owned by the same or different 

companies. 
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Notwithstanding any other provision of this section the yearly 

emissions profiles and the yearly emissions offset profiles 

for a source object to this section may be constructed based 

on the daily emissions from the source averaged on a monthly 

basis. In such event, an offset ratio of 2.0:l shall be required. 

4. Section 5 B 7 is amended to read as: 

Emissions reductions resulting from measures required by 

adopted federal, state, or district laws, rules or regulations 

shall not be allowed as emissions offsets unless a complete 

application incorporating such offsets was filed with the District 

prior to the date of adoption of the laws, rules or regulations, 

with the exception of Rule 425. Emission reductions resulting 

from implementation of Rule 425 shall be used in accordance with 

the provisions in that rule. 

5. Section 5 B 8 is amended to read as: 

The Control Officer shall allow emissions reductions which 

exceed those required by this rule for a new source or 

modificat.ion to be banked for use in the future by the 

applicant. A11 such reductions, when used as offsets for 

the increased emissions from a proposed new source or 

modifications, shall be used in accordance with the other 

provisions of this Section. 
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6. Section 5 B 9 and 5 B 10 are renumbered to 5 B 10 and 5 B 11 

respectively. 

7. Section 5 B 9 is added and reads: 

Emission reductions achieved by the stationary source prior 

to the establishment of the District's banking system shall 

be used only for determining the net cumulative changes of 

emissions from that source. Such emission reductions. as 

well as emission reductions achieved on or after the 

establishment of the banking system pursuant to Health 

and Safety Code Sections 40709-40713, shall be allowed 

to be banked and transferred according to the requirements 

of.the system. 



State of California 

AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Response to Significant Environmental Issues 

Item: Public Hearing to Consider Amendments to the Rules and Regulations 
of the Kern County Air Pollution Control District-Amendments to 
Rule 210.l, Standard for Authority to Construct, and Addition 
of Rule 425, Relating to Retrofit Control for Emissions of Oxides 
of Nitrogen from Oil Field Steam Generators 

Public Hearing Date: March 5 and 6, 1980 

Response Date: March 6, 1980 

Issuing Authority: Air Resources Board 

- Comment: none 

Response: N/A 

CERTIFIED: 



. 
State of Callfomhl 

:. 
Memorandum 

Huey D. Johnson Date' March 24 • 1980 
Secretary 

Subject: Filing of NoticeRESOURCES AGfNCY of Decision of the 
Air Resources Board 

Pursuant to Title 17, Section 60007(b), and in compliance with 
Air Resources Board certification under section 21080.5 of the 
Public Resources Code, the Air Resources Board hereby forwards 
for posting the attached notice of decision and response to en
vironmental corrments raised during the comment period. 

~~ 
Sally Rump
BOARD SECRETARY 

attachments 
Resolution 80-4 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 80-5 

March 5, 1980 

WHEREAS, Section 39601 of the Health and Safety Code authorizes the 
Air Resources Board to adopt standards, rules and regulations necessary 
for the proper execution of the powers and duties granted to and imposed 
upon the Board by law; and 

WHEREAS, Section 43210 of the Health and Safety Code requires that the 
Board adopt regulations which provide for the testing of new motor vehicles 
on factory assembly lines or in such manner as the Board determines best 
suited to carry out the purpose of Part 5 (commencing with Section 43000), 
Division 26, of the Health and Safety Code~ and 

WHEREAS, Section 43000(e) of the Health and Safety Code states that 
emission standards ap~lied to new motor vehicles are standards with 
which all new motor vehicles shall comply; and 

WHEREAS, a public hearing and other administrative proceedings have been 
held in accordance with the provisions of the Administrative Procedure 
Act (Government Code, Title 2, Division 3, Part 11 Chapter 4.5)1 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Board hereby amends its regulations 
in Article 2, Subchapter 1, Chapter 3, Title 13, California Administrative 
Code, and confirms Board adoption of the following Section 1960,2 which 
reads: 

1960.2 Special Standards for 1980 and 1981 Model Passenger Cars 

(a) Notwithstanding any other provision of this Chapter, for any
vehicle manufacturer who is subject to ''in lieu'' standards pursuant to 
Section 202(b)(l)(B) of the Clean Air Act as amended in 1977, the oxides 
of nitrogen emissions from 1980 and 1981 model passenger cars shall not 
exceed an assembly line test level of 1,0 grams per vehicle mile as 
determined on a production average basis as measured by calendar quarter 
and evaluated on a cumulative basis. 

(b) The oxides of nitrogen emissions from each 1980 and 1981 model 
passenger car engine family and subgroup produced by a manufacturer 
pursuant to this section shall not exceed a standard of 1 .5 grams per
vehicle mile, 

(c) For the purposes of testing performed pursuant to Subchapter 2, 
Article l, (Assembly Line Testing), the deterioration factors to be 
applied to 1981 model passenger cars shall be determined by the Executive 
Officer after taking into account certification and engineering data for 
similar vehicles. 



(d) Joint ARB-manufacturer evaluations of production average data 
will be made each six months, starting with production test data accumulated 
through December 21, 1979, and appropriate relief will be made available 
to such manufacturer should unanticipated technical problems yield an 
inability to meet the production average level required by this section. 

(e) All definitions, standards, test procedures and other requirements 
of this Chapter not inconsistent with this section shall apply to all 
vehicles produced by such manufacturer for sale in California, 

NOTE: Authority cited1 Section 39600 and 39601, Health and Safety Code. 
Reference: Sections 43100 and 43101, Health and Safety Code, 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board hereby amends: (1) the "California 
Assembly-Line Test Procedures for 1980 Model Year Passenger Cars, Light-
Duty Trucks and Medium-Duty Vehicles," (2) "California Assembly-Line Test 
Procedures for 1981 Model Year Passenger Cars, Light-Duty Trucks and Medium
Duty Vehicles," (3) "California Exhaust Emissions Standards and Test Procedures 
for 1980 Model Passenger Cars, Light-Duty Trucks, and Medium-Duty Vehicles," 
and (4) "California Exhaust Emission Standards and Test Procedures for 1981 
and Subsequent Model Passenger Cars, Light.Duty Trucks and Medium-Duty
Vehicles" as set forth in Attachments 1, 2, 3, and 4, respectively, 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board hereby finds that its regulations
in Sections 1960.2, 2058 and 2059, Title 13, California Administrative 
Code, the 1980 and 1981 assembly-line test procedures and related exhaust 
emission standards and test procedures are individually for each vehicle 
category, and, in the aggregate( at least as protective of public health 
and welfare as applicable federal regulations. 

I certify that the above is a true 
and correct copy of Resolution 80-5, 
as passed by the Air Resources Board. 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

California Assembly-Line Test Procedures for t979 1980 
Model Year Passenger Cars, Light-Duty

Trucks and Medium-Duty Vehicles 

Adopted: November 16, 1978 
Amended: January 30, 1979 
Amended: May 9, 1979 
Amended: March 5, 1980 

Note: These procedures are printed in a style to emphasize the 
differences from the 1979 Assembly-Line Test Procedures. 
Additions are indicated by underlining and deletions are 
lined out. Modifications to Section 3.(9) made by the 
Executive Officer in compliance with the Boards directive 
are shown by two underlines. March 5, 1980 changes are 
listed in Part 5. 
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State of California 

AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

California Assembly-Line Test Procedures for +979 1980 
Model Year Passenger Cars, Light-Duty --

Trucks and Medium-Duty Vehicles 

A. General Provisions 

1. Applicability 

These test procedures, adopted pursuant to Section 43210 of the 

California Health and Safety Code, are applicable to 1980 model 

year gasoline and diesel powered passenaer cars, §ase+4Re-aRa 

a4ese+-~ewe~ea light-duty trucks, and §ase+4Re-aRa-a4ese+-~ewe~ea 

medium-duty vehicles having an engine displacement of 50 cubic 

inches or greater, exceot motorcycles, subject to registration and 

manufactured for sale in California. 

2. Compliance 

The procedures specify two types o~ tests: (1) a short inspection 

test to be applied to every vehicle before sale, and (2) a quality 

audit test according to the "California Exhaust Emission Standards 

and Test Procedures for 1980 Model Passenger Cars, Light-Duty 

Trucks and Medium-Duty Vehicles." A vehicle is in compliance 

with these assembly-line standards and test procedures when that 

vehicle ·is in compliance with the inspection test requirements 

and that vehicle's engine family is in compliance with the quality 

audit test requirements. Since 0uality audit evaluations occur les~ 

1. 



frequently than the inspection tests, a vehicle which passes the 

inspection test may be presumed to be in compliance with the full 

assembly-line procedures pending the quality audit evaluation of 

that vehicle's engine family. 

3. Decal 

Section 43200 of the Health and Safety Code requires manufacturers 

to affix a window decal in accordance with specific requirements. 

No vehicle subject to these test procedures may be sold and regis

tered in this state which ,snot in compliance with the requirements 

of Section 43200 and this paragraph. 

For vehicles manufactured during the first calendar quarter of 

model production and not to exceed 45 calendar days thereafter, 

the exhaust emissions shown on the window decal shpll be the 

highest values from the engine family emission data fleet passing 

certification. Not more than 45 calendar da1s after the first quart 

and each succeeding calendar quarter of production, the exhaust 

emissions shown on the window decal shall be the average quality aud 

r 

t 

2. 



frequently than the inspection tests, a vehicle which passes the 

inspection test may be presumed to be in compliance with the full 

assembly-line procedures pending the quality audit evaluation of 

that vehicle's engine family. 

3. Decal 

Section 43200 of the Health and Safety Code requires manufacturers 

to affix a window decal in accordance with specific requirements. 

No vehicle subject to these test procedures may be sold and regis

tered in this state which ,snot in compliance with the requirements 

of Section 43200 and this paragraph. 

For vehicles manufactured during the first calendar quarter of 

model production and not to exceed 45 calendar days thereafter, 

the exhaust emissions shown oA the window decal shµll be the 

highest values from the engine family emission data fleet passing 

certification. Not more than 45 calendar days after the first quarter 

and each succeeding calendar quarter of production, the exhaust 

emissions shown on the window decal shall be the average quality audit 

2. 



.. 
values for the engine family during the previous calendar quarter 

of production. During the second calendar. quarter·, however, the 

manufacturer may continue using the decal showing the highest 

values from the engine family emission data fleet, if the first 

calendar quarter fs a short production period (less than a full 

calendar quarter). For engine families certified by carry-over, 

the emi5sion data values from the last full quarter of the previous 

r 
. year's production may be used. For a model-year build-out production 

period, the decal emission values used for the previous production 

quarter may be used. Each vehicle emission decal shall have the 

following statement displayed thereon: 

"This vehicle has been tested under and conforms to 
I 

California Assembly-Line Test Requirements." 

4. Access 

Air Resources Board personnel and mobile laboratories shall have 

access to vehicle assembly plants, distribution facilities and 

test facilities for the purpose of vehicle selection, testing and 

observation. Te- Hie :..el{teRt-f!l"aeHea t-aR e-el<eefjl;-wl=lef'e-tl=le-el<eettHve 

9ffteet"-~as-fjl"eaaate-eattse-fel"~4Rvesl;t§at4eR-f!ess4ete-vtetat4eR-ef 

these-test-fjl"eeeettl"es-el"-ef-l;l=te-afl~t+eae+e-em+ss4eR-sl;aReaFes,-tl=te 

fl"eeitteRey-ef-a_eeess-s l=la t t -ae-fjl"ef!el"HeRat-ameR§-maR tt:faetttf'el"s -4R 

PetatteR-te-Gat+fel"Rta-vel=l4ete-sales~ Scheduling of access shall 

be arranged with the designated manufacturer's representative 

and shal1 not unreasonably disturb no;·mal operations. 

3. 



5. Variations and Exemptions 

Variations from these procedures which produce substantially equiva

lent results may be authorized by the Executive Officer. In 

extraordinary circumstances where comp 1·i ance with these procedures 

is not possible or practicable, a manufacturer may appeal to the Air 

Resources Board for a temporary exemption. 

B. Inspection Test Procedures 

This inspection test shall be performed on all vehicles subject 

to these test procedures. 

1. Inspection Test Procedures 

(a) Functional Test 

Functional tests of the engine components and control systems 

which affect emissions shall be made prior to the steady-state 

emissions tests. If a vehicle fails one or more functional 

tests, it must be repaired and pass a functional retest before 
' 

it can be emission tested. 

A list of the items to be functionally checked and a procedure 

for performing these checks shall be submitted to the Executive 

Officer prior to the start of production. Hithin 60 days of 

its .,-ecei pt the Executive Officer may require revisions to the 

proposal. 

4. 
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5. Variations and Exemptions 

Variations from these procedures which produce substantially equiva-

lent results may be authorized by the Executive Officer. In 

extraordinary circumstances where comp 1-i ance with these procedures 

is not possible or practicable, a manufacturer may appeal to the Air 

Resources Board for a temporary exemption. 

B. Inspection Test Procedures 

This inspection test shall be performed on all vehicles subject 

to these test procedures. 

1. Inspection Test Procedures 

(a) Functional Test 

Functional tests of the engine components and control systems 

which affect emissions shall be made prior to the steady-state 

emissions tests. If a vehicle fails one or more functional 

tests, it must be repaired and pass a functional retest before 
' 

it can be emission tested. 

A list of the items to be functionally checked and a procedure 

for performing these checks shall be submitted to the Executive 

Officer prior to the start of production. Within 60 days of 

its receipt the Executive Officer may require revisions to the 

proposal. 

4. 
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(b) Steady State Emissions Test 

The vehicle engine shall be adjusted to the ~anufacturer's 

specifications for delivery to the customer prior to the 

steady-state emissions test. This test shall consist 

of a determination of HC and CO exhaust concentrations with 

the engine operating in a normal idle condition. All tests, 

including. those of control limit test vehicles, shall be 

conducted as foJ lows: 

(l) Vehicles shall be tested in the normal "warmed-up" 

operating temperature range, i.e., after the choke is 

fully open and the engine is at curb idle speed, but 

before thermal override devices are actuated to prevent 
I 

overheating. The test may be oerformed in any transmission 

gear; however the same gear shall be used for control limit 

test vehicles and production vehicles. For each engine 

family, the idle test may be performed without AIR provided 

that the control limit vehicles are tested both with and 

without AIR. The requirements of section B. (3)(g) must be 

met with AIR. 

The control limit test vehicles and all production vehicles 

should be warmed-up and tested in the same manner. 

(2) The sampling probes of the analytical system shall be 

inserted into the exhaust outlets far enough to avoid 

dilution with the outside air. Where this is not possible, 

a tailpipe extension shall be used. 

5. 



(3) A vehicle which fails a steady-state emissions test 

shall he retested or repaired and shall pass on retest 

prior to sale. 

2. Evaluation 

Any vehicle tested by the steady-state emissions test showing emiss 

less than the control limits established for its engine family or 

subgroup and which had previously passed the functional tests will 

be considered to be in compliance with the inspection test requirem 

3. Control Limits 

The control limits for each engine family or subgroup at the start 

a model year will be determined as follows: 

(a) Measure the emissions from the first 100 vehicles of each 

engine family or subgroup tested by the steady-state assembly

line inspection test. 

(b} Determine the mean emission level and standard deviation for 

each pollutant (HC and CO). 

(c} The control limit for each pollutant is the sum of the mean 

plus two times the standard deviation for that pollutant. 

(d) Until the first control limits are established the manufac

turer shall use temporary control limits based on the first 

ter tests. These ten vehicles a.re deemed to meet the control 

limits so established. 

6. 
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(3) A vehicle which fails a steady-state emissions test 

sha11 he retested or repaired and sha11 pass on retest 

prior to sale. 

2. Evaluation 

Any vehicle tested by the steady-state emissions test showing emissions 

less than the control limits established for its engine family or 

subgroup and which had previously passed the functional tests will 

be considered to be in compliance with the inspection test requirements. 

3. Control Limits 

The control limits for each engine family or subgroup at the start of 

a model year will be determined as follows: 

{a) Measure the emissions from the first 100 vehicles of each 

engine family or subgroup tested by the steady-state assembly-

1 ine inspection test. 

(b) Determine the mean emission level and standard deviation for 

each pollutant (HC and CO). 

(c) The control limit for each pollutant is the sum of the mean 

plus two times the standard deviation for that pollutant. 

(d) Until the first control limits are established the manufac

turer shall use temporary contrcl limits based on the first 

ter tests. These ten vehicles are deemed to meet the control 

limits so established. 

6. 
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(e) (i) For control systems that do r.ot use catalytic converters -

If the HC control limit value is determined in subparagraph 

(c) is less than 100 ppm, the HC control limit value may 

be increased by up to 50 ppm, not to exceed 100 ppm. If the 

CO control limit determined in subparagraph (c)· is less than 

1 . 0 percent, the CO contro1 ; i mi t may be increased by up to 

0.5 percent, not to exceed 1.0 percent. 

(ii) For control systems that use catalytic converters - If the 

HC control limit value determined in subparagraph (c) is 

less than 50 ppm, the control limit value may be increaser! 

by up to 30 ppm, not to exceed 50 ppm. 

If the CO control limit determined in subparagraph (c) is 

less than 0.5 percent, the CO control limit may be increased 

by up to 0.3 percent, not to exceed 0.5 percent. 

(f) Idle control limit va1ues may be rounded to the nearest l 0 

ppm HC and O. 1 percent CO in conformance to ASTM E29-67r 

except where this 1o1ould result in a zero value. 

(g) The maximum allowable steady-state control limits for HC and 

CO ere those values used as the idle mode standard shown in 

Section 2176, Title 13 of the California Administrative Code 

for the :J.979 1980 l"lodel-year. An exemption to this requirement 

wil~ be qranted providing the manLfacturer submits emission 

data with each quarterly report listed in one of the options be·1ow: 

7. 
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..ill Submit with each quarterly assemblv-iine report HC and CO emissio ' ., 

evalues measured at engine idle speed for each gualitt audit vehic 

tested and the comeuted mean and standard deviation of HC and CO 

emission results for the total number of vehicles tested, by 

engine family. Measurements of HC and CO shall be conducted 

immediately following comeletion of the dynamometer run and 

vehicles shall be in a state described under B.l {b) (1 ) above. 

If less than 30 vehicles were guality audit tested during the 

reeorting guarter the comeutation of the means and standards 

deviation are not reguired. 

ill Submit auarterlv HC and CO emission values measured at enaine idl1 

speed for a minimum of 30 vehicles in the enqine familv or sub-qr, UP 

int11ediatelv after these vehicles have complied with the assembly- ine 

inspection erocedures and have either been run-in a distance of 

50 miles (on the road or d~namometer) or after other aeeroeriate 

~ngine break-in has been eerformed and the engine is oeerating 

at a fully warmed-ue condi"tion as described in·B.l (b) (1) above. 

In addition to emission results of individual vehicles, the mean 

and standard deviation shall be comeuted and submitted. 

ill The manufacturer may proeose other methods to achieve results 

eguivalent to the two oetions above. These emission data shall 

be obtained from stabilized vehicles which have emissions control 

systems with no defects and are eroeerly adjusted to manufacture~ 
-

specifications. 

ill Contr ol limits with AIR oeerating shall be calculated and reeorted 

for i nforrnation eureoses for those engine families that are tested 

without A:R in oeeration. 

8. 



ill Submit with each quarterly assembly-iine report HC and CO emission ·· 

values measured at engine idle speed for each quality audit vehicle 

tested and the computed mean and standard deviation of HC and CO 

emission results for the total number of vehicles tested, by 

engine family. Measurements of HC and CO shall be conducted 

immediately following completion of the dynamometer run and 

vehicles shall be in a state described under 8.1 (b) (l) above. 

If less than 30 vehicles were quality audit tested during the 

reporting quarter the computation of the means and standards 

deviation are not required. · 

ill Submit quarterly HC and CO emission values measured at engine idle 

speed for a minimum of 30 vehicles in the engine family or sub-group 

immediately after these vehicles have complied with the assembly-line 

inspection procedures and have either been run-in a distance of 

50 miles (on the road or dynamometer) or after other appropriate 

engine break-in has been performed and the engine is operating 

at a fully warmed-up condi-tion as described in· B. l (b) (1) above. 

In addition to emission results of individual vehicles, the mean 

and standard deviation shall be computed and submitted. 

(3) The manufacturer may propose other methods to achieve results 

equivalent to the two options above. These emission data shall 

be obtained from stabilized vehicles which have emissions control 

~ems with no defects and are properly adjusted to manufacturers 

specifications. 

ill Control limits with AIR operating shall be calculated and reported 

for information purposes for those engine families that are tested 

without A:R in operation. 

8. 



' ' 
l .. 

'· 

I 

Control limit values shall be recalculated for each production quarter 

based on the measured emissions from at least 100 vehicles produced during 

the last half of the preceding quarter of production for each engine 

family or subgroup tested by the steady-state emissions test. When 

production levels do not permit compliance with the above, data from 

vehicles produced during the first half of the preceding quarter may 

l 
I 

be used. If the quarterly production of any engine family is less 

than 100 vehicles, the manufacturer shall use the test results from 

I 
I 

all vehicles produced during that quarter in determining the control 

limit values for the next quarter.-
The Executive Officer shall be notified within one week if control 

limit values are recalculated following running changes which affect 

idle emissions levels. The new control limit values and the date 

they first went into effect shall be part of the notification. 

All testing, reports, evaluations, etc. shall be by engine family 

except when the Executive Officer has approved a breakdown by 

subgroups (e.g., different carburetors, engine displacement~, con

trol systems, transmissions, and inertia weights), by assembly 

plant, or both. 

Note: Data from any vehicle indicating gross engine malfunc

tion, and/or failure or disconnection of any emission 

control component, shall be excluded from that used for 

generating control limits. Retest data on vehicles ex

ceeding the control limitf shall not be used in determining 

control limits for subsequent quarters. 

9. 



4. Reports 

Reports shall be submitted to the Air Resources Board within 45 

calendar days of the end of each calendar quarter and within 45 

calendar days of the end of the manufacturer's model production 

year. Results for two different model years shall not be combineo 

stati sti cal ly. 

The report shall include: 

(a) The temporary quarterly control limit values obtained for the 

first quarter of production. 

(b) The mean and the standard deviation of the steady-state emissi 

tests used to determine the quarterly control limits. 

(c) The steady-state control limit values for the next quarter's. 
production. 

All HC values should be stated as hexane equivalents for NDIR 

measurement and ppm carbon if a flame ionization detector is used. 

C. Ouality Audit Test Procedures 

l. Standards and Test Procedures 

The emission standards and the exha~st sampling and analytical 

procedures sha11 be those described in the "California Exhaust 

10. 
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4. Reports 

Reports shall be submitted to the Air Resources Board within 45 

calendar days of the end of each calendar quarter and within 45 

calendar days of the end of the manufacturer's model production 

year. Results for two different model years shall not be combineo 

stati sti cally. 

The report shall include: 

(a) The temporary quarterly control limit values obtained for the 

first quarter of production. 

(b) The mean and the standard deviation of the steady-state emissions 

tests used to determine the quarterly control limits.· 

(c) The steady-state control limit values for the next quarter's 

production. 

All HC values should be stated as hexane equival~nts for NDIR 

measurement and ppm carbon if a flame ionization detector is used. 

C. Quality Audit Test Procedures 

l. Standards and Test Procedures 

The emission standards and the exhal'st sampling and analytical 

procedures sha11 be those described in the "California Exhaust 

10. 



.. 
'· Emission Standards and Test Procedures for l979 1980 Model Passenger 

Cars. Light-Duty Trucks and Medium-Duty Vehicles" applicable to 

vehicles tested for exhaust ~missions only, with the following 

exceptions or additions: 

(a) After the inspection tests, no emissions tests may be perfonned 

on a quality-audit vehicle prior to the first quality audit test, 

excf·pt where such tests are run on all vehicles manufactured 

for sale in California. 

(b) The vehicle shall begin the test sequence as received from the 

inspection test, except for mileage accumulation or engine run

in. The schedule for mileage accumulation or engine run-in and 

any changes to the schedule must be submitted to the Executive 

Officer with each quarterly report. This schedule must be adhered 

to for all quality audit testing within an engine family and 

subgroup or engine family and assembly plant as appropriate. 

(c) A new carbon canister may be installed on the vehicle at the start 

of the test sequence. The test sequence shall consist of one 

Urban Dynamometer Driving Schedule (UDDS) test procedure, followed 

by a cold-soak and CVS test. The manufacturer may request per

mission to use an alternate preconditioning procedure provided the 

manufacturer demonstrates that it will not affect the loading of 

the .carbon· canister when compared with the UDDS. 

11. 
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(d) If the vehicle is shipped to a remote facility for quality aud 

testing; the=ReFma½=pFe=ele½iieFy=iRspeetieA=may=ee=~eFfemea 

aeeeFaiR~=te=the=maAafaetaFeF!s=nFitteA=iAStFaetieAs=te=its 

aea½eFs~=:HeweieF~=if=a=FeraiF=e~=aajastmeAt=is=maae1=theA=thi 

'fRfoFmahe1PshaH=0e= iAe½aseel=iA=-tt'le=1JaaFteF½y=FereFt'i' i □ =addi 

.to__ .tbfL11bQ yg_grnyis i Q□S _.( 111 .. _1!2}_11n~L!(;}., _(;Qrn~ctiQ!LQf_gs!lli! £§ 

mslsrJjustme □ !-Wbi(;b_mi!t_ressQ □ i!bly_be_fQu □ rJ-!Q_bi!Ye_resultefJ_f 

Qf_tbe_yebicle_is:RermittefJ_Qolt_sfter_tbe_ioitisl_test_gf_tbe 

Yebicle.. _e~cen!_fgr_cgmgelliog_rea~Q □ s~ __ cQm~ellin£_regsQos_2r 

tbat=tbe_yebi(;le=i~_ngt_testsble.,_Qr_is_ogt_ressQ □ sbly_Qgeri!ti 

Qr_js=not=safe=to=driye.,=or_that=damaoe_to_the=yehicle_woylg_b 

likelY_if_tbe:Yebicle_~ere_tested~ 

All_asjustweots_gr_reggirs_gerformefJ_go_Yebicles_Rrior_to_eacb 

t~st_sball_be_regQrted_tg_tbe_EiecutiYe=Qfficer~--1 □ -tbe_eyeot 

a=re~est=is=gerformed=agglication=may=be=made=to=the=Execytive 

Officer_for=~ermissigg=to=substitute_the_after-regair_te~t_res 

fQ!=tb~=~~!£1~e!=!~~!=!~~~!!~:..==Ib~=~~~~~!1~~=Q!!1~~r=~jll:~it 
1! ffi rm=Qr=deny=the=airn l i cati on=wi th In= ten=worki ng=dg¥~:.. 

Bo~eYer.. _if_JQQi_Qf_tbe_ma □ Yfi!ctYrer~s_grorJyctign_is_£iYen_s 

R2r!i~Yls[=CQrrection=of=gama~e=or=mglajustment=by=tbe_ms □ Yf1!ct 

owr=gersonnel=sMbsegyent=to=consignm~nt=for_~higging=from_tQ!!! 

manufactyrer's=assembly-line_.=that~same=~orre~tion=of_~gme~§ 
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(d) If the vehicle is shipped to a remote facility for quality audit 

testing; tRe=RaPma½=~pe=ae½fvePy=fRs~eetfeR=may=he=~ePfepmea 

aeeepafR§=te=tRe=maRafaetaPeP¾s=npftteR=fRstPaetfeRs=te=fts 

aea½ePs,==MeweveP1=tf=a=pe~a+P=em=aa~astmeRt=+s=maae,=theR=thfs 

+RfePmatfeR=sRa½½=he=+Re½aaea=fR~tRe=~aaPteP½y=pepept, in_additiQD 

tg. tbg_ a!:!Q yg_QrnYi~igo~ __(a}.._ 1!2 }_ a □ iLi c2... _cgrrnc:tign_gf_dgma £§_ Qr 

maladju~:tmg □ l-~bicb_may_rga~goably_bg_fgund_:!;g_baye_resultgd_frgm_sbipm~gk 

gf_:tbg_yebi~lg_h=t2frmi:ttg£1_goly_af:tgr_:tbe_ioi:tiaL.tgs:t_gL:tbg 

Yebicle... _e~cg12.t_fgr_cQIDQelliog_reasgos~--Cgm12elli □ ~-regSQ □ s_arg 

tbat_:tbe_yebicle=is_ngt_:tes:table... _gr_is_ng:t_reasgnablY_QQera:tiYe~ 

Qr.is= □ Q.t=safe=to.driye_. 2 or.that=damaoe=to=the.vehicle=would=be 

likelY_if_tb§=Yebicle_~ere_:tes:ted~ 

8Jl_adjustmeots_gr_repgirs_gerformed_gn_Yebicles_prior_to_eacb 

t~st_sball_be_regQrted_tg_.tbe_~iecutiYe 2 Qffic~r~--I □ -:tbe_eyeot 

a=re!est=is=gerformed.aQglication.may_be.made.to.the=Execytive 

Officer=for=12ermissiog_to.substitute=the.after-re12air.te§t=results 

for=the=original=test=reu1lts. __The_Executive Officer=will_either 

affirm=or=deny=the_apglication=withtn~ten=working=days. 

HQ\'./§Yer.,=if=JOOi=of=the_manufacturer's=Qroduc.tion=is=£iYen=a 

particular_cgrre~tign_gf_damage_gr_mglajys:tmgn:t_by_:tbe_manufacturer~s 

gwr,,12ersonnel_sj;!bseguent=to=consignm;nt.for=shiQQing_frQm.tbat. 

manufactur;r's_assembly-line.,_that~same=corre,tion=of
2 

damage 
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Qr_maladjystment=will=be allowed=Qrior=to=initial=testig~=Qf-~t!~ 

s~e~ifi~_yebitles_randQIDl~-~ele~ted_for_testing~_Qr~Yided_tbe_ 

manufattYrer:~-~rittea_iostru~tions_are_~ubrnitted_to_tbe_f~etutiYe 

2. Vehicle Sample Selection 

The vehic·1e manufacturer shall randomly select vehicles within each 

engine family for quality audit testing. Each selected vehicle for 

quality auqit teting must pass the inspection test, be equipped with 

emission control systems certified by the ARB, and be representative 

of the manufacturer's California sales. The procedure for randomly 

selecting vehicles must be submitted to the Executive Officer prior 

to production. 

A continuous sample rate shall be chosen by the manufacturer to 

provide a sample which is representative of the total production. 

The manufacturer sha11 select a sample rate which he or she determines 

will be satisfactory for use by the Air Resources Board in determining 

the number of vehicles in the entire population of a particular engine 

family which do not meet Board established emission standards by 

extrapolation from the percentage of the sample not meeting the 

standards. The results from the sample may be extrapolated to the 

entire population subject to the provisions relating to vehicle 

exclusion contained in Paragraph 3 below. The manufacturer shall 

notify the Executive Officer of any changes to the sample rate. 

The date o"' such changes shall be reported in accordance with 

Paragraph 4 below. 



.. 
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Mee41:1m~e1:1ty-YeR4eles-seleetee-fef'-Bl:lal4ty-a1:1e4t-test4R§-SRatl-ee 

e4Y4eee-4Rte~twe-~!"81:1~S~--+Re-f4Fst-~,e1:1~-{SF81:1~-A~T-€8ffl~f'4S4R§ 

a~~f'eK4mately-twe-th4Fes-ef-tke-sam~leT-sRall-ee-4eeRt4eal-te-these 

68Rf¼§l:IPat4eRs-{47e7T-tf'aRSffl¼SS¼8RT-4ReFt4a-we4!jRtT-aRe-aKle-Fat4e~ 

seleetee-feF-eePt4f4eat4eR-test4R§~--+Ae-seeeRe-§f'81:1~-{GFe1:1~-8~, 

eempF4s4R§-a~~PeK4mately-the-Pema4R4R§-eRe-th4PeT-sRall-ee-these 

eeAf4§1:1Pat4eRs-Ret-seleetee-feF-eePt4£4eat4eR-test4R§~--RaReem 

se-leet4eR-fPem-tke-eRt4Pe-eR!l4Re-fam:i-ly-w4ll-ee-aeee~teEl,-4f-SPe1:1p 

A-YeR4eles-eem~P4se-at-least-e6i-ef-t~e-sam~le~ 

Four wheel drive vehicles which can be manually shifted to a two 

wheel drive mode will be tested in the normal on-highway two wheel 

drive mode of operation. If full time four wheel drive vehicles are 

selected, substitutions may be made with comparable two wheel drive 

vehicles of the same engine family. If comparable two wheel drive 

vehicles.are not available, selected full time four wheel drive 

vehicles will be tested after having the front drive wheels tempo

rarily disengaged or the front end of the vehicle elevated. 

The Executive Officer may, upon notice to the manufacturer, require 

the sample rate to be increased to a maximum of ten percent of pro

duction (not to exceed 30 additional vehicles) of the calendar 

quarter1y production of any engine family by invoking Section 2110, 

Chapter 3, Title 13 of the California Administrative Code. 

13. 
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3. Evaluation 

The evaluation shall be performed on sample sizes containing 30 

,or more vehicles. If a sample size for a particular production 

quarter is less than 30 vehicles, the data from that quarter shall 

be combined with the data from each successive quarter until at 

least 30 vehicles have been quality-audit tested. If the sample 

size for the last quarter's production does not contain at least 

30 vehicles, the data from the last quarter shall be combined with 

each preceding quarter until the sample size contains at least 30 

vehicles. For an engine family which contains both light-duty 

trucks and medium-duty vehicles, all references in this test 

procedure to engine family sha11 mea-n light-duty truck subgroup 

or medium-duty vehicle subgroup. 8Rly-G~e~~-A-meet~m-e~ty-vek4eles 

w4++-se-eval~atee~--ike-emissteR-eata-fFem-6Fe~~-B-mee4~m-eijty 

vek4e+es-wi++-se-feF-4Rfe~matteR-eR+y~ 

Based upon additional information submitted by a manufacturer, the 

Executive Officer may allow rejection of any data from vehicles if 

. they are considered to be not representative of production. 

For each production quarter if 30 or more vehicles are tested, 

the ARB shall consider that probable cause exists for finding 

a violation by any engine family if the average emissions of any 

pollutant, after multiplying the emissio~ data of each vehicle 

14. 
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3. Evaluation 

The evaluation shall be performed on sample sizes containing 30 

,or more vehicles. If a sample size for a particular production 

quarter is less than 30 vehicles, the data from that quarter shall 

be combine~ with the data from each successive quarter until at 

least 30 vehicles have been quality-audit tested. If the sample 

size for the last quarter's production does not contain at least 

30 vehicles, the data from the last quarter shall be combined with 

each preceding quarter until th~ sample size contains at least 30 

vehicles. For an engine family which contains both light-duty 

trucks and medium-duty vehicles, all references in this test 

procedure to engine family shall meffn light-duty truck subgroup 

or medium-duty vehicle subgroup. 8Rly-G~etl~-A-mee4tlm-etlty-YeR4eles 

w4ll-ee-evaltlateeT--iRe-em4ssteR-eata-f~em-G~etl~-B-meettlffl-eijty 

YeR4eles-witl-ee-fe~-4Rfe~mat4eR-eRtYT 

Based upon, additional information submitted by a manufacturer, the 

Executive Officer may allow rejection of any data from vehicles if 

. they are considered to be not representative of production. 

For each production quarter if 30 or more vehicles are tested, 

the ARB shall consider that probable cause exists for finding 

a violation by any engine family if the average emissions of any 

pollutant, after multiplying the emissior. data of each vehicle 

14. 
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by the appropriate certification deterioration factor, and the 

assigned methane content correction factor (for hydrocarbons only), 

exceed the applicable t979 1980 exhaust emission standards, when 

rounded to the same number of significant digits as the standard. 

The Executive Officer may invoke Section 2109, Chapter 3, Title 13 

of the California Administrative Code, if probable cause is found 

for a full or combined production quarter. The Executive Officer 

may invoke Section 2110, Chapter 3, Title 13 of the California 

Administrative Code if probable cause is found for a short start-up 

production period (less than a full calendar quarter), for the 

first thirty vehicles quality audit tested during any production 

quarter or from the start of production, or for vehicles evaluated 

in accordance with the monthly evaluation required by paragraph 4 

below. In addition, the ARB may seek statutory penalties pursuant 

to Sections 43211 and 43212 of the California Health and Safety 

Code at the end of each full or combined calendar quarter of 

production. 

If the Executive Officer invokes Section 2109 or 2110, an evaluation 

will be made on vehicles produced subsequent to the invocation of 

a plan adopted pursuant to Section 2109 or 2110 w4tR-eaeR-Fe~eFt as 

long as the sample size contains at least 30 vehicles. 

15. 
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If more than 1.0 percent (at least two vehicles) of·the sample 

within an engine family has projected emissions which exceed the 

applicable standards by more than 2.33 standard deviations at the 

time of any evaluation of that family's average emissions, the 

manufacturer shall report such fact to the Executive Officer 

within te,1 working days. Within thirty working days the manufacture 

shall submit: (a) an analysis of the projected average emissions 

for each engine code/transmission type/inertia weight and combinatio 

within that family; (b) an engineerinq evaluation of the cause of 

failure for each vehicle which exceeded the standard by more than 

2.33 standard deviations; (c) the ~anufacturer's opinion as to the 

nature of the problem; and (d) any correction action proposed by 

the manufacturer. 

The Executive Officer shall review the report, and may require that 

the proposed corrective action be taken. If, after review of the 

report, the Executive Officer finds the proposed corrective action 

inadequate, the Executive Officer may invoke Section 2109 or 2110, 

as appropriate. 

Methane Content Correction Factor (MCCF) 

1. For an engine family certified to the non-methane hydrocarbon 

standard (0.39) either: the measured total hydrocarbon value 

shal 1 be multiplied by the non-methane deterioration factor 

00 and by a MCCF of 0.89 for passenger cars and 1.0 for true! 

(or alternate value a the ARB). Or: The manufacture 

ma measure the non-methane h drocarbon content which shall be 

multiplied by the non-methane det(rioration factor (DF). 

16. 
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If more than 1.0 percent (at least two vehicles) of·the sample 

within an engine family has projected emissions which exceed the 

applicable standards by more than 2.33 standard deviations at the 

ti-me of ariy evaluation of that family's average emissions, the 

manufacturer shall report such fact to the Executive Officer 

within te,1 working days. Within thirty working days the manufacturer 

shall submit: (a) an analysis of the projected average emissions 

for each engine code/transmission type/inertia weight and combination 

within that family; (b) an engineerin~ evaluation of the cause of 

failure for each vehicle which exceeded the standard by more than 

2.33 standard deviations; (c) the ~anufacturer's opinion as to the 

nature of the problem; and (d) any correction action proposed by 

the manufacturer. 

The Executive Officer sha11 revi evr the report, and may require that 

the proposed corrective action be taken. If, after review of the 

report, the Executive Officer finds the proposed corrective action 

inadequate, the Executive Officer may invoke Section 2109 or 2110, 

as appropriate. 

Methane Content Correction Factor (MCCF) 

1. For an engine family certified to the non-methane hydrocarbon 

standard (0.39) either: the measured total hydrocarbon value 

shal1 be multiplied by the non-methane deterioration factor 

l.Q!:l and by a MCCF of 0. 89 for passenger cars and 1.0 for truds 

(or alternate value approved by the ARB). Or: The manufacturer 

may measure the non-methane hydrocarbon content which shall be 

mult·iplied by the non-methane cletrcrioration factor (DF). 
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2. For an engine family certified to the total hydrocarbon 

standard (0.41), the measured total hydrocarbon value 

shall be multiplied by the tctal hydrocarbon deterioration 

factor (OF) and by the MCCF of 0.89 for passenger cars and 

1.C for trucks {or other alternate values approved by the 

Executive Officer.) 

4. Reports 

. Each vehicle manufacturer shall submit a report to the Air Resources 

Board within 45 calendar days after the end of each calendar quarter 

and 45 calendar days after the end of the production year. More 

frequent reports may be required if the Executive Officer invokes 

Section 2109 or 2110, Chapter 3, Title 13 of the California 

Administrative Code. Each vehicle manufacturer shall review the 

test results of the first 30 test vehicles of each engine family 

for each calendar quarter or production or from the start of pro

duction, and the quarter's cumulative test results of each engine 

family at the end of each month. If the sample size is 30 or more 

vehicles and either of the two conditions specified in the 

Evaluation Section are met, the Executive Officer shall be notified 

within 10 working days. 

The quarterly report shall include the following: 

(a) The total production and sample size for each engine family. 

(b) A d~scription of each test vehicle (i.e., date of test, 

engine family, engine size, vehicle identification number, 

fuel system (e.g., number of venturi, fuel injection, etc.), 

transmission type, inertia weight, true road load horsepower, 

aR~ engine code or calibration nun~er and test location). 

17. 
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(c) The CVS exhaust emission data fiRelije¼R~-eaFeeR-eieMiee-eata ➔ 

feF-eaeh-test-YeRieleT _{_correcteu for methane, if applicable) 

and carbon dioxide data for each test vehicle eetR-eefeFe 

aRe-afteF-a~~lyiR~-aeteFieFatieR-faeteFs. The data reoorted 

shall be rounded to one significant figure beyond the number 

of significant fiqures in the a~Plicable standard. Deteriorat 

factors shall be stated, then applied to the data. The data 

reported after the deterioration factors are applied shall be 

rounded using the ''rounding off method'' specified in ASTM: 

E29-67 to the number of places to the right of the decimal 

point as follows: 

HC co NOx CO2 
Passenger cars .xxx .xx .. xx • X 

Trucks .xx • X 

(d) The retest emissions data as .described in oaragraph (c) above 

for any vehicles failina the initial test, and description of 

the corrective measures taken includino specific components 

replaced or adjusted. 

(e) A statistical analysis of the quality-audit test results for 

each engine family stating: 

(1) Number of vehicles tested. 

(2) Average emissions and standard deviation of the 

sample for hydrocarbons eaeR-~ellijtaRt (corrected 

for methane, if aopl icaole), carbon monoxide and 

oxides of nitrogen, ¼R€tijS¼R~-eaFB8R-eieMiee~ both 

18. 
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(c) The CVS exhaust emission data t4R€tij64R§-€aFB8R-a4s*4ee-aata1 

fsF-eaeh-test-veR4ele; icorrecte<l for methane, if applicable) 

and carbon dioxide data for each test vehicle estR-eeisFe 

aRe-afteF-af:'f:'lY4R~-eeteF4sl'aHaR-faetal's. The data reported 

shall be rounded to one significnnt figure beyond the number 

of significant figures in the a~Plicable standard. Deterioration 

factors shall be stated, then applied to the data. The data 

reported after the deterioration factors are applied shall be 

rounded using the "rounding off method" specified in ASTM: 

E29-67 to the number of places to the right of the decimal 

point as fol lows: 

HC co NOx CO2 
Passenger cars .xxx .xx .. xx • X 

Trucks .xx • X 

ill The .retest emissions data as .described in oaragraph (c) above 

for any vehicles failina the initial test, and description of 

the corrective measures taken includino specific components 

replaced or adjusted. 

(e) A statistical analysis of the quality-audit test results for 

each engine family stating: 

(1) Number of vehicles tested. 

(2) Average emissions and standard deviation of the 

sample for hydrocarbons eaeA-~at+ijtaRt (corrected 

for methane, if app.l i caole), carbon monoxide and 

oxides of nitrogen, 4AelijetRE1-eaFeaR-e4a*4ee; both 
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before and after applying deterioration factors. 

In the latter case, the individual test points 

shall be multiplied by deterioration factors 

prior to computing the average and standard 

deviation. '--The average emissions and standard 

deviation of the sample for carbon dioxide shall 

also be listed. 

{e ➔ G~eH~-A-aRa-G~eH~-8-R'leaittm-attty-veRieles-sRall-ee-iaeRtifiee 

aRa-~epe~tea-sepa~atelyT 

ill ?ince the manufacturer has the option of certifying vehicles 

- with either non-methane or total hydrocarbon instrumentation, 

the specific method used for quality audit testing shall be 

indicated for each engine family. 

ill If both four-wheel and two-wheel drive vehicles are included 

- in a light duty truck engine family under 4,000 pounds 

inertia weight, then quality audit test data from four-wheel 

drive vehicles shall be distinguished from the summarized 

separately from two-wheel drive vehicles. 

ill Control limits with AIR operating shall be calculated and reported 

for information purposes for those engine families that are tested 

without AIR in operation. 

ill The final report shall i.nclude the date of the end of the 

manufacturer's model production year for each engine family. 

5. Special Requirements for Low Production Vehicle Manufacturers. 

The following requirements apply only to those vehicle manufacturers 

19. 
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who were granted relief, by the Executive Officer, under Title 13, 

California Administrative Code (C.A.C.) Section 1960.2 S ecial Standa s 

for 1980 and 1981 Model Passenger Cars. 

The requirements listed below are to be followed as supplemental to 

and when contrary to other requirements specified in part "C. Quality 

Audit Test Procedures," Section 11 3. Evaluation" and "4. Reports." 

These requirements are listed to implement, define and clarify the 

Board requirements of C.A.C. Section 1960.2: 

a. !\.E!it~i ona1 Reporting Requirements 

(1) NOx Emissions 

The cumulative average of .oxides of nitrogen (NOx) emissions 

from the entire quality audit passenger car line shall be 

reported both before and after applying deterioration facto 

for: 

(a) All 1980 model cars tested during each calendar 

quarter. 

(b) All 1980 model cars tested .to date by the end of 

each calendar quarter. 

(c) All 1980 model cars tested to date by December 31, 

1979, June 30, 1980 and by December 31, 1980. 

(2) _Subgroups 

The NOx emission results shall be averaged and reported 

by engine family subgroup in each regular quarterly 

assembly-line report. 
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who were granted relief, by the Executive Officer, under Title 13, 

California Administrative Code (C.A.C.) Section 1960.~ Special Standards 

for 1980 and 1981 Model Passenger Cars. 

The requirements listed below are to be followed as supplemental to 

and when contrary to other requirements specified in part "C. Quality 

Audit Test Procedures," Section "3. Evaluation" and "4. Reports." 

These requirements are listed to implement, define and clarify the 

Board requirements of C.A.C. Section 1960.2: 

a. ~-E~t,Jonal Reporting Requirements 

(1) ~Ox Emissions 

The cumulative average of .oxi rles of nitrogen (NOx) emi ss i ans 

from the entire qua1i ty audit passenger car line sha11 be 

reported both before and after applying deterioration factors 

for: 

(a) All 1980 model cars tested during each calendar 

quarter. 

(b) All 1980 model cars tested .to date by the end of 

each calendar quarter. 

(c) All 1980 model cars tested to date by December 31, 

1979, June 30, 1980 and by December 31, 1980. 

(2) ;Subgroups 

The NOx emission results shall be averaged and reported 

by engine family subgroup in each regular quarterly 

assembly-line report. 
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(b) New Requirements 

• 

(1) Semi-Annual Evaluations 

Joint ARB - manufacturer evaluations will be made each 

six months to detennine compliance with the 1.0 gm/mi 

NOx production level based on accumulated test 

results from all 1980 cars tested. The first evaluation 

will be made based on averaged NOx test data accumulated 

through December 31, 1979. Subsequent evaluations will 

be made for data accumulated through June 30, 1980, and 

also for data accumulated through the end of the 1980 

model year·production. The cumulative NOx average shall 

be carried over to the manufacturer's entire 1981 model 

year passenger car line. 

If the NOx value exceeds the 1.0 gm/mi level, but the 

manufacturer can show that unanticipated technical problems 

caused the 1.0 gm/mi"NOx production average to be exceeded, 

the appropriate relief will be made available. The relief 

will be made provided the manufacturer shows reasonable effort 

was made and will continue to be made towards meeting 

the 1.0 gm/mi 1evel for future production periods. This 

includes incorporating into production improved technology 

as soon as it becomes available. 

After the evaluation, the Executive Officer can invoke 

Section 2109, Title 13 of tlie California Administrative 

Code if accumulated results ,~xceed 1.0 gm/mi NOx and 

the manufacturer has not tai<1!n appropriate corrective 

action. 

21. 
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The reports r.equired by this paragraph and paragraph B.4. should 

be sent to: 

Chief, Mobile Source Control Division 
California Air Resourcts Board 
9528 E. Telstar Avenue 
El Monte, CA 91731 

DEFINITIONS 

The definitions in Section 1900 (b}, Chapter 3, Title 13 of the Californ 

Administrative Code shall apply with the following additions: 

1. Calendar Quarter is defined as those three month periods of time 

which start on the 1st days of January, April, July and October. 

2. First or Last Calendar Quarter Production is defined as the calenda 

quarter in which the production of an engine family begins or ends. 

3. End of Assembly-Line is defined as that place where the final in

spection test or quality audit test is performed. 

4. Assembly-Line Tests are those tests or inspections which are perform 

at the end of the assembly-line. 

5. Assembly-Line Quality Audit Test is defined as the test performed on 

a minimum sample of 2.0% of the production vehicles for sale in 

California. 

6. Assembly-Line Inspection Tests are those steady-state and functional 

tests performed on production vehicles for sale in California. 

7. Functional Test is defined as a type of test or inspection which is 

performed on engines or vehicles to detect if the emission control 

system is operating properly. 

22. 
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The reports required by this paragraph and paragraph B.4. should 

be sent to: 

Chief, Mobile Source Control Division 
California Air Resourcts Board 
9528 E. Telstar Avenue 
El Monte, CA 91731 

DEFINITIONS 

The definitions in Section 1900 (b), Chapter 3, Title 13 of the California 

Administrative Code shall apply with the following additions: 

1. Calendar Quarter is defined as those three month periods of time 

which start on the 1st days of January, April, July and October. 

2. First or Last Calendar Quarter Production is defined as the calendar 

quarter in which the production of an engine family begins or ends. 

3. End of Assembly-Line is defined as that pl ace where the fi na1 in

spection test or quality audit test is performed. 

4. Assembly-Line Tests are those tests or inspections which are performed 

at the end of the assembly-line. 

5. Assembly-Line Quality Audit Test is defined as the test performed on 

a minimum sample of 2.0% of the production vehicles for sale in 

California. 

6. Assembly-Line Inspection Tests are those steady-state and functional 

tests performed on production vehicles for sale in California. 

7. Functional Test is defined as a type of test or inspection which is 

performed on engines or vehicles to detect if the emission control 

system is operating properly. 
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State of California 

AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

California Assembly-Line Test Procedures for t9BQ 1981 
Model Year Passenger Cars, Light-Duty --

Trucks and Medium-Duty Vehicles 

A. rieneral Provisions 

1. Appl i cabi 1 i ty 

These test procedures, adopted pursuant to Section 43210 of the 

California Health and Safety Code, are applicable to vehicle 

manufacturers of t98Q 1981 riodel year gasoline and diesel powered 

passenger cars, light-duty trucks, and medium-duty vehicles 

having an engine displacement of 50 cubic inches (820 cubic 

centimeters) or greater, except motorcycles, subject to registra

tion and manufactured for sale in California.· 

2. Compliance 

The procedures specify two types of tests: (1) a short inspection 

test to be applied to every vehicle before sale, and (2) a quality 

audit test according to the "California Exhaust Emission Standards 

and Test Procedures for l9BQ 1981 Model Passenger Cars, Light-Duty 

Trucks and Medium-Duty Vehicles." A vehicle is in compliance 

with these assembly-line standards and test procedures when that 

vehicle is in compliance with the insp~ction test requirements 

and that vehicle's engine family is in compliance with the quality 

audit test requirements. Since quality audit evaluations occur less 



California Assembly-line Test Procedures 

frequently than the inspection tests, a vehicle which passes the 

inspection test may be presumed to be in compliance with the full 

assembly-line procedures pending meeting the quality audit evaluati 

of that vehicle's engine family. 

3. Decal 

Section 43200 of the Health and Safety Code requires manufacturers 

to affix a window decal in accordance with specific requirements. 

No vehicle subject to these test procedures may be sold and regis

tered in this state which is not in compliance with the requirements 

of Section 43200 and this paragraph. 

For vehicles manufactured during the first calendar quarter of 

model production and not to exceed 45 calendar days thereafter, 

the exhaust emissions shown on the window decal shall be the 

highest values from the engine family emission data fleet passing 

certification. Not more than 45 calendar days after the first quart 

and each succeeding calendar quarter of production, the exhaust 

emissions shown on the window decal shall be the average quality 

2. 

• I 

r 



.,California Assembly-line Test Procedures 

frequently than the inspection tests, a vehicle which passes the 

inspection test may be presumed to be in compliance with the full 

assembly-line prqcedures pending meeting the quality audit evaluation 

of that vehicle's engine family. 

3. Deca1 

Section 43200 of the Health and Safety Code requires manufacturers 

to affix a window decal in accordance with specific requirements. 

No vehicle subject to these test procedures may be sold and regis

tered in this state which is not in compliance with the requirements 

of Section 43200 and this paragraph. 

For vehicles manufactur~d during the first calendar quarter of 

model production and not to exceed 45 calendar days thereafter, 

the exhaust emissions shown on the window decal shall be the 

highest values from the engine family emission data fleet passing 

certification. Not more than 45 calendar days after the first quarter 

and each succeeding calendar quirter of production, the exhaust 

emissions shown on the window decal shall be the avera9e quality audit 
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values for the engine family during the previous calendar quarter 

of production. These values shall include the deterioration factor. 

During the second calendar quarter, however, the manufacturer may 

continue using the decal showing the highest values from the engine 

family emission data fleet, if the first calendar quarter is a short 

production period (less than a full calendar quarter). For engine 

families certified by carry-over, the emission data values from the 

last full quarter of the previous year's production may be used. 

For a model-year build-out· production period, the decal emission values 

used for the previous production quarter may be used. Each vehicle 

emission decal shall have the following statement displayed thereon: 

"This vehicle has been tested under and confonns to 

California Assembly-Line Test Requirements." 

4. Access 

Air Resources Board personnel and mobile laboratories shall have 

access to vehicle assembly plants, distribution facilities and 

test facilities for the purpose of vehicle selection, testing and 

observation. Scheduling of access shall be arranged with the 

designated manufacturer's representative and shall not unreasonably 

disturb rormal operations. 

3. 
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5. Variations and Exemptions 

Variations from these procedures which produce substantially equiva 

lent re~ults may be authorized by the Executive Officer. In 

extraordinary circumstances where compliance with these procedures 

is not possible or practicable, a manufacturer may appeal to the Ai 

Resources Board for a temporary exemption. 

B. Inspection Test P~ocedures 

This inspection test shall be performed on all vehicles subject 

to these test procedures. 

l. Inspection Test Procedures 

(a) Functional Test 

Functional tests of the engine components and control systems 

which affect emissions shall be made prior to the steady-state 

emissions tests. If a vehicle fails one or more functional 

tests, it must be repaired and pass a functional retest before 

it can be emission tested. 

A list of the items to be functionally checked and a procedure 

for performing these checks shall be submitted-to the Executive 

Officer prior to the start of production. Within 60 days of 

its receipt the Executive Officer may require revisions to the 

proposal. 

4. 
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California Assembly-line Test Procedures 

5. Variations and Exemptions 

Variations from these procedures which produce substantially equiva

lent re~ults may be authorized by the Executive Officer. In 

extraordinary circumstances where compliance with these procedures 

is not possible or practicable, a manufacturer may appeal to the Air 

Resources Board for a temporary exemption. 

B. Inspection Test P~ocedures 

This inspection test shall be performed on all vehi.cles subject 

to these test procedures. 

1. Inspection Test Procedures 

(a) Functional Test 

Functional tests of the engine components and control systems 

which affect emissions shall be made prior to the steady-state 

emissions tests. If a vehicle fails one or more functional 

tests, it must be repaired and pass a functional retest before 

it can be emission tested. 

A list of the items to be functionally checked and a procedure 

for perfonning these checks sha 11 be submitted to the Executive 

Officer prior to the start of production. ~/ithin 60 days of 

its receipt the Executive Officer may require revisions to the 

proposal. 
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r (b) Steady State Emissions Test 

The vehicle engine shall be adjusted to the manufacturer's 

I 
I 

sper.ifications for delivery to the customer prior to the 

steady-state emissions test. This test shall consist 

of a determination of HC and CO exhaust concentrations with 

the engine operating in a normal idle condition. All tests, 

including those of control limit test vehicles. shall be 

conducted as follows: 

(1) Vehicles shall be tested in the normal "warmed-up" 

operating temperature range, i.e., after the choke is 

fully open and the en9ine is at curb idle speed, but 

before thermal override devices are actuated to prevent 

overheating. The test may be performed in any transmission 

gear; however the same gear shall be used for control limit 

test vehicles and pr.oduction vehicles. for each engine 

family, the idle test may be performed without AIR provided 

that the control limit vehicles are tested both with and 

without AIR. The requirements of section B.(3)(g) must be 

met with /!IR. 

The control limit test vehicles and all production vehicles 

should be warmed-up and tested in the same manner. 

(2) The samol ing probes of the ,nalytical system shall be 

inserted into the exhaust o~tlets far enough to avoid 

dilution with the outside air. ~Jhere this is not possible, 

a tailpipe extension shall be used. 

5. 
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(3) A vehicle which fails a steady-state emissions test 

shall be retested or repaired and shall pass on retest 

prior to sale. 

' 2. Evaluation 

Any vehicle tested by the steady-state emissions test showing emiss 

less than the control limits established for its engine family or 

subgroup and which had previously passPd the functional tests will 

be considered to be in compliance with the inspection test requirem 

3. Control Limits 

The control limits for each engine family or subgroup at the start 

a model year will be determined as follows: 

(a) Measure the emissions from the first 100 vehicles of each 

engine family or subgroup tested by the steady-state assembly

line inspection test. 

(b) Determine the mean emission level and standard deviation for 

each pollutant (HC and CO). 

(c) The control limit for each pollutant is the sum of the mean 

plus two times the standard deviation for that pollutant. 

(d) Until the -first control 1 imits are established the manufac

turer shall use temporary control ~imits based on the first 

ten tP.sts. These ten vehicles are deemed to meet the control 

limits so established. 

6. 
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(3) A vehicle which fails a steady-state emissions test 

shall be retested or repaired and shall pass on retest 

prior to sale . 

. 
2. Evaluation 

Any vehicle tested by the steady-state emissions test showing emissions 

less than the control limits established for its engine family or 

subgroup and which had previously passP.d the functional tests will 

be considered to be in compliance with the inspection test requirements. 

3. Control Limits 

The control limits for each engine family or subgroup at the start of 

a model year will be determined as follows: 

(a} Measure the emissions from the first 100 vehicles of each 

engine family or subgroup tested by .the steady~state assembly

line inspection test. 

(b) Determine the mean emission level and standard deviation for 

each pollutant (HC and CO). 

(c) The control limit for each pollutant is the sum of the mean 

plus two times the standard deviation for that pollutant. 

(d) Until the -first control limits are established the manufac

turer shall use temporary control '.imits based on the first 

ten tP.sts. These ten vehicles are deemed to meet the control 

limits so established. 
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(e) (i} For control systems that do not use catalytic converters -

If the HC control limit value is determined in subparagraph 

(c} is less than 100 ppm, the HC control limit value may 

be increased by up to 50 ppm, not to exceed 100 ppm. If the 

CO control limit determined in subparagraph (c} is less than 

1.0 percent, the CO control limit may be increased by up to 

0.5 percent, not to exceed 1.0 percent. 

(ii} For control systems that use catalytic converters - If the 

HC control limit value determined in subparagraph (c} is_ 

less than 50 ppm, the control limit value may be increasec 

by up to 30 ppm, not to exceed 50 ppm. 

If the CO control limit determined in subparagraph (c) is 

less than 0.5 percent, the CO control limit may be increased 

by up to 0.3 percent, not to exceed 0.5 percent. 

( f} Idle control limit values may be rounded to the nearest 10 

ppm HC and O. ·1 percent CO in conformance to ASTM E29-67 

except where this would result in a zero value. 

(g) The maximum allowable steady-state control limits for HC and 

CO are those values used as the idle mode standard shown in 

Section 2176, Title 13 of the California Administrative Code 

for the +989 1981 model-year. An exemption to this requirement 

will be granted providing the manufacturer submits emission 

data with each quarterly report listed in one of the options below: 

7. 
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(1) Submit with each quarterly_assembly-line report HC and CO emis 

values measured at engine idle speed for each quality audit ve 

tested and the computed mean and standard deviation of HC and 

emission results for the total number of vehicles tested, by 

engine family. Measurements of HC and CO shall be conducted 

inmediately following completion of the dynamometer, run and 

vehicles shall be in a state described under B. l (b) (1) above. 

If less than 30 vehicles were quality audit tested during the 

reporting quarter the computation of the means and standards 

deviation are not required. 

(2) Submit quarterly HC and CO emission values measured at engine i 

speed for a minimum of 30 vehicles in the engine family or sub-

imnediately after these vehicles have complied with the assembl 

inspection procedures and have either been run-i~ a distance of 

50 miles (on the road or.dynamometer) or after other appropriat 

engine break-in has been performed and the engine is operating 

at a fully wanned-up condition as described in 8. l (b) (1) abov 

In addition to emission results of individual vehicles, the mea 

and standard deviation shall be computed and submitted. 

(3) The manufacturer may propose other methods to achieve results 

equivalent to the two options above. These emission data shall 

be obtained from stabilized vehicles which have emission contro 

systems with no defects and are properly adjusted to manufactu~ 

specifications. 

(h) Control limits with AIR operating shall be calculated and reported 

for information purposes for those engine families that are tested 

without AIR in operation. 

8. 
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(1) Submit with each quarterly .assembly-line report HC and CO emission 

values measured at engine idle speed for each quality audit vehicle 

tested and the computed mean and standard deviation of HC and CO 

emission results for the total number of vehicles tested, by 

engine family. Measurements of HC and CO shall be conducted 

inmediately following completion of the dynamometer run and 

vehicles shall be in a state described under 8. l (b) (1) above. 

If less than 30 vehicles were quality audit tested during the 

reporting quarter the computati.on of the means and standards 

deviation are not required. 

(2) Submit quarterly HC and CO emission values measured at engine idle 

speed for a minimum of 30 vehicles in the engine family or sub-group 

inmediately after these vehicles have complied with the assembly-line 

inspection procedures and have either been run-il'l' a distance of 

50 miles (on the road or.dynamometer) or after other appropriate 

engine break-in has been performed and the engine is operating 

at a fully warmed-up condition as described in 8. 1 (b) (1) above. 

In addition to emission results of individual vehicles, the mean 

and standard deviation shall be computed and submitted. 

(3) The manufacturer may propose other methods to achieve results 

equivalent to the two options above. These emission data shall 

be obtained from stabilized vehicles which have emission control 

systems with no defects and are properly adjusted to manufactu~ers 

specifications. 

(h) Control limits with AIR operating shall be calculated and reported 

for information purposes for those engine families that are tested 

without AIR in operation .. 

8. 
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Control limit values shall be recalculated for each production quarter 

based on the measured emissions from at least 100 vehicles produced during 

the last half of the preceding quarter of production for each engine 

family or subgroup tested by the steady-state emissions test. When 

production levels do not permit compliance with the above, data from 

vehicles produced during the first half of the preceding quarter may 

be used. If the quarterly production of any engine family is less 

than 100 vehicles, the manufacturer shall use the test results from 

all vehicles produced during that quarter in determining the control 

limit values for the next quarter. 

The Executive Officer shall be notified within one week if control 

limit values are recalculated following running changes which affect 

idle emissions levels. The new control limit values and the date 

they first went into effect shall be part of the notification. 

All testing, reports, evaluations, etc. shall be by engine family 

except when the Executive Officer has approved a breakdown by 

subgroups (e.g., different carburetors, engine displacements, con

trol systems, transmissions, and inertia weights), by assembly 

plant, or both. 

Note: Data from any vehicle indicating gross engine malfunc

tion, and/or failure or disconnection of any emission 

control component, shall be excluded from that used for 

generating control limits. Retest data on vehicles ex

ceeding the control limits shall not be used in determinillg 

control limits for subsequent quarters. 

9. 
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4. Reports 

Reports shall be submitted to the Air Resources Board within 45 

calendar days of the end of each calendar quarter and within 45 

calendar days of the end of the manufacturer's model production 

year. Results for two different model years shall not be combined 

statistically. 

The report shall include: 

(a) The temporary quarterly control limit values obtained for the 

first quarter of production. 

(b) The mean and the standard deviation of the steady-state emissi 

tests used to determine the quarterly control limits. 

(c) The steady-state control limit values for the next quarter's 

production. 

(d) For each engine family or sub-~roup, the number and percentaoe 

of vehicles for each assembly plant: 

(1) failing the first test 

(2) repaired or adjusted. 

All HC values should be stated as hexane equivalents for NDIR 

measurement and ppm carbon if a flame ionization detector is used. 

The hexane equivalent conversion value shall be supplied for each 

different model of flame ionization detector used and for each 

engine i'amily. 

C. Quality Audit Test Procedures 

1. Standaros and Test Procedures 

The emission standards and the exhaust samJling and analytical 

procedures !.ha 11 be those described in the "Ca1 i forni a Exhaust 

10. 
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4. Reports 

Reports shall be submitted to the Air Resources Board within 45 

calendar days of the end of each calendar quarter and within 45 

calendar days of the end of the manufacturer's model production 

year. Results for two different model years shall not be combined 

statistically. 

The report shall include: 

(a) The temporary quarterly control limit values obtained for the 

first quarter of production. 

(b) The mean and the standard deviation of the steady-state emissions 

tests used to determine the quarterly control limits. 

(c) The steady-state control limit values for the next quarter's 

production. 

(d) For each engine family or sub-qroup, the number and percentaae 

of vehicles for each ass~mbly plant: 

(1) failing the first test 

(2) repaired or adjusted. 

All HC values should be stated as hexane equivalents for NDIR 

measurement and opm carbon if a flame ionization detector is used. 

The hexane equivalent conversion value shall be supplied for each 

different model of flame ionization d~tector used and for each 

engine family. 

C. Quality Audit Test Procedures 

1. Standaros and Test Procedures 

The emission standards and the exhaust samJling and analytical 

procedures ~hall be those described in the ''Californi~ Exhaust 
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Emission Standards and Test Procedures for :i.ggg 1981 Model Passenger 

Cars, Light-Duty Trucks and Medium-Duty Vehicles" applicable to 

vehicles tested for exhaust emissions only, with the following 

exceptions or additions: 

(a) Aft,1r the inspection tests, no em·,ssions tests may be performed 

on a quality-audit vehicle prior ~o the first quality audit test, 

except where such tests are run on all vehicles manufactured 

for sale in California. 

tit 
(b) The vehicle shall begin the test sequence as received from the 

inspection test, except for mileage accumulation or engine run

in. The schedule for mileage accumulation or engine run-in and 

any changes to the schedule must be submitted to the Executive 

Officer with each quarterly report. This schedule must be adhered 

to for all quality audit testing within an engine family and 

subgroup or engine family and assembly plant as appropriate. 

(c) A new carbon canister may be installed on the vehicle at the start 

of the test sequence. The test sequence shall consist of one 

- Urban Dynamometer Driving Schedule (UDDS) test procedure, followed 

by a cold-soak and CVS test. The Federal test procedure require

ment, consisting of heating the fuel before the CVS test, is to be 

omitted. The manufacturer may request permission to use an alter

nate preconditioning procedure provided the manufacturer demon

strates that it will not affect the loadinq of the carbon canister 

wheri compared with the llDDS. 

11 . 
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ill Except as provided in paragraph C. l. (f) below, no vehicle 

selected for quality audit testing shall be repaired or 

exce t for a vehicl 

that: (1) is not testable, e.g. cannot be started transmissi 

or brakes lock-up; (2) is not reasonably operative, e.g. some 

transmission gears not functioni:,g, (3) is unsafe to test, or 

(4) would be damaged by testing. 

Each adjustment or repair performed on a vehicle prior to each 

test shall be included in the regular quarterly reports. The 

vehicle condition ands m toms and reasons) for each re air or 

adjustment shall also be listed. 

{a~ hl If a vehicle is shipped to a remote facility for quality audit 

testing, correction of damage or maladjustment, which ffiay 

feaseRaaly ae ~ found to have resulted from.shipment of the 

vehicle, is permitted only after the initial test of the vehicl 

'• . 

n 

, 

except as provided in paragraph (d) above. fef-eSffi~ett½R§-Feas 

Geffi~ell½R§-FeaseRs-aFe-tAat-tAe-veRfete-½s-Ret-testaale;-eF-tS 

Ret-feaseRaate-e~eFative;-eF-is-Ret-safe-te-eF½Ve;-eF-tAat 

eaffia§e-te-tAe-veRtele-weijle-ae-tikely-if-tAe-veA½ete-weFe-testea 

A11 adjustments or repairs performed on vehicles prior to each t 

s~ 

st 
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ill Except as provided in paragraph C.l.(f) below, no vehicle 

selected for qua 1ity audit testing sha11 be repaired or 

adjusted after passing the inspection test except for a vehicle 

that: {l) is not testable, e.g. cannot be started, transmission 

or brakes lock-up; (2) is not reasonably operative, e.g. some 

transmission gears not functioni:'lg, (3) is unsafe to test, or 

(4) would be damaged by testing. 

Each adjustment or repair performed on a vehicle prior to each 

test shall be included in the regular quarterly reports. The 

vehicle condition and symptoms and reason(s) for each repair or 

adjustment shall also be listed, 

~e ➔ ~ If a vehicle is shipped to a remote facility for quality audit 

testing, correction of damage or maladjustment, which 111ay 

l"eassRaely ee ~ found to have resulted from _shipment of the 

vehicle, is permitted only after the initial test of the vehicle, 

except as provided in paragraph (d) above. fel'-es11113eH=i-R!':J-l'easeRs-, 

6e11113ell=i-R!':J-l'easeRs-al'e-tllat-tlle-vell:j.ele-:j.s-Ret-testaete;-el'-=i-s 

Ret-l'easeRaele-e13el'at:j.ve;-el'-:j.s-Ast-safe-te-el'=i-Ve;-el"-tllat 

aa111a!jje-te-tlle-vell=i-ele-we~la-ee-likely-=i-f-tlle-vell=i-ele-wel"e-testea-, 

All adjustments or repairs perfo1·med on vehicles prior to each test 

12. 
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shall be reported to the Executive Officer by inclusion in the 

quarterly report. The vehicle condition and symptoms and 

reason(s) for each repair or adjustment shall also be 

listed. In the event a retest is performed application 

may be made to the Executive Officer for permission to substitute 

the after-repair test results for the original test results. 

The Executive Officer will either affirm or deny the application..:... 
I 

w4t~4R-teR-WePk4R§-aays~ When requested by the manufacturer,I 
no more than 10 days after the production quarter, response 

from the Executive Officer will be within 10 working days. -
ill If a vehicle is shipped to a remote facility for quality audit 

testinq, no pre-delivery type inspection, adjustment or repair of 

vehicles selected for quality audit is allowed except as 

follows: if subsequent to shippin9 from the assembly-line, the 

manufacturer performs the oarticular inspection and correction 

of damage or maladjustment at designated preparation facility 

locations for all vehicles produced and the manufacturer's 

written inspection instructions are approved by the Executive 

Officer, then these specific inspections and corrections will 

be allowed prior to testinq gual_ity audit vehicles. 

HeweveP~-4f-~QQ~-ef-t~e-MaR~faet~pepls-~Pea~et4eR-4S-§4veR-a 

~aPt4e~~a~-ee~Peet4eR-ef-aaMa§e-eP-Ma~aejijStR1eRt-0y-t~e-MaRijfaetHPe~ls 

13. 
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ewR-~eioseRRel-st1llseElt1eRt-te-eeRSt§RR'leR.t-:fieio-sR:t13134R§-fl"eR'l-tRat 

1RaRt1faett1ioeio.!.s-asseR'lely-liRe~-tRat-saR'le-eeioioeet4eR-e:fi-aama§e 

eio-malaajt1stmeRt-will-lle-allewee-13io4eio-te-tRtt4al-testtR§-te-tR 

s13ee4fie-veRteles-ioaRaemly-seleetea-feio-test4R§1-pioeviaea-tRe 

R'laRufaett1ioeio.!.s-wioHteR-tRstiot1eHeRs-al"e-st1llR'littea-te-tRe-l!:xee1:1t 

QH:;eel""" 

(g) If the emission test results of a vehicle are determined to be 

invalid by the manufacturer, the vehicle must be retested. 

Emission results from all tests shall be reported. /1. 

detailed re art on the reasons for each invalidated test shall 

included in the quarterly report. 

2. Vehicle Sample Selection 

The vehicle manufacturer shall randomly select vehicles within each 

engine family for quality audit testing. Each selected vehicle for 

quality audit testin~ must pass the inspection test, be equipped wit 

emission control systems certified by the ARB, and be representative 

of the manufacturer's California sales. The procedure for randomly 

selecting vehicles must be submitted to the Executive Officer prior 

to production. 

A continuous sample rate shall be chosen by the manufacturer to 

provide a sample which is representative of the total production. 

The manufacturer shall select a sample rate which he or she determin 

will be satisfactory for use by the Air Resources Board in determin·i 

the number or vehicles in the entire population of a particular eng~ 

14. 
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ewR-~el"S8RRe+-s1:1eseei1:1eRt-te-eeRs4~RlfteAt-f:el"-SR:-.pp4R§-:f:l"elfl-tRat 

_lflaR1:1:f:aet1:1Pel"ls-asselfle+y-+4Ret-tRat-salfte-eel"l"eet4eA-e:f:-aalfta~e 

eF-111a +aaj1:1s tmeA t-wH + -ee-a + +ewea- ;sl"4el"-te-4R4 Ha +-tes h A§-te-tl:!e 

speu4:f:4e-vel:!4e+es-l"aRaelft+y-se+eetea-:f:e!"-test4R§t-PFev4eea-tl:!e 

1HaAu:f:aet1:1FeFls-wF4HeA-4AstFt:teheRs-al"e-s1:1elfl4Hee-ta-tJ:ie-hee1:1Hve 

Gff=reel".-

(g) If the emission test results of a vehicle are determined to be 

invalid by the manufacturer, the vehicle must be retested. 

Emission results from all tests shall be reported. A 

detailed report on the reasons for each invalidated test shall be 

included in the quarterly report . 

.2. Vehicle Sample Selection 

The vehicle manufacturer shall randomly_ select vehicles. within each 

engine family for quality audit testing. Each selected vehicle for 

quality audit testin9 must pass the ins~ection test, be equipped with 

emission control systems certified by the ARB, and be representative 

of the manufacturer's California sales. The procedure for randomly 

selecting vehicles must be submitted to the Executive Officer prior 

to production. 

A continuous sample rate shall be chosen by the manufacturer to 

provide a sample which is representative of the total production. 

The manufacturer shall s·elect a sample rate which he or she determines 

will be satisfactory for use by the Air Resources Board in determin·ing 

the number of vehicles in the entire population of a partic~lar eng~ne 

14. 
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family which do not meet Board established emission standards by 

extrapolatioff from the percentage of the sample not meeting the 

standards. The results from the sample may be extrapolated to the 

entire population subject to the provisions relating to vehicle 

exclusion contained in Paragraph 3 below. The sample rate so chosen 

shall not be less than 2.0%. The man;iFacturer shall notify the 

Executive Officer of any changes to the sample rate. The date of 

such change shall be reported in accordance with Paragraph 4 below. 

Four wheel drive vehicles which can be manually shifted to a two 

wheel drive mode will be tested in the normal on-highway two wheel 

drive mode of operation. If full time four wheel drive vehicles are 

selected, substitutions may be made with comparable two wheel drive 

vehicles of the same engine family. If comparable two wheel drive 

vehicles are not available, selected full time four wheel drive 

vehicles wi 11 be tested after having the front drive wheels tempo

rarily disengaged or the front end of the vehicle elevated. 

The Executive Officer may, upon notice to the manufacturer, require 

the sample rate to be increased to a maximum of ten percent of pro

duction (not to exceed 30 additional vehicles) of the calendar 

quarterl) production of any engine family by invoking Section 2110, 

Chapter 3, Title 13 of the California Administrative Code. 

3. Evaluation 

The evaluation shall be oerformed on sample sizes containing 30 

or more vehicles. If a sample size for a particular production 

quarter is less than 30 vehicles, the data from that quarter shall 

15. 



California Assembly-line Test Procedures 

be combined with the data from each successive quarter until at 

least 30 vehicles have been qua·lity-audit tested. If the sample 

size for the last quarter's production does not contain at least 

30 vehicles, the data from the last quarter shall be combined with 

each preceding quarter until the sample size contains at least 30 

vehicles. For an engine family which contains both light-duty 

trucks and medium-duty vehicles, all references in this test 

procedure to engine family shall mean light-duty truck subgroup 

or medium-duty vehicle subgroup. 

Based upon additional information submitted by a manufacturer, the 

Executive Officer may allow rejection of any data from vehicles if 

they are considered to be not representative of production. 

For each production quarter if 30 or more vehicles are tested, 

the ARB shall consider that probable cause exists for finding 

a violation by any engine family if the average emissions of any 

pollutant, after multiplying the emission data of each vehicle 

by the appropriate certification deterioration factor, aRa-tRe 

ass4~Ree-ffletRaRe-eeRteRt-eeFFeet4eR-faete~-{feF-Rye~eeaFaeRs-eR+Yt; 

exceed the applicable +9SQ 1981 exhaust emission standards, when 

rounded to the same number of significant digits as the standard. 

The Exec~tive Officer may invoke Section 2109, Chapter 3, Title 13 

of the California Admi ni strati ve Code if probable cause is found 

for a full or combined production qua1·ter. The Executive Officer 

may invoke Section 2110, Chapter 3, Title 13 of the California 

16. 
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be combined with the data from each successive quarter until at 

least 30 vehicles have been qua·lity-audit tested. If the sample 

size for the last quarter's production does not contain at least 

30 vehicles, the data from the last quarter shall be combined with 

each preceding quarter until the sample size contains at least 30 

vehicles. For an engine family which contains both light-duty 

trucks and medium-duty vehicles, all references in this test 

procedure to engine family sha 11 mean light-duty truck subgroup 

or medium-duty vehicle subgroup. 

Based upon additional information submitted by a manufacturer, the 

Executive Officer may allow rejection of any data from vehicles if 

they are considered to be not representative of production. 

For each production quarter if 30 or more vehicles are tested, 

the ARB shall consider that probable cause exists for finding 

a violation by any engine family if the average emissions of any 

pollutant, after multiplying the emission data of each vehicle 

by the appropriate certification deterioration factor, aRa-tRe 

ass~§Rea-:-FRetRaRe-eeRteRt-eeneeHeR-faetel"-ffel"-RYSl"eeal"eeRs-eRiy1, 

exceed the applicable ~ggg 1981 exhaust emission standards, when 

rounded to the same number of signifirant digits as the standard. 

The Exec..itive Officer may invoke Section 2109, Chapter 3, Title 13 

of the California Administrative Code if probable cause is found 

for a full or combined production quarter. The Executive Officer 

may invoke Section 2110, Chapter 3, Titie 13 of the California 

16. 
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- Administrative Code if probable cause is found for a short start-up 
! 

production period (less than a full calendar quarter), for the 

first thirty vehicles quality audit tested during any production 

quarter or from the start of production, or for vehicles evaluated 

in accordance with the monthly evalution required by paragraph 4 

below. In addition, the ARB may seek statutory penalties pursuant 

to Sections 43211 and 43212 of the California Health and Safety 

Code at the end of each full or combined calendar quarter of 

production. 

If the Executive Officer invokes Section 2109 or 2110, an evaluation 

will be made on vehicles produced subsequent to the invocation of 

a plan adopted pursuant to Section 2109 or 2110 as long as the 

sample size contains at least 30 vehicles. 

If more than 1.0 percent (at least two vehicles) of the sample 

within an engine family has projected emissions which exceed the 

applicable standards by more than 2.33 standard deviations at the 

time of any evaluation of that family's average emissions, the 

manufacturer shall report such fact to the Executive Officer 

within 10 working days. Within 30 working days the manufacturer 

shall submit: _(a) an analysis of the projected average emissions 

for each.engine code/transmission type/inertia weight combination 

within that family; (b) an engineering evaluation of the cause of 

failure for each vehicle which exceeded the standard by more than 

2.33 standard deviations; (c) the manuf,,cturer's opinion as to the 

nature of the problem; and (d) any corrnctive action proposed by 

the manufacturer. 

17. 
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The Executive Officer shall review the report, and may require that 

the proposed corrective action be taken. If, after review of the 

report, the Executive Officer finds the proposed corrective action 

inadequate, the Executive Officer may invoke Section 2109 or 2110, 

as appropriate. 

Non-Methane or Total Hydrocarbon Measurements 
MetAaAe-GeRt€Rt-b01"1"eetteA-Paetel"-tMGGF ➔ 

l. For an engine family certified to the non-methane hydrocarbon 

standard t9T391-ettAel"t-tAe-ffieas1:1Fea-tetal-kyal"eea1"eeA-val1:1e 

ska H-ee-1R1:1l t¼fll tea-ey- tAe-AeA--IRetAa Ae-aetel"¼Sl"aHeA-fae tel" 

fQF1-aAa-ey-a-MGGF-ef-Q7S9-fel"-flasseA§el"-eal"s-aAa-lTQ-fel"-t1"1:1e 

feF-altel"Rate-val1:1e-af!fll"evea-ey-tAe-ARB17-Gl"t the manufacture 

shall 1Ray measure the non-methane hydrocarbon content which sh 

multiplied by the non-methane deterioration ,factor (OF). 

2. For an engine family certified to the total hydrocarbon 

standarditQ74H, the measured total hydrocarbon value 

shall be multiplied by the total hydrocarbon deterioration 

factor (OF),!_ aRa-ey-tAe-MGGF-ef-Q7S9-fel"-flasseA§el"-ea,s-aAa 

hQ-fel"-t121:1eks-{el"-etke,-altel"Aate-val1:1es-aflfll"8Yea-ey-tAe 

~*ee1:1t¼ve-QffteeFT1 

4. Reports 

Each vehicle manufacturer shall submit a report to the Air Resources 

Board within 45 calendar days after the end of each calender quarte~ 

and 45 calendar days after the end of the production year. More 

. '.. 
.' 

l be 
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., 
The Executive Officer shall review the report, and may require that 

the proposed corrective action be taken. If, after review of the 

report, the Executive Officer finds the proposed corrective action 

inadequate, the Executive Officer may invoke Section 2109 or 2110, 

as appropriate. 

Non-Methane or Total Hydrocarbon Measurements 
MethaRe-GeRteRt-Ge,,eet4eR-PaeteF-{MGG~i 

1. For an engine family certified to the non-methane hydrocarbon 

standard fG-:-391-eitheF¼-tRe-ffleas1:1Fea-teta+-RyeFeeaFeeR-Ya+l:le 

sRa++-ee-ffl1:1+t4p+4ee-ey-tRe-ReR--metRaRe-eeteP4e,atieA-faete, 

f9Pt-aRe-ey-a-MGGP-ef-G-:-29-feF-passeR§eF-eaFs-aAa-+~G-feF-tFl:leks 

fe,-a+teFAate-va+l:le-appFevea-ey-the-ARB}-:--9F¼ the manufacturer 

shall may measure the non-methane hydrocarbon content which shall be 

multiplied by the non-methane deterioration factor (DF). 

2. For an engine family certified to the total hydrocarbon 

standard..!..{G-:-4H, the measured total hydrocarbon value 

shall be multiplied by the total hydrocarbon deterioration 

factor (DF) ~ aRe-ey-the-MGG~-ef-9-:-89-fep-passeA§eP-eal"s-aAEl 

+-:-9-fel"-tP1:1eks-{el"-etReP-a+te1"Rate-va+1:1es-apppevee-ey-tRe 

eKee1:1tive-Affieel"-:-1 

4. Reports 

Each vehicle manufacturer shall submit a report to the Air Resources 

Board within 45 calendar days after the end of each calender quarte~ 

and 45 calendar days after the end of the production year. More 

18. 
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frequent reports may be required if the Executive Officer invokes 

Section 2109 or 2110, Chapter 3-, Title 13 of the California 

Administrative Code. Each vehicle manufacturer shall review the 

test results of the first 30 test vehicles of each engine family 

for each calendar quarter of production or from the start of pro

duction, and the quarter's cumulative test results of each engine 

family at the end of each month. If the sample size is 30 or more 

vehicles and either of the two conditions specified in the 

Evaluation Section are met, the Executive Officer shall be notified 

within 10 working days. 

The quarterly report shall include the following: 

(a) The total production and sample size for each engine family. 

(b) A description of each test vehicle ((i.e., data of test, 

engine family, engine size, vehicle identification number, 

fue 1 system (e.g. , numbe.r of venturi, fue 1 i r:ijecti on, etc.), 

transmission type, test tRe~tia weight used, dynamometer 

power absorber setting in horsepower, engine code or calibra-

- tion number and test location)). 

(c) The CVS exhaust emission data feePPeete~-feP-ffiethaRe,-~f-a~~+iea~+e~ 

and carbon dioxide data for each test vehicle. The data reported 

sha11 be rounded to one s i qnifi cant figure beyond the number 

of significant figures in the applicable standard. Deterioration 

19. 



l 

California Assembly-line Test Procedures 

factors shall be stated, then applied to the data. The data 

reported after the deterioration factors are applied shall be 

rounded using the "rounding off method" specified in ASTM: 

E29-67 to the number of places to the right of the decimal 

point as follows for all vehicles: 

HC co NOx ~ 
.xxx .xx .xx .x 
... xx ... x 

(d) The retest emissions data as described in paragraph (c) above 

for any vehicles failing the initial test, and description of 

the corrective measures taken including specific components 

replaced or adjusted. 

(e) A statistical analysis of the quality-audit test results for 

each engine family stating: 

(1) Number of vehicles tested. 

(2) Average emissions and standard deviation of the samp 

for hydrocarbons fee~~eetea-fe~-ffiet~aRe~-4f-a~~t4-

eaeJe~. carbon monoxide and oxides of nitrogen both 

before and after applying deterioration factors. 

In the latter case, the individual test points 

shall be multiplied by deterioration factors 

prior to computing the average and standard 

deviation. The average emissions and standard 

deviation of the sample for carbon dioxide shall 

al so be l i sted. 

20. 
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.' 

factors shall be stated, then applied to the data. The data 

reported after the deterioration factors are applied shall be 

rounded using the "rounding off method" specified in ASTM: 

E29-67 to the number of places to the right of the decimal 

point as follows for all vehicles: 

HC co . NOx CO2 

PasseRE!el"-Eal"s .xxx .xx .xx .x 
".tf'lieks .,. l()( .,. l( 

(d) The retest emissions data as described in paragraph (c) above 

for any vehicles failing the initial test, and description of 

the corrective measures taken including specific components 

replaced or adjusted. 

(e) A statistical analysis of the quality-audit test results for 

each engine family stating: 

(1) Number of vehicles tested. · 

(2) Average emissions and standard deviation of the sample 

for hydrocarbons fesFFeetee-fsl"-ffletkaRe;-4f-a~~t4-

eaele~. carbon monoxide and oxides of nitrogen both 

before and after applying deterioration factors. 

In the latter case, the individual test points 

shall be multiplied by deterioration factors 

prior to computing the uverage and standard 

· deviation. The average emissions and standard 

deviation of the sample for carbon dioxide shall 

also be listed. 

20. 
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(3) The applicable exhaust emission standards to be met, 

listing specific ootions selected and designating when 

100,000 mile standards apply and where non-methane or 

total hydrocarbon standards apply. 

~ft 6:iRee -tt~e-maRt:1 faett:11"el"-Aas -tAe-0!3 HeR-ef-eel"t Hy:iR§-YeAte:ies 

wttA-ettAel"-R8R-metAaRe-el"-teta+-AYGl"eeal"B8R-tRstl"1:1meRtat:ieR~ 

tAe-s~eeifte-metAea-1:1sea-fel"-~t:1al4ty-a1:1ait-testtR§-SAa++-se 

tRdteatea-fel"-eaeA-eR§tAe-fam4lyT 

(f) Every aborted test and reason for abort shall be reported. 

(g) If both four-wheel and two-wheel drive vehicles are included 

in a light duty truck engine family under 4,000 pounds 

inertia weight, then quality audit test data from four-wheel 

drive vehicles shall be distinguished from and sunmarized 

separately from two-wheel drive vehicles. 

(h)· Control limits with AIR operating shall be calculated and reported 

for information purposes for those engine families that are tested 

without AIR in operation. 

(i) The final report shall include the date of the end of the 

manufacturer's model production year for each engine family. 

21. 



5. Special Requirements for Low Production Vehicle Manufacturers. 

The foll_owing requirements apply only to those vehicle manufac 

who were granted relief, by the Executive Officer, under Title 

California Administrative Code (C.A.C.) Section 1960.2 Special 

Standards for 1980 and 1981 Model Passenger Cars. 

The requirements listed below are to be followed as supplementa 

.. 
.. 

rers 

3, 

to 

and when contrary to other requirements specified in part "C. Q ality 

Audit Test Procedures," Section "3. Evaluation" and "4. Reports " 

These requirements are listed to implement, define and clarify he 

Board requirements of C.A.C. Section 1960.2: 

a. Additional Reporting Regui rements 

(1) NOx Emissions 

The cumulative avera~e of oxides of nitrogen (NOx) em ssions -

from the entire quality audit passenger car line shal be 

reported both before and after applying deterioration factors 

for: 

(a) All 1981 model cars tested during each calendar 

quarter. 

(b) All 1981 model cars tested to date by the end 

of each calendar quarter. 

22. 
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5. Special Requirements for Low Production Vehicle Manufacturers. 

The foll_owing requirements apply only to those vehicle manufacturers 

who were granted relief, by the Executive Officer, under Title 13, 

California Administrative Code (C.A.C.) Section 1960.2 Special 

Standards for 1980 and 1981 Model Passenger Cars. 

The requirements listed below are to be followed as supplemental to 

and when c_ontrary to other requirements specified in part "C. Quality 

Audit Test Procedures," Section "3. Evaluation" and "4. Reports." 

These requirements are listed to implement, define and clarify the 

Board requirements of C.A.C. Section 1960.2: 

a. Additional Reporting Regui rements 

(1) NOx Emissions 

The cumulative avera9e of oxides of nitrogen (NOx) emissions 

from the entire quality audit passenger car line shall be 

reported both before and after applying deterioration factors 

for: 

(a) All 1981 model cars tested during each calendar 

quarter. 

(b) All 1981 model cars tested to date by the end 

of each calendar quarter. 

22. 
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(c) All 1980 and 1981 model cars tested to date by 

the end of each calendar quarter. 

(d) All 1980 and 1981 model cars tested to date by 

December 31, 1980, by June 30, 1981 and by 

December 31, 1981. 

(2) Subgroups 

The NOx emission results shall be averaged and reported 

by engine family subgroup in each regular quarterly 

assembly-line report. 

b. Semi-Annual Evaluations 

Joint ARB - manufacturer evaluations will be made each 

six months to determine compliance with the 1.0 gm/mi 

NOx production level based on accumulated test results 

from all 1980 and 1981 cars tested. The first evaluation 

will be made based on averaged NOx test data accumulated 

through December 31, 1980. Subsequent evaluations will 

be made for data accumulated through June 30, 1981 and 

also for data accumulated through the end of the 1981 model 

year production respectively. 

If the NOx value exceeds the 1.0 gm/mi level, but 

the manufacturer shows that unanticipated technical problems 

caused the 1.0 gm/mi NOx production average to be 

23. 



exceeded, then appropriate relief will be made available. 

The relief will be made provided the manufacturer shows 

reasonable effort was made and will continue to be made 

towards meeting the 1.0 gm/mi level for future production 

periods. This includes incorporating into production im

proved technology as soon as it becomes available. 

After the evaluation, the Executive Officer can invoke 

Section 2109, Title 13 of the California Administrative 

Code if accumulated results exceed 1.0 gm/mi NOx and 

the manufacture has not taken appropriate corrective 

action. 

c. Deterioration Factors 

For 1981 model passenger cars, deterioration factors, 

which are more representative of cars to be produced, 

than those obtained with prototype cars during certifica

tion tests, shall be determined by the Executive Officer. 

In establishing the deterioration factors, certification 

and engineering data for similar vehicles will be consider 

provided the manufacturer shows these data to be more 

representative of car configurations and emission control 

systems to be produced. 

24. 
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exceeded, then appropriate relief will be made available. 

The relief wi 11 be made provided the manufacturer shows 

reasonable effort was made and will continue to be made 

towards meeting the 1.0 gm/mi level for future production 

periods. This includes incorporating into production im

proved technology as soon as it becomes available. 

After the evaluation, the Executive Officer can invoke 

Section 2109, Title 13 of the California Administrative 

Code if accumulated results exceed 1.0 gm/mi NOx and 

the manufacture has not taken appropriate corrective 

action. 

c. Deterioration Factors 

For 1981 model passenger cars, deterioration factors, 

which are more representative of cars to be produced, 

than those obtained with prototype cars during certifica

tion tests, shall be determined by the Executive Officer. 

In establishing the deterioration factors, certification 

and engineering data for similar vehicles will be considered 

provided the manufacturer shows these data to be more 

representative of car configurations and emission control 

systems to be produced. 
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The reports required by this paragraph and paragraph 8.4. should 

be sent to: 

Chief, Mobile Source Control Division 
~e~ieie-~m½SS½8RS-b9RtFe~-Q½Y½S½8R 

California Air Resources Board 
9528 Telstar Avenue 
El Monte, CA 91731 

DEFINITIONS 

The definitions in Section 1900 (b), Chapter 3, Title 13 of the California 

Administrative Code shall apply with the following additions: 

1. Calendar Quarter is defined as those three month periods of time 

which start on the 1st days of January, April, July ~nd October. 

2. First or Last Calendar Quarter Production is defined as the calendar 

quarter in which the production of an engine family begins or ends. 

3. End of Assembly-Line is defined as that place where the final in-

spection test or quality audit test is performed. 

4. Assembly-Line Tests are those tests or inspections which are perfonned 

at the end of the assembly-line. 

5. Assembly-Line Quality Audit Test is defined as the test performed on 

a minimum sample of 2.0% of the production vehicles for sale in 

Ca1 i forni a. 

6. Assembly-Line Inspection Tests are those steady-state and functional 

tests performed on production vehicles for sale in California. 

7. Functional Test is defined as a type of test or inspection which is 

perfonned on engines or vehicles to detect if the emission control 

system is operating properly. 

8. Gross Engine Malfunction is defined as c•ne yielding an emission value 

greater than the sum of the mean plus three (3) times the standard 

deviation. This definition shall apply only for determination of 

control limits. 

25. 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Note: These procedures have been extracted from the "California Exhaust 
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Model Passenger Cars, Light-Duty Trucks and Medium-Duty Vehicles," 
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These procedures are printed in a style to indicate the adopted
changes. New text is underlined and deleted portions are noted. 
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STANDARDS AND TEST PROCEDURES 

FOR 1980 MODEL 
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TRUCKS, AND MEDIUM-DUTY VEHICLES 

Adopted: May 24, 1978 
Amended: September 6, 1978 
Amended: February 9, 1979 
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Amended: March 5, 1980 



CALIFORNIA EXHAUST EMISSION 
STANDARDS AND TEST PROCEDURES 

FOR 1980 
MODEL PASSENGER CARS, LIGHT-DUTY TRUCKS 

AND MEDIUM-DUTY VEHICLES 

The prov1s1ons of Subparts A and B, Part 86, Title 40, Code of Federal 
Regulations, as they existed on April 15, 1978, are hereby adopted 
as the California Exhaust Emission Standards and Test Procedures for 
1980 Model Passenger Cars, Light-Duty Trucks and Medium-Duty Vehicles, 
with the following exceptions and additions: 

l. Applicability 

a. These test procedures are applicable to 1980 model passenger 
cars, light-duty trucks and medium-duty vehicles, except 
motorcycles. References to "light-duty trucks" in 40 CFR 
86 shall apply both to "light-duty trucks" and "medium-duty
vehicles" in these procedures. 

b. Any reference to vehicle sales throughout the United States 
shall mean vehicle sales in California. 

c. Regulations concerning EPA hearings, EPA inspections, specific
language on the Certificate of Conformity, evaporative emissions,
high-altitude vehicles and testing, and heavy-duty engines and 
vehicles shall not be applicable to these procedures, except
where specifically noted. 

2. Definitions 

a. '!Administrator" means the Executive Officer of the Air 
Resources Board. 

b. "Certificate of Conformity" means Executive Order certifying
vehicles for sale in California. 

c. "Certification" means certification as defined in Section 
39018 of the Health and Safety Code. 

d. "Passenger car" means any motor vehicle designed primarily
for transportation of persons and having a capacity of 
twelve persons or less. 

l. 
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e. "Heavy-duty engine" means an engine which is used to prope1 
a heavy-duty vehicle. 

f. "Heavy-duty vehicle" means any motor vehicle having a manu
facturer's gross vehicle weight rating greater than 6,000 
pounds, except passenger cars. 

g. "Light-duty truck" means any motor vehicle, rated at 6,000 
pounds gross vehicle weight or less, which is designed
primarily for purposes of transportation of property or is 
a derivative of such a vehicle, or is available with special
features enabling off-street or off-highway operation and 
use. 

h. "Medium-duty vehicle" means any heavy-duty vehicle having a 
manufacturer's gross vehicle weight rating of 8500 pounds 
or less. 

3. Test Procedures 

Subparagraphs 3 (e), (f), (g), and (h) below do not apply to 1980 
model light-duty trucks and medium-duty vehicles. 

a. In order to demonstrate compliance with a non-methane 
hydrocarbon emission standard, hydrocarbon emissions 
sha11 be measured in accordance with the "California 
Non-Methane Hydrocarbon Test Procedures." 

In the alternative, a manufacturer may correct the 
total measured hydrocarbons with a methane content 
correction factor. This factor shall be 0.89 for 
gasoline-fueled passenger cars equipped with an 
oxidation catalyst, and 1.00 for all other vehicles. 
If any manufacturer has reason to believe that the 
above methane content correction factors are not 
appropriate for its exhaust emiss1on control system, 
the manufacturer may present evidence to the Executive 
Officer to support this claim. After examining the 
manufacturer's data, the Executive Officer may designate 
a methane content correction factor different from those 
stated above. 
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b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

Durability data submitted to subparagraph 86.078-24(f) 
may be from vehicles previously certified by EPA or ARB. 

The requirements in subparagraph 86.078-28(a)(4)(i)(B) 
(durability vehicles must meet emission standards) refer, 
for each pollutant, to the highest of either the federal 
or California emission standards. 

Notwithstanding changes in vehicle selection procedures,
manufacturers may carry over data from 1979 model 
medium-duty vehicles to the 1980 model year. 

In paragraph 86.079-21 (Application for certification),
amend subparagraph (b)(5} to read: 

(5) A statement of maintenance and procedures consistent 
with the restrictions imposed under subparagraph 86.078-25 
(a)(l), necessary to assure that the vehicles (or engines) 
covered by a certificate of conformity in operation in normal 
use conform to the regulations, and a description of the 
program for training of personnel for such maintenance, 
and the equipment required. 

In paragraph 86.078-25 (Maintenance): 

1. Amend subparagraph (a)(l) to read as follows: 

( 1) Scheduled maintenance on the engine, emission control 
system and fuel system of durability vehicles shall, 
unless otherwise provided pursuant to subparagraph 
(a)(5}(iii), be restricted as set forth in the following
provisions. 

(i)(A) for gasoline-fueled vehicles, maintenance 
shall be restricted to the inspection, replacement,
cleaning, adjustment and/or service of the 
following items at intervals no more frequent
than indicated: 

(l) Drive belts on engine accessories (tension
adjustment only); (30,000 miles). 

(2) Valve lash (15,000 miles). 

(3) Spark plugs (30,000 miles). 

(4) Air filter (30,000 miles). 

(5) Exhaust gas sensor (30,000 miles): Provided 
that an audible and/or visible signal approved 
by the Executive Officer alerts the vehicle 
operator to the need for sensor maintenance. 
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(6) Choke (cleaning or lubrication only);
(30,000 miles). 

(7) In addition, adjustment of the engine idle 
speed (curb idle and fast idle), valve lash, 

_and engine bolt torque may be perfonned once 
during the first 5,000 miles of scheduled 
driving, provided the manufacturer makes 
a satisfactory showing that the maintenance 
will be performed on vehicles in use. 

(B) for diesel-powered vehicles, maintenance 
shall be restricted to tbe following items 
at intervals no more frequent than every
12,500 miles of scheduled driving, provided
that no maintenance may be performed after 
45,000 miles of scheduled driving: 

(1 ) Adjust low idle speed. 

(2) Adjust valve lash if required. 

(3) Adjust injector timing. 

(4) Adjust governor. 

(5) Clean and service injector tips. 

(6) Adjust drive belt tension on engine -
accessories. 

(7) Check engine bolt torque and tighten as 
required. 

(ii) Change of engine and transmission oil, change 
or service of oil filter and, for diesel-powered vehicles 
only, change or service of fuel filter and air filter, will 
be allowed at the mileage intervals specified in the 
manufacturer's maintenance instructions. 

(iii) Maintenance shall be conducted in a manner 
consistent with service instructions and specifications
provided by the manufacturer for use by customer service 
personnel. 

2. Delete subparagraph (a}(3) (Service of exhaust gas
recirculation system). 

3. Delete subparagraph (a)(4} (Service of catalytic converter). 
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during the first 5,000 miles of scheduled 
driving, provided the manufacturer makes 
a satisfactory showing that the maintenance 
will be performed on vehicles in use. 

(B) for diesel-powered vehicles, maintenance 
shall be restricted to the following items 
at intervals no more frequent than every
12,500 miles of scheduled driving, provided
that no maintenance may be performed after 
45,000 miles of scheduled driving: 

(1 ) Adjust low idle speed. 

(2) Adjust valve lash if required. 

(3) Adjust injector timing. 

(4) Adjust governor. 

(5) Clean and service injector tips. 

(6) Adjust drive belt tension on engine
accessories. 

(7) Check engine bolt torque and tighten as 
required. 

(ii) Change of engine and transmission oil, change 
or service of oil filter and, for diesel-powered vehicles 
only, change or service of fuel filter and air filter, will 
be allowed at the mileage intervals specified in the 
manufacturer's maintenance instructions. 

(iii) Maintenance shall be conducted in a manner 
consistent with service instructions and specifications
provided by the manufacturer for use by customer service 
personnel. · 

2. Delete subparagraph (a)(3) (Service of exhaust gas
recirculation system). 

3. Delete subparagraph (a)(4) (Service of catalytic converter). 

4. 



g. In paragraph 86.078-38 (Maintenance instructions): 

1. Amend subparagraph (a) to read: 

(a) The manufacturer shall furnish or cause to be 
furnished to the purchaser of each new motor vehicle 
(or motor vehicle engine) subject to the standards 
prescribed in paragraphs 86.078-8 through 86.078-11 
as applicable, written instructions for the maintenance 
and use of the vehicle (or engine) by the purchaser as 
may be reasonable and necessary to assure the proper
functioning of emission control systems in normal use. 
Such .instructions shall be consistent with and not 
require maintenance in excess of the restrictions 
imposed under subparagraph 86.078-25(a)(l), except
that the instructions may, subject to approval by the 
Administrator, require additional maintenance for 
vehicles operated under extreme conditions. In 
addition, subject to approval by the Administrator,
the instructions may require inspections necessary 
to insure safe operation of the vehicle in use. 

In addition to any maintenance which may be required 
pursuant to the preceeding paragraph, the instructions 
may also rec011111end such inspections, maintenance, and 
repair as may be reasonable and necessary for the proper
functioning of the vehicle and its emission control 
systems. If the instructions recommend maintenance in 
addition to that which may be required pursuant to 
the preceeding paragraph, they shall distinguish clearly
between required and rec011111ended maintenance. 

2. Amend subparagraph (c)(l) to read: 

(1) Such instructions shall specify the performance
of all scheduled maintenance performed by the manu
facturer under subparagraph 86.078-25(a)(l). 

If the instructions specify reco11111ended maintenance 
as well as required maintenance, they shall distinguish
clearly between the two. 

3. Amend subparagraph (d) by adding a new subparagraph (3) 
to read: 

(3) Such instructions shall specify the performance
of all scheduled maintenance performed by the manu
facturer under subparagraph 86.078-25(a)(l). 

If the instructions specify recommended maintenance 
as well as required maintenance, they shall dis
tinguish clearly between the two. 

5. 
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4. 

Model 
Year 

1980 

Model 
Year 

h. Amend subparagraph 86.078-39(a) (Submission of maintenance 
instructions) to read: 

(a) The manufacturer shall orovide to the Administrator, 
no later than the time of the submission required by
paragraph 86.078-23, a copy of the maintenance 
instructions which the manufacturer proposes to supply 
to the ultimate purchaser in accordance with subparagraph
86.078-38(a). The Administrator will review such instructions 
to determine whether they are consistent with federal 
requirements, and to determine whether the instructions for 
required maintenance are consistent with the restrictions 
imposed under subparagraph 86.078-25(a)(l). The Administrator 
will notify the manufacturer of his determinations. 

Standards 

The following standards represent the maximum projected exhaust 
emissions for the useful life of the vehicle. 

Exhaust Emission Standards 
(gram per vehicle mile)

Equivalent
Inertia 

Vehicle Weight Non-Methane Carbon 
Tlee (a) (lbs.) (b) Hldrocarbons(c) Monoxide 

PC All 0.39 (0.41) 9.0 1.0 
PC f All 0.39 9.0 1.5 
LDT 0-3999 0.39 .o .5 
LDT (4WD) 0-3999 0.39 9.0 2.0 
LDT 4000-5999 0.50 0. 50) 9.0 2.0 
MDV All 0.9 (0.9) 17 2.3 

100,000 Mile Exhaust 
Emission Standards 

Equivalent (grams per vehicle mile)
Inertia Oxides o 

Vehicle Weight Non-Methane Carbon Nitro 
NO d 

en 
Tlee (a) ( 1 bs . ) (b) Hrdrocarbons(c)(e)Monoxide 

of 

-

1980 PC(Option 1) All 0.39 (0.41) 9.0 1.5 
PC(Option 2) All 0.46 10.6 1.5 
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h. Amend subparagraph 86.078-39(a) (Submission of maintenance 
instructions) to read: 

(a) The manufacturer shall orovide to the Administrator, 
no later than the time of the submission required by
paragraph 86.078-23, a copy of the maintenance 
instructions which the manufacturer proposes to supply 
to the ultimate purchaser in accordance with subparagraph
86.078-38(a). The Administrator will review such instructions 
to determine whether they are consistent with federal 
requirements, and to determine whether the instructions for 
required maintenance are consistent with the restrictions 
imposed under subparagraph 86.078-25(a)(l). The Administrator 
will notify the manufacturer of his determinations. 

4. Standards 

The following standards represent the maximum projected exhaust 
emissions for the useful life of the vehicle. 

Exhaust Emission Standards 
(gram per vehicle mile)

Equivalent
Inertia Oxides of 

Model Vehicle Weight Non-Methane Carbon Nitrogen
Year Type (a) (lbs. ) (b) Hydrocarbons(c) Monoxide ~M 
1980 PC All 0.39 (0.41) 9.0 1.0 

PC(f) All 0.39 (0.41 l 9.0 1.5 
LDT 0-3999 0.39 (0.41 9.0 1.5 
LDT (4WD) 0-3999 0.39 (0.41) 9.0 2.0 
LDT 4000-5999 0.50 (0.50) 9.0 2.0 
MDV All 0.9 (0.9) 17 2.3 

100,000 Mile Exhaust 
Emission Standards 

Equivalent (grams per vehicle mile)
Inertia Oxides of 

Model Vehicle Weight Non-Methane Carbon Nitro{en
Year Type (a) (lbs . ) (b) Hydrocarbons(c)(e)Monoxide (N02) d) 

1980 PC(Option 1) All 0.39 (0.41) 9.0 1.5 
PC(Option 2) All 0.46 10.6 l. 5 
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(a) "PC" means passenger cars. 
"LDT" means light-duty trucks. 
"LDT (4WD)" means light duty trucks equipped with four wheel drive. 
"MDV" means medium-duty vehicles. 

(b) Equivalent inertia weights are determined under subparagraph
86. 129-79(a). 

(c) Hydrocarbon standards in parentheses apply to total hydrocarbons, 
or, for 1980 models only, to emissions corrected by a methane 
content correction factor. 

{d) In addition, for passenger cars, the maximum projected emissions of 
oxides of nitrogen measured on the fedefal Highway Fuel Economy Test 
(HWFET; 40 CFR Part 600, Subpart B) shall be no greater than 1.33 
times the applicable standard shown in the table. Both the projected
emissions and the HWFET standard shall be rounded to the nearest 
0. 1 gm/mi before being compared. 

(e) For vehicles from evaporative emissions families with projected 50,000 
mile evaporative emissions values below 1.0 gm/test, an adjustment 
to the hydrocarbon exhaust emission standard may be granted by the 
Executive Officer. The adjusted standard will be calculated using
the following formula: 

HCex = .75 (. 185 - Di+3~3 Hs ) + HC
29.4 o 

Where: 

~Cex = adjusted exhaust hydrocarbon standard 
HC = unadjusted exhaust hydrocarbon standard 
Di 0= diurnal evaporative emissions 
Hs = hot soak evaporative emissions 

ill For vehicles certified to special standards authorized bl Section 
1960.2, Article 2, Subchapter 1, Chapter 3, Title 13, Ca ifornia 
Administrative Code. 

5. Additional Requirements 

Subpara~raphs (5)(d) and (5)(e) below do not apply to 1980 
model l1ght-duty trucks and medium-duty vehicles. 
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a. A statement must be supplied that the production vehicles 
shall be in all material respects the same as those for 
which certification is granted. 

b. If a gasoline-fueled vehicle manufacturer re~uires the use 
of unleaded fuel, a statement will be required that the 
engine and transmission combinations for which certifica
tion is requested are designed to operate satisfactorily 
on a gasoline having a research octane number not greater
than 91. 

c. Labeling required pursuant to paragraph 86.079-35 and 
Section 1965, Chapter 3, Title 13 of the California 
Administrative Code shall confonn with the requirements
specified in the ''California Motor Vehicle Tune-Up Label 
Specifications." 

d. For gasoline-powered vehicles evidence shall be supplied 
that the air/fuel metering system or secondary air injection 
system is capable of providing sufficient oxygen to theore
tically allow enough oxidation to attain the CO emission 
standard at barometric pressures equivalent to those expected 
at altitudes ranging from sea level to 6,000 feet elevation. 

e. The mechanism for adjusting the idle air/fuel mixture, if 
any, shall be designed so that either: 

{.i) the mixture adjustment mechanism is not visible, 
even with the air cleaner removed, and special tools 
and/or procedures are required to make adjustments; 
or 

(ij) in the alternative, the Executive Officer may, upon 
reasonable notice to the manufacturer, require that a 
certification test of a vehicle be conducted with the 
idle air/fuel mixture at.any setting which the Executive 
Officer finds corresponds to settings likely to be 
encountered in actual use. The Executive Officer, in 
making this finding, shall consider the difficulty of 
making adjustments, damage to the carburetor in the 
event of any effort to make an improper adjustement, 
and the need to replace parts following the adjustment. 
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The manufacturer shall submit for approval by the Executive 
Officer his or her proposed method for compliance with this 
requirement in his or her preliminary application for certi
fication. 

f. For passenger cars: 

(i) The exhaust emissions shall be measured from all exhaust 
emission data vehicles tested in accordance with the 
federal Highway Fuel Economy Test (HWFET; 40 CFR Part 
600, Subpart 8). The oxides of nitrogen emissions 
measured during such tests shall be multiplied by the 
oxides of nitrogen deterioration factor computed.in
accordance with paragraph 86.078-28, and then rounded 
and compared with the standard as set forth in paragraph 
4 above. All data obtained pursuant to this paragraph
shall be reported in accordance with procedures 
applicable to other exhaust emission data required 
pursuant to these procedures. 

(ii) In the event that one or more of the manufacturer's 
emission data vehicles fail the HWFET standard listed 
in paragraph 4, the manufacturer may submit to the 
Executive Officer engineering data or other evidence 
showing that the system is capable of complying with 
the standard. If the Executive Officer finds, on 
the basis of an engineering evaluation, that the 
system can comply with the HWFET standard, he or she 
may accept the information supplied by the manufacturer 
in lieu of vehicle test data. 

g. The manufacturer shall submit to the Executive Officer 
a statement that those vehicles for which certification is 
requested have driveability and performance characteristics 
which satisfy that manufacturer's customary driveability and 
performance requirements for vehicles sold in the United 
States. This statement shall be based on driveability data 
and other evidence showing compliance with the manu
facturer's performance criteria. This statement shall 
be supplied with the manufacturer's final application for 
certification, and with all running changes for which emission 
testing is required. 

9. 

https://computed.in


If the Executive Officer has evidence to show that in-use 
vehicles demonstrate poor performance that could result in 
wide-spread tampering with the emission control systems,- he 
or she may request all driveability data and other evidence 
used by the manufacturer to justify the performance statement. 

6. Optional 100,000 Mile Certification Procedure 

For 1980 model passen9er cars, the alternate emission standards 
shown in paragraph (4) above shall apply to any engine family
which meets all of the following additional requirements: 

a. Each exhaust emission durability data vehicle shall be 
driven, with all emission control systems installed and 
operating, for 100,000 miles or such lesser distance 
as the Executive Officer may agree to as meeting the 
objectives of this procedure. 

(i) The linear regression line for all pollutants shall 
be established by use of all required data from tests 
of the durability vehicle at every 5,000 mile in
terval from 5,000 to 100,000 miles. The requirements 
in subparagraph 86.078-28(a)(4)(i)(B)(durability vehicles 
must meet emissions standards) refer, for each pollutant, 
to the highest of either the federal 50,000 mile or 
California 100,000 mile emission standards. 

(ii) Compliance with the hydrocarbon and carbon monoxide 
standards shall be determined as follows: 

(a} For Option 1: 

(A) the interpolated 4,000 and 50,000 mile points 
on the linear regression line in (i} shall not 
exceed the appropriate hydrocarbon and carbon 
monoxide standards, except as in (B) below. 

(B) the linear regression line in (i) may exceed the 
standard provided that no data point exceeds the 
standard. 

(C) the hydrocarbon and carbon monoxide data from the 
4,000 mile test point of the emission data vehicl 
shall be multiplied by the deterioration factor 
computed by dividing the interpolated 50,000 mile 
point by the interpolated 4,000 mile point. Thes 
values shall not exceed the appropriate hydrocarb n 
and carbon monoxide standards. 
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(C) the hydrocarbon and carbon monoxide data from the 
4,000 mile test point of the emission data vehicle 
shall be multiplied by the deterioration factor 
computed by dividing the interpolated 50,000 mile 
point by the interpolated 4,000 mile point. These 
values shall not exceed the appropriate hydrocarbon
and carbon monoxide standards. 
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(b) For Option 2: 

(A) the interpolated 4,000 and 100,000 mile points 
on the linear regression line in (i) shall not 
exceed the appropriate hydrocarbon and carbon 
monoxide standards, except as in (B) below. 

(B) the linear regression line in {i) may exceed 
the standard provided that no data point 
exceeds the standard. 

(C) the hydrocarbon and carbon monoxide data from 
the 4,000 mile test point of the emission data 
vehicle shall oe multiplied by the deterioration 
factor computed by dividing the interpolated
100,000 mile point by the interpolated 4,000 
mile point. These values shall not exceed the 
appropriate hydrocarbon and carbon monoxide 
standards. 

(iii)Compliance with the oxides of nitrogen standard for 
Options 1 and 2 shall be determined as follows: 

{a) the interpolated 4,000 and 100,000 mile points on 
the linear regression line in (i) shall not exceed 
the appropriate 100,000 mile oxides of nitrogen
standard except as in (b) below. 

{b) the linear regression line in (i) may exceed 
the standard provided that no data point exceeds 
the standard. 

{c) the oxides of nitrogen data from the 4,000 mile 
test point of the emission data vehicle shall be 
multiplied by the deterioration factor computed by
dividing the interpolated 100,000 mile point by
the interpolated 4,000 mile point. These values 
shall not exceed the appropriate 100,000 mile 
oxides of nitrogen standard. 

All references in these test procedures except in subparagraph
(ii )(a) to "useful life", 5 years, and 50,000 miles shall mean 
"total 1ife", 10 years and 100,000 miles, respectively. 
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b. Only the following scheduled maintenance shall be 
allowed under subparagraph 86.078-25(a)(l)(i). 

25(a)(l)(i)(A). Option 1. For gasoline or diesel-fueled 
vehicles, maintenance shall be restricted to the inspection,
replacement, cleaning, adjustment and/or service of the 
following items at intervals no more frequent than indicated: 

(1) Drive belt tension on engine accessories (30,000 miles). 

{2) Valve lash (15,000 miles). 

(3) Spark plugs (30,000 miles). 

(4) Air filter (30,000 miles). 

(5) Exhaust gas sensor {30,000 miles); Provided that an 
audible and/or visible signal approved by the 
Executive Officer alerts the vehicle operator to 
the need for sensor maintenance. 

(6) Choke cleaning or lubrication only (30,000 miles). 

(7) Idle speed (30,000 miles). 

{8) Fuel filter {30,000 miles). 

(9) Injection timing adjustment (30,000 miles). . 

25{a)(l)(i){B). Option 2. For gasoline or diesel-fueled 
vehicles, maintenance shall be restricted to the inspection,
replacement, cleaning, adjustment, and/or service of the 
following items at intervals no more frequent than indicated: 

(1) Drive belt tension on engine accessories (30,000 miles). 

(2) Valve lash (15,000 miles). 

(3) Spark plugs (30,000 miles). 

{4) Air filter (30,000 miles). 

(5) Idle speed (30,000 miles). 

(6) Fuel filter {30,000 miles). 

(7) Injection timing adjustment (30,000 miles). 
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b. Only the following scheduled maintenance shall be 
allowed under subparagraph 86.078-25(a)(l)(i). 
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(2) Valve lash (15,000 miles). 

(3) Spark plugs (30,000 miles). 
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(4) Air filter (30,000 miles). 

(5) Idle speed (30,000 miles). 

(6) Fuel filter (30,000 miles). 

(7) Injection timing adjustment (30,000 miles). 
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(iii) In addition, adjustment of the engine idle speed
(curb idle and fast idle), valve lash, and engine
bolt torque may be perfonned once during the first 
5,000 miles of scheduled driving, provided the 
manufacturer makes a satisfactory showing that the 
maintenance will be performed on vehicles in use. 

c. The manufacturer agrees to apply to vehicles certified under 
this paragraph the provisions of Section 43204 of the Calif
ornia Health and Safety Code for a period of ten years or 
100,000 miles, whichever first occurs. 
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CALIFORNIA EXHAUST EMISSION 
STANDARDS AND TEST PROCEDURES 

FOR 1981 AND SUBSEQUENT 
MODEL PASSENGER CARS. LIGHT-DUTY TRUCKS 

AND MEDIUM-DUTY VEHICLES 

The provisions of Subparts A and B, Part 86. Title 40, Code of Federal 
Regulations. as they existed on April 15. 1978, are hereby adopted as 
the California Exhaust Emission Standards and Test Procedures for 1981 
and Subsequent Model Passenger Cars. Light-Duty Trucks and Medium-Duty
Vehicles. with the following exceptions and additions: 

1. Applicability 

a. These test procedures are applicable to 1981 and subsequent 
model passenger cars. light-duty trucks and medium-duty
vehicles. except motorcycles. References to "light-duty
trucks" in 40 CFR 86 shall apply both to "light-duty trucks" 
and "medium-duty vehicles" in these procedures. 

b. Any reference to vehicle sales throughout the United States 
shall mean vehicle sales in California. 

c. Regulations concerning EPA hearings. EPA inspections. specific
language on the Certificate of Confonni ty, evaporative emissions. 
high-altitude vehicles and testing. and heavy-duty engines and 
vehicles shall not be applicable to these procedures. except
where specifically noted. 

2. Definitions 

a. "Administrator" means the Executive Officer of the Air Resources 
Board. 

b. "Certificate of Conformity" means Executive Order certifying
vehicles for sale in California. 

c. "Certification" means certification as defined in Section 
39018 of the Health and Safety Code. 

d. "Passenger car" means any motor vehicle designed primarily for 
transportation of persons and having a capacity of twelve 
persons or less. 
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e. "Heavy-duty engine" means an engine which is used to propel a 
heavy-duty vehicle. 

f. "Heavy-duty vehicle" means any motor vehicle having a manu
facturer's gross vehicle weight rating greater than 6,000 
pounds, except passenger cars. 

g. "Light-duty truck" means any motor vehicle, rated at 6,000 
pounds gross vehicle weight or less, which is designed
primarily for purposes of transportation of property or is a 
derivative of such a vehicle, or is available with special 
features enabling off-street or off-highway operation and use. 

h. "Medium-duty vehicle" means any heavy-duty vehicle having a 
manufacturer's gross vehicle weight rating of 8500 pounds or 
less. 

3. Test Procedures 

a. In order to demonstrate compliance with a non-methane hydrocar n 
emission standa-rd, hydrocarbon emissions shall be measured in 
accordance with the "California Non-Methane Hydrocarbon Test 
Procedures." 

b. Durability data submitted pursuant to subparagraph 86.078-
23(J) may be from vehicles previously certified by EPA or ARB. 

c. The requirements in subparagraph 86.078-28(a)(4)(i )(B) (durabil ·ty 
vehicles must meet emission standards) refer, for each poll utan , 
to the highest of either the federal or California emission 
standards. 

d. In paragraph 86.079-21 (Application for certification), amend 
subparagraph (b}(5) to read: 

(5) .A statement of maintenance and procedures consistent with 
the restrictions imposed under subpara~raph 86.078-25(a)(l), 
necessary to assure that the vehicles (or engines) covered by 
a certificate of conformity in operation in normal use conform 
to the regulations, and a description of the program for 
training of personnel for such maintenance, and the equipment
required. 
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e. "Heavy-duty engine" means an engine which is used to propel a 
heavy-duty vehicle. 

f. "Heavy-duty vehicle" means any motor vehicle having a manu
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e. In paragraph 86.078-25 (Maintenance): 

l. Amend subparagraph (a)(l) to read as follows: 

(1) Scheduled maintenance on the engine, emission control 
system and fuel system of durability vehicles shall, 
unless otherwise provided pursuant to paragraph (a)
(5)(i1i), be restricted as set forth in the following
provisions. 

(i)(A) for gasoline-fueled vehicles, maintenance shall 
be restricted to the inspection, replacement,
cleaning, adjustment and/or service of the 
following items at intervals no more frequent
than indicated: 

(l) Drive belts on engine accessories (tension
adjustment only); (30,000 miles). 

(2) Valve lash (15,000 miles). 

(3) Spark plugs (30,000 miles). 

(4) Air filter (30,000 miles). 

(5) Exhaust gas sensor (30,000 miles): Provided 
that an audible and/or visible signal approved
by the Executive Officer alerts the vehicle 
operator to the need for sensor maintenance 
at the mileage point. 

(6) Choke (cleaning or lubrication only); (30,000 
mil es). 

(7) In addition, adjustment of the engine idle 
speed (curb idle and fast idle), valve lash, 
and engine bolt torque may be performed once 
during the first 5,000 miles of scheduled 
driving, provided the manufacturer makes a 
satisfactory showing that the maintenance 
will be performed on vehicles in use. 
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(B) for diesel-powered vehicles, maintenance shall be 
restricted to the following items at intervals no 
more frequent than every 12,500 miles of scheduled 
driving, provided that no maintenance may be per
formed after 45,000 miles of scheduled driving: 

(l ) Adjust low idle speed. 

(2) Adjust valve lash if required. 

(3) Adjust injector timing. 

(4) Adjust governor. 

(5) Clean and service injector tips. 

(6) Adjust drive belt tension on engine
accessories. 

(7) Check engine bolt torque and tighten as 
required. 

(iil Change of engine and transmission oil, change or 
service of oil filter and, for diesel-powered vehicles 
only, change or service of fuel filter and air filter, 
will be allowed at the mileage intervals specified in 
the manufacturer's maintenance instructions. 

(iii) Maintenance shall be conducted in a manner consisten 
with service instructions and specifications provided by
the manufacturer for use by customer service personnel. 

(2) Delete subparagraph (a)(3) (Service of exhaust gas
recirculation system). 

(3} Delete subparagraph (a)(4) (Service of catalytic
converter) . 

f. In paragraph 86.078-38 (Maintenance instructions): 

1. Amend subparagraph (a) to read: 
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(B} for diesel-powered vehicles, maintenance shall be 
restricted to the following items at intervals no 
more frequent than every 12,500 miles of scheduled 
driving, provided that no maintenance may be per
formed after 45,000 miles of scheduled driving: 

(1) Adjust low idle speed. 

(2) Adjust valve lash if required. 

(3) Adjust injector timing. 

(4) Adjust governor. 

(5) Clean and service injector tips. 

(6) Adjust drive belt tension on engine 
accessories. 

(7) Check engine bolt torque and tighten as 
required. 

(ii1 Change of engine and transmission oil, change or 
service of oil filter and, for diesel-powered vehicles 
only, change or service of fuel filter and air filter, 
will be allowed at the mileage intervals specified in 
the manufacturer's maintenance instructions. 

(if i} Maintenance sha11 be conducted in a manner consistent 
with service -instructions and specifications provided by
the manufacturer for use by customer service personne1. 

(2) Delete subparagraph (a)(3) (Service of exhaust gas 
recirculation system}. 

(3) Delete subparagraph (a)(4) (Service of catalytic
converter}. . 

f. In paragraph 86.078-38 (Maintenance instructions): 

l. Amend subparagraph (a)to read: 
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(a) The manufacturer shall furnish or cause to be 
furnished to the purchaser of each new motor vehicle 
(or motor vehicle engine) subject to the standards 
prescribed in paragraphs 86.078-8 through 86.078-11 
as applicable, written instructions for the maintenance 
and use of the vehicle (or engine) by the purchaser as 
may be reasonable and necessary to assure the proper
functioning of emission control systems in normal use. 
Such instructions shall be consistent with and not 
require maintenance in excess of the restrictions imposed
under subparagraph 86.078-25(a)(l), except that the 
instructions may, subject to approval by the Administrator, 
require additional maintenance f~r vehicles operated under 
extreme conditions. In addition, subject to approval by
the Administrator, the instructions may require inspections 
necessary to insure safe operation of the vehicle in use. 

In addition to any maintenance which may be required pursuant 
to the preceding paragraph, the instructions may also recommend 
such inspections, maintenance, and repair as may be reasonable 
and necessary for the proper functioning of the vehicle and 
tts emission control systems. If the instructions reconvnend 
maintenance in addition to that which may be required pursuant 
to the preceding paragraph, they shall distinguish clearly
between required and ·reconrnended maintenance. 

2. Amend subparagraph (c)(l) to read: 

(1) Such instructions shall specify the performance
of all scheduled maintenance perfonned by the manu
facturer under subparagraph 86.078-25(a)(l). 

If the instructions specify recommended maintenance as 
well as required maintenance, they shall distinguish
clearly between the two. 

3. Amend subparagraph (d) by adding a new subparagraph
(3} to read: 

(3) Such instructions shall specify the perfonnance
of all scheduled maintenance performed by the manu
facturer under subparagraph 86. 078-25(a) (1). 

If the instructions specify reconrnended maintenance 
as well as required maintenance, they shall distinguish
clearly between the two. 
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g. Amend subparagraph 86.078-39(a) (Submission of maintenance 
instructions) to read: 

(a) The manufacturer shall provide to the Administrator, 
no later than the time of the submission required by
paragraph 86.078-23 a copy of the maintenance instructions 
which the manufacturer proposes to supply to the ultimate 
purchaser in accordance with subparagraph 86 ..078-38(a).
The Administrator will review such instructions to determine 
whether they are consistent with federal requirements, and 
to determine whether the instructions for required maintenance 
are consistent with the restrictions imposed under subparagraph
86.078-25(a)(l). The Administrator will notify the manufacturer 
of his determinations. · 

4. Standards 

The following standards represent the maximum projected exhaust 
emissions for the useful life of the vehicle. 

Equivalent Exhaust Emission Standards 
Inertia (grams per vehicle miles)

Model Vehicle Weight Non-Methane Carbon Oxides of 
NOYear Tiee (al (lbs. l(b} H.):'.drocarbons(cl Monoxide Nitro en 

1981 All (0.41) 3.4 1.0 
All 0.39 (0.41) 7.0 0.7 
All 0.39 0.41 7.0 1.5 

MDV 0-3999 0.3 0.4 9.0 .o
LDT, MDV 4000-5999 0.50 (0.50) 9.0 1. 5
MDV 6000&larger 0.60 (0.60) 9.0 2.0 

1982 PC All 0.39 (0.41) 7.0 0.4
PC(d) All 0.39 (0.41) 7.0 0.7
LDT, MDV 0-3999 0.39 (0.41) 9.0 1.0
LDT, MDV 4000-5999 0.50 (0.50) 9.0 l. 5
MDV 6000&1arger 0.60 (0.60) 9.0 2.0 

1983 PC All 0.39 (0. 41 ) 7.0 0.4
&Sub- LDT, MDV 0-3999 0.39 (0.41) 9.0 0.4 
sequent LDT, MDV 4000-5999 0.50 (0.50) 9.0 1.0

MDV 6000&larger 0.60 (0.60) 9.0 1.5 
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g. Amend subparagraph 86.078-39(a) (Submission of maintenance 
instructions) to read: 

(a) The manufacturer shall provide to the Administrator, 
no later than the time of the submission required by
paragraph 86.078-23 a copy of the maintenance instructions 
which the manufacturer proposes to supply to the ultimate 
purchaser in accordance with subparagraph 86.078-38(a).
The Administrator will review such instructions to determine 
whether they are consistent with federal requirements, and 
to determine whether the instructions for required maintenance 
are consistent with the restrictions imposed under subparagraph
86.078-25(a)(l). The Administrator will notify the manufacturer 
of his determinations. -

4. Standards 
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LDT, MDV 0-3999 0.39 (0.41) 9.0 1.0 
LDT, MDV 4000-5999 0.50 (0.50) 9.0 1.5 
MDV 6000&1arger 0.60 (0.60) 9.0 2.0 

1983 PC All 0.39 (0.41) 7.0 0.4 
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100,000 Mile Exhaust- Equivalent Emission Standards 
Inertia (grams per vehicle mile)

Model Vehicle Weight Non-Methane Carbon Oxides of 
Year Type (a) ( 1 bs. )( b) Hydrocarbons(c){f) Monoxide Nitrogen N02(e) 

1981 PC~Option 1) All 0.39 3.4 1.5 
PC Option 2) All 0.46 4.0 1.5 
LDT, MDV 

(Option 1) 0-3999 0.39 (0.41) 9.0 1.5 
LDT, MDV 

(Option 2) 0-3999 0.46 10.6 1.5 

LDT, MDV 4000-5999 0:50 (0.50} 9.0 2.0 
MDV 6000+1arger 0.60 (0.60) 9.0 2.3 

1982 PC(Option 1) All (0.41} 7.0 1.0 
PC(Option 2) All 0.46 8.3 1.0 
LDT, MDV 

(Option 1) 0-3999 0.39 (0.41) 9.0 1.5 
LDT, MDV 

(Option 2) 0-3999 0.46 10.6 1.5 

LDT, MDV 4000-5999 0.50 (0.50) 9.0 2.0 
MDV 6000&larger 0.60 (0.60) 9.0 2.3 

1983 PC All 0.39 (0.41) 7.0 1.0 
&Sub- PC All 0.46 8.3 1.0 - sequent LDT, MDV 

(Option 1) 0-3999 0.39 (0.41) 9.0 1.0 
LDT, MDV 

(Option 2) 0-3999 0.46 10.6 1.0 

LDT, MDV 4000-5999 0.50 {0.50i 9.0 1.5 
MDV 6000&1 a rge r 0.60 (0.60 9.0 2.0 

(a} "PC" means passenger cars. 
"LDT" means light-duty trucks. 
"MDV" means medium-duty vehicles. 

(b} Equivalent inertia weights are determined under subparagraph
86.129-79(a). 

(c) Hydrocarbon standards in parentheses apply to total hydrocarbons. 
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(d) The second set of passenger car standards is optional. A manu
facturer must select either the primary or optional sets of 
standards for its full product line for the entire two-year
period. 

(e) The maximum projected emissions of oxides of nitrogen measured 
on the federal Highway Fuel Economy Test (HWFET; 40 CFR Part 600, 
Subparagraph B) shall be no greater than 1.33 times the applicable 
passenger car standards and 2.0 times the applicable light-duty
truck and medium-duty vehicle standards shown in the table. Both 
the projected emissions and the HWFET standard shall be rounded to 
the nearest 0.1 gm/mi before being compared. 

(f) For vehicles from evaporative emissions families with projected 
50,000 mile evaporative emissions values below 1.0 gm/test, an 
adjustment to the hydrocarbon exhaust emission standard may be 
granted by the Executive Officer. The adjusted standard will 
be calculated using the following formula: 

HC 75 ( 185 Dt+3.3 Hs ) + HC ex = • • - 29.4 o 

Where: 

HCex = adjusted exhaust hydrocarbon standard 

HC = unadjusted exhaust hydrocarbon standard 
0 

Di = diurnal evaporative emissions 
Hs = hot soak evaporative emissions . 

.w. For vehicles certified to special standards authorized by Section 
1960.2, Article 2, subchapter 1, Chapter 3, Title 13, California 
Administrative Code. 

5. Additional Requirements 

a. A statement must be supplied that the production vehicles 
shall be in all material respcts the same as those for 
which certification is granted. 

b. If a gasoline-fueled vehicle manufacturer requires the 
use of unleaded fuel, a statement will be required that 
the engine and transmission combinations for which certifi
cation is requested are designed to operate satisfactorily 
on a gasoline having a research octane number not greater
than 91. 

c. Labeling required pursuant to paragraph 86.079-35 and 
Section 1965, Chapter 3, Title 13 of the California 
Administrative Code shall conform with the requirements 
specified in the "California Motor Vehicle Tune-Up 
Label Specifications.'' 
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b. If a gasoline-fueled vehicle manufacturer requires the 
use of unleaded fuel, a statement will be required that 
the engine and transmission combinations for which certifi
cation is requested are designed to operate satisfactorily 
on a gasoline having a research octane number not greater
than 91. 
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d. 

e. 

f. 

For gasoline-powered vehicles evidence shall be supplied 
that the air/fuel metering system or secondary air injec
tion system is capable of providing sufficient oxygen to 
theoretically allow enough oxidation to attain the CO 
emission standard at barometric pressures equivalent to 
those expected at altidues ranging from sea level to 
6,000 feet elevation. 

The mechanism for adjusting the idle air/fuel mixture, 
if any, shall be designed so that either: 

(1) The mixture adjustment mechanism is not visible, 
even with the air cleaner removed, and special
tools and/or procedures are. required to make 
adjustments; or 

(ii) in the alternative, the Executive Officer may, upon
reasonable notice to the manufacturer, require that 
a certification test of a vehicle be conducted with 
the idle air/fuel mixture at any setting which the 
Executive Officer finds corresponds to settings
likely to be encountered in actual use. The Executive 
Officer, in making this finding, shall consider the 
difficulty of making adjustments, damage to. the 
carburetor in the event of any effort to make an 
improper adjustment, and the need to replace parts
following the adjustment. 

The manufacturer shall submit for approval by the Executive 
Officer his or her proposed method for comp1 i a nee with this 
requirement in his or her preliminary application for 
certification. 

The exhaust emissions shall be measured from all exhaust 
emission data vehicles tested in accordance with the 
federal Highway Fuel Economy Test (HWFET; 40 CFR Part 
600 Subpart B). The oxides of nitrogen emissions measured 
during such tests shall be multiplied by the oxides of 
nitrogen deterioration factor computed in accordance with 
paragraph 86.078-28, and then rounded and compared with 
the standard as set forth in paragraph 4 above. All data 
obtained pursuant to this paragraph shall be reported in 
accordance with procedures applicable to other exhaust 
emissions data required pursuant to these procedures. 
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In the event that one or more of the manufacturer's emission 
data vehicles fail the HWFET standard listed in paragraph 4, 
the manufacturer may submit to the Executive Officer engineeri
data or other evidence showing that the system is capable of 
complying with the standard. If the Executive Officer finds, 
on the basis of an engineering evaluation, that the system 
can comply with the HWFET standard, he or she may accept the 
information supplied by the manufacturer in lieu of vehicle 
test data. 

g. The manufacturer shall submit to the Executive Officer a 
statement that those vehicles for which certification is 
requested have driveability and performance characteristics 
which satisfy that manufacturer's customary driveability and 
performance requirements for vehicles sold in the United 
States. This statement shall be based on driveability data 
and other evidence showing compliance with the manufacturer's 
performance criteria. This statement shall be supplied with 
the manufacturer's final application for certification, and 
with all running changes for which emission testing is require 

If the Executive Officer has evidence to show that in-use 
vehicles demonstrate poor perfonnance that could result in 
wide-spread tampering with the emission control systems, he 
or she may request all driveability data and other evidence 
used by the manufacturer to justify the performance statement. 

6. Op~ional 100,000 Mile Certification Procedure 

The alternate emission standards shown in paragraph (4) above 
shall apply to any engine family which meets all of the following
additional requirements: 

a. Each exhaust emission durability data vehicle shall be 
driven, with all ·emission control systems installed and 
operating, for 100,000 miles or such lesser distance as 
the Executive Officer may agree to as meeting the objectives
of this procedure. Compliance with the emission standards 
shall be established as follows: 

(i) The linear regression line for all pollutants shall 
be established by use of all required data from tests 
of the durability vehicle at every 5,000 mile intervals 
from 5,000 to 100,000 miles. The requirements in 
subparagraph 86. 078-28(a )( 4 )( i )(B )(durability vehicles 
must meet emissions standards) refer, for each pollutant, 
to the highest of either the federal 50,000 mile or 
California 100,000 mile emission standards. 

10. 
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In the event that one or more of the manufacturer's emission 
data vehicles fail the HWFET standard listed in paragraph 4, 
the manufacturer may submit to the Executive Officer engineering 
data or other evidence showing that the system is capable of 
complying with the standard. If the Executive Officer finds, 
on the basis of an engineering evaluation, that the system 
can comply with the HWFET standard, he or she may accept the 
infonnation supplied by the manufacturer in lieu of vehicle 
test data. ' 

g. The manufacturer shall submit to the Executive Officer a 
statement that those vehicles for which certification is 
requested have driveability and performance characteristics 
which satisfy that manufacturer's customary driveability and 
performance requirements for vehicles sold in the United 
States. This statement sha11 be based on dri veabil ity data 
and other evidence showing compliance with the manufacturer's 
performance criteria. This statement sha11 be supplied with 
the manufacturer's final application for certification, and 
with all running changes for which emission testing is required. 

If the Executive Officer has evidence to show that in-use 
vehicles demonstrate poor performance that could result in 
wide-spread tampering with the emission control systems, he 
or she may request all driveability data and other evidence 
used by the manufacturer to justify the performance statement. 

6. Qp~ional 100,000 Mile Certification Procedure 

The alternate emission standards shown in paragraph (4) above 
shall apply to any engine family which meets all of·the following 
additional requirements: 

a. Each exhaust emission durability data vehicle shall be 
driven, with all ·emission control systems installed and 
operating, for 100,000 miles or such lesser distance as 
the Executive Officer may agree to as meeting the objectives
of this procedure. Compliance with the emission standards 
shall be established as follows: 

(i) The linear regression line for all pollutants shall 
be established by use of all required data from tests 
of the durability vehicle at every 5,000 mile intervals 
from 5,000 to 100,000 miles. The requirements·in
subparagraph 86. 078-28( a)( 4 )( i )(B )( durability vehicles 
must meet emissions standards) refer, for each pollutant, 
to the highest of either the federal 50,000 mile or 
C~lifornia 100,000 mile emission standards. 

10. 
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25(a)(l)(i)(B) Option 2. For 1981 and later model gasoline 
or diesel-fueled vehicles, maintenance shall be restricted 
to the inspection, replacement, cleaning, adjustment, and/or 
service of the following items at intervals no more frequent
than indicated: 

(1) Drive belt tension on engine accessories (30,000 miles). 
(2) Valve lash (15,000 miles).
(3) Spark pl ugs (30,000 mi 1 es) . 
4) Afr filter (30,000 miles). 
5) Fuel filter (30,000 miles). 

16) Idle speed (30,000 miles). 
(7) Injection timing (30,000 miles). 

(iii) In addition, adjustment of the engine idle speed (curb
idle and fast idle), valve lash, and engine bolt torque 
may be performed once during the first 5,000 miles of 
scheduled driving, provided the manufacturer makes a 
satisfactory showing that the maintenance will be performed 
on vehicles in use. 

c. The manufacturer agrees to apply to vehicles certified 
under this paragraph the provisions of Section 43204 of 
the California Health and Safety Code for a period of ten 
year or 100,000 miles, whichever first occurs. 

13. 
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(ii) Compliance with the hydrocarbon and carbon monoxide 
standards shall be determined as follows: 

(a) For Option 1: 

(A) the interpolated 4,000 and 50,000 mile points 
on the linear regression line in (i) shall not 
exceed the appropriate hydrocarbon and carbon 
monoxide standards, except as in (B) below. 

(B) the linear regression line in (i) may exceed 
the standard provided that no data point
exceeds the standard. 

(C) the hydrocarbon and carbon monoxide data from 
the 4,000 mile test point of the emission data 
vehicle shall be multiplied by the deterioration 
factor computed by dividing the interpolated
50,000 mile point by the interpolated 4,000 
mile point. These values sha11 not exceed the 
appropriate hydrocarbon and carbon monoxide 
standards. 

(b) For Option 2: 

{A) the interpolated 4,000 and 100,000 mile points 
on the linear regression line in (i) shall not 
exceed the appropriate hydrocarbon and carbon 
monoxide standards, except as in {B) below. 

(B) · the linear regression line in (i) may exceed 
the standard provided that no data point
exceeds the standard. 

(C) the hydrocarbon and carbon monoxide data from 
the 4,000 mile test point of the emission data 
vehicle shall be multiplied by the deterioration 
factor computed by dividing the interpolated
100,000 mile point by the interpolated 4,000 
mile point. These values shall not exceed the 
appropriate 100,000 mile hydrocarbon and carbon 
monoxide standards. 

11. 



(iii) Compliance with the oxides of nitrogen standard for 
Options l and 2 shall be determined as follows: 

(a) the interpolated 4,000 and 100,000 mile points 
on the linear regression line in (i) shall not 
exceed the appropriate 100,000 mile oxides of 
nitrogen standard except as in {b) below. 

(b) the linear regression line in (i) may exceed 
the standard provided that no data point exceeds 
the standard. 

(c) the oxides of nitrogen data from the 4,000 mile 
test point of the emission data vehicle shall be 
multiplied by the deterioration factor computed
by dividing the interpolated 100,000 mile point
by the interpolated 4,000 mile point. These 
values shall not exceed the appropriate 100,000 
mile oxides of nitrogen standard. 

All references in these test procedures to "useful 
life," 5 years, and 50,000 miles shall mean "total 
life," 10 years, and 100,000 miles, respectively, 
except in subparagraph (ii). 

b. Only the following scheduled maintenance shall be allowed 
under subpargraph 86.078.25(a)(l)(i). 

25(a)(l)(i)(A) Option 1. For 1981 and later model gasoline 
.or diesel-fueled vehicles, maintenance shall be restricted 
to the inspection, replacement, cleaning, adjustment, and/or
service of the following items at intervals no more frequent
than indicated. 

(1) Drive belt tension on en9ine accessories (30,000 miles).
(2) Valve lash (15,000 miles).
(3) Spark plugs (30,000 miles). 
(4) Air filter (30,000 miles). 
(5) Exhaust gas sensor (30,000 mil es) ; Provided that an 

audible and/or visible signal approved by the Executive 
Officer alerts the vehicle operator to the need for 
sensor maintenance. 

(6) Choke, cleaning or lubrication only (30,000 miles). 
(7) Idle speed (30,000 miles). 
(8) Fuel Filter (30,000 miles). 
(9) Injection timing (30,000 miles). 

12. 
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(iii) Compliance with the oxides of nitrogen standard for 
Options land 2 shall be determined as follows: 

(a} the interpolated 4,000 and 100,000 mile points 
on the linear regression line in (i) shall not 
exceed the appropriate 100,000 mile oxides of 
nitrogen standard except as in (b) below. 

(b} the linear regression line in (i) may exceed 
the standard provided that no data point exceeds 
the standard. 

(c) the oxides of nitrogen data from the 4,000 mile 
test point of the emission data vehicle shall be 
multiplied by the deterioration factor computed
by dividing the interpolated 100,000 mile point
by the interpolated 4,000 mile point. These 
values shall not exceed the appropriate 100,000 
mile oxides of nitrogen standard. 

All references in these test procedures to "useful 
life," 5 years, and 50,000 miles shall mean "total 
l tfe, 11 l O years, and l 00,000 mil es, respecti ve ly, 
except in subparagraph (ii). 

b. Only the following scheduled maintenance shall be allowed 
under subpargraph 86.078.25(a)(l)(i). 

25(a)(l)(i)(A) Option l. For 1981 and later model gasoline 
.or diesel-fueled vehicles, maintenance shall be restricted 
to the inspection, replacement, cleaning, adjustment, and/or 
service of the following items at intervals no more frequent
than indicated. 

(l} Drive belt tension on en9ine accessories (30,000 miles).
(2) Valve lash (15,000 miles). 
(3) Spark plugs (30,000 miles). 
(4) Afr filter (30,000 miles). 
(5) Exhaust gas sensor (30,000 mi]es); Provided that an 

audible and/or visible signal approved by the Executive 
Officer alerts the vehicle operator ~o the need for 
sensor maintenance. 

(6) Choke, cleaning or lubrication only (30,000 miles). 
(7) Idle speed (30,000 miles). 
(8) Fuel Filter (30,000 miles). 
(9) Injection timing (30,000 miles). 

12. 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Response to Significant Environmental Issues 

ITEM: Confirmation of Emergency Adoption of Amendments to Title 13, 
California Administrative Code, regarding Exhaust Emissions 
Standards for 1980 and 1981 Passenger Cars and to Consider 
Conforming Amendments to Assembly Line Test Procedures. 

Public Hearing Date: March 5, 1980 

Response Date: March 5, 1980 

Issuing Authority: Air Resources Board 

Comments: NONE 

Response: N/A 

Date: 



Sta1e of Callfomla 

Me,morandum 

Date • April 30, 1980Huey D. Johnson 
Secretary 

Subject, Filing of NoticeResources Agency of Decision of the 
Air Resources Board 

From I Air Resources Board 

Pursuant to Title 17, Section 60007(b), and in compliance with 
Air Resources Board certification under section 21080.5 of the 
Public Resources Code, the Air Resources Boa~d hereby forwards 
for posting the attached notice of decision and response to en
vironmental comments raised during the comment period. 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 80-6 

March 26, 1980 

WHEREAS, Section 39601 of the Health and Safety Code a\uthorizes the Air 
Resources Board to adopt standards, rules and regulations necessary for 
the proper execution of the powers and duties granted to and imposed 
upon the Board by law; 

WHEREAS, Section 43210 of the Health and Safety Code requires that the 
Board adopt regulations which provide for the testing of new motor 
vehicles on factory assembly lines or in such manner as the Board 
determines best suited to carry out the purpose of Part 5 (commencing
with Section 43000), Division 26, of the Health and Safety Code; 

WHEREAS, Section 43000(e) of the Health and Safety Code states that 
emission standards applied to new motor vehicles are standards with 
which all new motor vehicles shall comply; and 

WHEREAS, the California Environmental Quality Act and Air Resources 
Board regulations require that an activity not be adopted as originally 
proposed where significant environmental impacts have been identified 
and where there are feasible alternatives or mitigation measures which 
would significantly reduce such impacts; 

WHEREAS, a public hearing and other administrative proceedings have been 
held in accordance with the provisions of the Administrative Procedure 
Act (Government Code, Title 2, Division 3, Part 1, Chapter 4.5); 

WHEREAS, the Board finds: 

That on July 20, 1979, the United States Court of Appeals for the 
District of Columbia Circuit vacated the decision of the Administrator 
of the Environmental Protection Agency that permitted California to 
enforce a NOx standard of 1,0 grams per mile for 1980 passenger cars. 
The Court stated in its opinion that EPA could not permit California 
to "deny to a small manufacturer the lead time that Congress has 
found to be necessary" to meet a NOx emissions standard of 1.0 gram: 
per mile under Section 202(b)(l)(B) of the Clean Air Act. This 
decision obviated California 1 s authority to enforce a 1,0 gram per 
mile NOx standard for passenger cars made by qualifying small manu
facturers. 

That some manufacturers contend that the Court's decision applies to 
light-duty trucks and medium-duty vehicles as well as passenger cars 

_but the ARB does not concede this; 

That the staff has encouraged the good faith efforts of those who 
obtain and apply the most promising emissions control technology; 

That during negotiations with the ARB, American Motors Corporation 
agreed to comply with the regulation proposed by the staff; 



That further attempts to narrow the scope of the Court decision could 
only be pursued through litigation because no other potential mitigation 
measures are available to the staff; 

That environmental impacts will be minor, and that no mitigation measures 
or alternatives are feasible within the scope of the decision of the 
Circuit Court of Appeals; 

That the proposed regulation 1960,3 provides for: 

(1) A reduction in vehicle NOx emissions by establishing for certification 
of 1981 and 1982 engine families less than 4,000 pounds equivalent inertia 
weight: 

(a) A NOx standard, 25% lower than 1980 model families of four
wheel drive light-duty trucks, and 

(b) A NOx standard, 35% lower than 1980 model families of medium
duty vehicles, and 

(2) A further reduction of NOx emissions by establishing for 1981 and 
1982 production vehicles: 

(a) A NOx assembly-line test level, 50% lower than 1980 model 
four-wheel drive light-duty trucks, and 

(b) A NOx assembly-line test level, 57% lower than 1980 model 
medium-duty vehicles, and 

(3) Making relief available to the vehicle manufacturer if unanticipated 
technical problems prevent production vehicles from meeting the 1,0 gm/mi
NOx average emission level. 

NOW, THEREFORE BE lT RESOLVED, that the Board hereby amends its regulations 
in Article 2, Subchapter 1, Chapter 3, Title 13i California Administrative 
Code, by adding the fo11 owing section 1960, 3 to read as fo 11 ows i 

1960.3 Special Standards for 1981 and 1982 Model Light-Duty Trucks 
and Medium-Duty Vehicles, Q,,.3999 Pound Equivalent Inertia 
Weight 

(a) Notwithstanding any other provision of this Chapter, for 
any vehicle manufacturer who is su6ject to ''in 1 ieu'' standards 
pursuant to Section 202(b)(l )(B) of the Clean Air Act as 
amended in 1977, the oxides of nitrogen ernisstons from 1981 
and 1982 model Light-Duty Trucks and Medium-Duty Vehicles. 

-0-3999 Pound Equivalent Inertia Weight, shall not exceed an 
assembly-line test level of 1,0 gram per vehicle mile as 
determined on a production average basis as measured by 
calendar quarter and evaluated on a cumulative basis. 
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(b) The oxides of nitrogen emissions from each 1981 and 1982 
model Light-Duty Truck and Medium-Duty Vehicle engine family 
and subgroup produced by a manufacturer pursuant to this section 
shall not exceed a standard of 1.5 grams per vehicle mile. 

(c) Joint ARB-manufacturer evaluations of production average data 
will be made each six months, starting with production test data 
accumulated through DeceJiber 31, 1980; and appropriate relief will 
be made available to such manufacturer should unanticipated 
technical problems yield an inability to meet the production 
average level requ~ced by this section. 

(d) All definitions, standards, test procedures and other require
ments of this Chapter not inconsistent with this section shall apply 
to all vehicles produced by such manufacturer for sale in California. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board hereby amends: (l) the "California 
Assembly-Line Test Procedures for 1981 Model Year Passenger Cars; Light
Duty Trucks and Medium-Duty Vehicles;' and (2) "California Exhaust Emission 
Standards and Test Procedures for 1981 and Subsequent t1odel Passenger Cars, 
u1~t-Du~y Tru<?k~ and ~edium-Duty Vehicles;" and (31 Sectfon 2059, Title-13 
Ca 1forn1a Admin1strat1ve Code as set forth in Attachments l, 2, and 3 respectiyel,y, 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board herebYfinds that its regulations
in Sections 1960,3 and 2059, Title 13, California Administrative Code, 
the 1981 assembly-line test procedures and related 1981 and 1982 model 
year exhaust emission standards and test procedures are individually 
for each vehicle category, and, in the aggregate, at least as protective 
of public health and welfare as applicable federal regulations. 

I certify that- the above is a 
true and correct copy of 
Resolution 80-6, as adopted by 
the Air Resources Board. 

Sall~~ 
Board Secretary

~717~ 
Date ~ 7 



ATTACHMErJT 1 

Proposed 

State of California 

AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

California Assembly-line Test Procedures for +900 1981 
Model Year Passenger Cars, light-Duty --

Trucks and Medium-Duty Vehicles 

• 
Adopted: December 19, 1979 
Amended: March 5, 1980 
Amended: March 26, 1980 

Note: These procedures are printed in a style to emphasize the 
differences from the 1980 Assembly-line Test Procedures 
as amended May 9, 1979. Add"itions are indicated by
underlining and deletions are lined out with dashes. 
March 5, 1980 and March 26, 1980 changes are listed 
in Part 5. 



(c} All 1980 and 1981 model cars tested to date by 

the end of each calendar quarter. 

(d) All 1980 and 1981 model cars and. separately. 1981 

model LDTs plus MDVs tested to date by December 31. 198 

by June 30, 1981 and by December 31. 1981. 

(2) Subgroups 

The NOx emission results shall Qe averaged and reported 

by engine family subgroup in each regular quarterly 

assembly-line report. 

b. Semi-Annual Evaluations 

Joint ARB - manufacturer evaluations will be made each 

six months to detennine compliance· with the 1.0 gm/mi 

NOx production level based on accumulated test results 

from all 1980 and 1981 cars as well as 1981 LDTs plus MDVs 

tested. The first evaluation will be made based on averaged 

NOx test data accumulated through December 31, 1980. Subsequent 

evaluations will be made for data accumulated through June 30. 

1981 and also for data accumulated through the end of the 1981 

model year production respectively. 

If the NOx value exceeds the 1.0 gm/mi level, but 

the manufacturer shows that unanticipated technical problems 

- caused the 1.0 gm/mi NOx production average to be 

23. 

• 



(c) All 1980 and 1981 model cars tested to date by 

the end of each calendar quarter. 

(d) All 1980 and 1981 model cars and, separately, 1981 

model LDTs p1us MDVs tested to date by December 31, 1980, 

by June 30, 1981 and by December 31. 1981. 

(2) Subgroups 

The NOx emission results shall be averaged and reported 

by engine family subgroup in each regular quarterly 

assembly-line report. 

C b. Semi-Annual Evaluations 

Joint ARB - manufacturer evaluations will be made each 

six months to detennine compliance with the 1.0 gm/mi 
I 

NOx production level based on accumulated test results 

from a11 1980 and 1981 ca rs as we 11 as 1981 LDTs pl us MD Vs 

tested. The first evaluation will be made based on averaged 

NOx test data accumulated through December 31, 1980. Subsequent 

evaluations will be made for data accumulated through June 30, 

1981 and also for data accumulated through the end of the 1981 

model year production respectively. 

If the NOx value exceeds the 1.0 gm/mi level. but 

the manufacturer shows that unanticipated technical problems 

caused the 1.0 gm/mi NOx production average to be 

23. 



5. Special Requirements for Low Production Vehicle Manufacturers. 

- The following requirements apply only to those vehicle manufacturers 

who were granted relief, by the Executive Officer, under Title 13, 

California Administrative Code (C.A.C.} Section 1960.2 Special 

Standards for 1980 and 1981 Model Passenger Cars. or Section 1960.3 

Special Standards for 1981 and 1982 Model light-Duty Trucks and 

Medium-Duty Vehicles, 0-3999 Pound Equivalent Inertia Weight. 

The requirements listed below are to be followed as supplemental to 

and when contrary to other requirements specified in part "C. Qua1i ty . 

Audit Test Procedures," Section "3. Evaluation" and "4. Reports." 

These requirements are listed to implement, define and clarify the 

Board requirements of C.A.C. Section 1960.2, as well as Section 1960.3. 

a. Additional Reporting Requirements 

(1) NOx Emissions 

The currulative average of oxides of nitrogen (NOx) emissions 

from the entire quality audit passenger car line and, separately, 

from the entire quality audit light-duty truck (LDT) plus 

medium-duty vehicle (MDV} lines shall be reported both before 

and after applying deterioration factors for: 

(a) All 1981 model cars and, separately. LDTs plus MDVs 

testino during each calendar quarter. 

(b} All 1981 model cars and, separately, LDTs plus MDVs 

tested to date by the end of each calendar quarter. 

22. 
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State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Note: These procedures are printed in a style to indicate the 
adopted changes. New text is underlined and deletedportions are noted. 

CALIFORNIA EXHAUST EMISSION 
STANDARDS AND TEST PROCEDURES 
FOR 1981 ANO SUBSEQUENT MODEL • 

PASSENGER CARS, LIGHT-DUTY 
TRUCKS, AND MEDIUM-DUTY VEHICLES 

Adopted: November 23,"1976 
Adopted: December 14, 1976 
Amended: May 26, 1977 
Amended: June 8, 1977 
Amended: June 22, 1977 
Amended: September 20, 1977 
Amended: January 15, 1978 
Amended: March l, 1978 
Amended: April 10, 1978 . 
Amended: May 24, 1978 
Amended: February 9, 1979 
Amended: May 22, 1979 
Amended: March 5, 1980 
Amended: March 26, 1980 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Note: These procedures are printed in a style to indicate the 
adopted changes. New text is underlined and deleted 
portions are noted. 

CALIFORNIA EXHAUST EMISSION 
STANDARDS ANO TEST PROCEDURES 
FOR 1981 AND SUBSEQUENT MODEL 

PASSENGER CARS, LIGHT-DUTY 
TRUCKS, AND MEDIUM-DUTY VEHICLES 

: 

Adopted: November 23,'1976 
Adopted: December 14, 1976 
Amended: May 26, 1977 
Amended: June 8, 1977 
Amended: June 22, 1977 
Amended: September 20, 1977 
Amended: January 15, 1978 
Amended: March 1, 1978 
Amended: April 10, 1978 . 
Amended: May 24, 1978 
Amended: February 9, 1979 
Amended: May 22, 1979 
Amended: March 5, 1980 
Amended: March 26, 1980 



g. Amend subparagraph 86.078-39(a} (Submission of maintenance 
instructions) to read: 

(a) The manufacturer shall provide to the Administrator, 
no later than the time of the submission required by
paragraph 86.078-23 a copy of the maintenance instructions 
which the manufacturer proposes to supply to the ultimate 
purchaser in accordance with subparagraph 86.078-38(a).
The Administrator will review such instructions to determine 
whether they are consistent with federal requirements, and 
to determine whether the instructions for required maintenance 
are consistent with the restrictions imposed under subparagraph 
86.078-25(a}(l}. The Administrator will notify the manufacturer 
of his determinations. 

4. Standards 

The following standards represent the maximum projected exhaust 
emissions for the useful life of the vehicle. 

Equivalent Exhaust Emission Standards 
Inertia (grams per vehicle miles) - Model Vehicle Weight Non-Methane Carbon Oxides of 

Year Type (a) {lbs. )(b) Hydrocarbons{c) Monoxide Nitrogen (N02}(e) 

1981 PC All (0.41) 3.4 1.0 
PC(d) All 0.39 (0.41} 7.0 0.7 
PC(g) All 0.39 (0.41) 7.0 1.5 
LDT, MDV 0-3999 0.39 (0.41) 9.0 1.0 
LDT,MDV h) 0-3999 0.39 0.41 9.0 l.5 - LDT, MDV 4000-5999 0.50 0.50 9.0 l.5 
MDV 6000&larger 0.60 (0.60) 9.0 2.0 

1982 --·· PC All 0.39 (0.41} 7.0 0.4 
PC(d) All 0.39 {0.41) 7.0 0.7 

, LDT, MDV 0-3999 0.39 (0.41} 9.0 1.0 
LDT, MDV 4000-5999 0.50 {0.50) 9.0 1.5 
LDT,MDV h 0-3999 0.39 0.41) 9.0 1.5- MDV 6000&larger 0.60 0.60 9.0 2.0 

. 1983 PC All 0.39 (0.41} 7.0 0.4 
&Sub- LDT, MDV 0-3999 0.39 ~0.41) 9.0 0.4 
sequent LDT, MDV 4000-5999 0.50 0.50) 9.0 l.O 

MDV 6000&larger 0.60 (0.60) 9.0 1.5 

6. 



(d) The second set of passenger car standards is optional. A ma 
facturer must select either the primary or optional sets of 
standards for its full product line for the entire two-yearperiod. 

{e) The maximum projected emissions of oxides of nitrogen measure 
on the federal Highway Fuel Economy Test (HWFET; 40 CFR Part 00, 
Subparagraph B) shall be no greater than l.33 times the appli able 
passenger car standards and 2.0 times the applicable light-du y
truck and medium-duty vehicle standards shown in the table. oth 
the projected emissions and the HWFET standard shall be round d to
the nearest 0.1 gm/mi before being compared. 

(f) For vehicles from evaporative emissions families with project 
50,000 mile evaporative emissions values below l.O gm/test, an 
adjustment to the hydrocarbon exhaust emission standard may be 
granted by the Executive Officer. The adjusted standard will
be calculated using the following formula: 

HCex = .75 (.185 Di+3.3 Hs 
29.4 } + HCo 

Where: • 
HCex = adjusted exhaust hydrocarbon standard 

HC0 = unadjusted exhaust hydrocarbon standard 

Di = diurnal evaporative emissions 
Hs = hot soak evaporative emissions. 

(g) For vehicles certified to special standards authorized by Secti 
1960. 2, Article 2, subchapter 1, Chapter 3, Title 13, CaliforniaAdministrative Code. 

For vehicles certified to 
1960.3, Article 2, subcha · ndards authorized b Sectio 
dm1n1strat1ve Code. ter 3, Title 13, California 

5. Additional Requirement 

a. A statement must be supplied that the production vehicles 
shall be in all material respcts the same as those for
which certification is granted. 

b. If a gasoline-fueled vehicle manufacturer requires the 
use of unleaded fuel, a statement wi 11 be required that 
the engine and transmission combinations for which certifi
cation is requested are designed to operate satisfactorily 
on a gasoline having a research octane number not greaterthan 91. 

8. 
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(d) The second set of passenger car standards is optional. A manu
facturer must select either the primary or optional sets of 
standards for its full product line for the entire two-year
period . 

(e) .The maximum projected emissions of oxides of nitrogen measured 
on the federal Highway Fuel Economy Test (HWFET; 40 CFR Part 600, 
Subparagraph B) sha11 be no greater than 1.33 times the app.licable 
passenger car standards and 2.0 times the applicable light-duty 
truck and medium-duty vehicle standards shown in the table. Both 
the projected emissions and the HWFET standard shall be rounded to 
the nearest 0.1 gm/mi before being compared. 

{f) For vehicles from evaporative emissions families with projected 
50,000 mile evaporative emissions values below 1.0 gm/test, an 
adjustment to the hydrocarbon exhaust emission standard may be 
granted by the Executive Officer. The adjusted standard wi11 
be calculated using the following formula: 

HC = .75 (.185 - Di;~·i Hs) + HC ex • o 

Where: 

HCex = adjusted exhaust hydrocarbon standard 

HC = unadjusted exhaust hydrocarbon standard 
0 

Di = diurnal evaporative emissions 
Hs = hot soak evaporative emissions. 

(g) For vehicles certified to special standards authorized by Section 
1960. 2. Article 2, subchapter 1, Chapter 3, Title 13. California 
Administrative Code. 

ill For vehicles certified to special standards authorized by Section 
1960.3, Article 2, subchapter 1, Chapter 3, Title 13, California 
Administrative Code. 

5, Additional Requirement 

a. A statement must be supplied that the production vehicles 
shall be in all material respcts the same as those for 
which certification is granted. 

b. If a gasoline-fueled vehicle manufacturer requires the 
use of unleaded fuel, a statement will be required that 
the engine and transmission combinations for which certifi
cation is requested are designed to operate satisfactorily 
on a gasoline having a research octane number not greater
than 91. 

8. 



Attachment 3 

Amend Section 2059, Title 13, California Admininistrative Code, as follows: 

2059 Assembly-Line Test Procedures - 1981 Model Year. 

New 1981 model year passenger cars, light-duty trucks, and medium-duty 

vehicles subject to certification and manufactured for sale in California 

shall be tested in accordance with the "California Assembly-Line Test 

Procedures for 1981 Model Year Passenger Cars, Light-Duty Trucks and 

Medium-Duty Vehicles," adopted December 19, 1979, as amended March 26, 1980. 



Add Section 1960.3, Title 13, California Administrative Code to red -
as follows: 

1960. 3 

and Medium-Out Vehicles, 0-3999 Pound E uivalent Inertia 
Weight 

(a) Notwithstanding any other provision of this Chapter, for y 

vehicle manufacturer who is subject to "in lieu" standards pursuant o 

Section 202(1:i){l)(.B) of the Clean Air Act as amended in 1977, the ox des 

of nitrogen emissions from 1981 and 1982 model Light-Duty Trucks and • 

Medium-Duty Vehicles, 0-3999 Pound Equivalent Inertia Weight, shall ot 

exceed an assembly line test level of 1.0 grams per vehicle mile as 

determined on a production average basis as measured by calendar qua er 

and evaluated on a cumulative basis. -

(b) The oxides of nitrogen emissions from each 1981 and 1982 mo el 

Light-Duty Truck and Medium-Duty Vehicle engine family and subgroup 

produced· by a manufacturer pursuant to this section shall not exceed 

standard of 1.5 grams per vehicle mile. 

{c) Joint ARB-manufacturer evaluations of production average da 

. will be made each six months, starting with production test data accum lated 

through December 31, 1980, and appropriate relief wi 11 be made avail ab e 

to such manufacturer should unanticipated technical problems yield an 

inability to meet the production average level required by this sectio 

(d) All definitions, standards, test procedures and other requir 

of this Chapter not inconsistent with this section shall apply to all -

produced by such manufacturer for sale in California. 

hicles 



Add Section 1960.3, Title 13, California Administrative Code to read 

as follows: 

1960.3 Special Standards for 1981 and 1982 Model Light-Duty Trucks 

and Medium-Duty Vehicles, 0-3999 Pound Equivalent Inertia 

Weight 

(a) Notwithstanding any other provision of this Chapter, for any 

vehicle manufacturer who is subject to "in lieu" standards pursuant to 

Section 202(1:i)(l)CB) of the Clean Air Act as amended in 1977, the oxides 

of nitrogen emissions from 1981 and 1982 model Light-Duty Trucks and 

Medium-Duty Vehicles, 0-3999 Pound Equivalent Inertia Weight, shall not 

exceed an assembly line test level of 1.0 grams per vehicle mile as 

determined on a production average basis as measured by calendar quarter 

and evaluated un a cumulative basis. 

(b) The oxides of nitrogen emissions from each 1981 and 1982 model 

Light-Duty Truck and Medium-Duty Vehicle engine family and subgroup 

produced·· by a manufacturer· pursuant to this section shall not exceed a 

standard of 1.5 grams per vehicle mile. 

(c) Joint ARB-manufacturer evaluations of production average data 

- will be made each six months, starting with production test data accumulated 

through December 31, 1980, and appropriate relief will be made available 

to such manufacturer should unanticipated technical problems yield an 

inability to meet the production average level required by this section. 

(d) All definitions, standards, test procedures and other requirements 

of this Chapter not inconsistent with this section shall apply to all vehicles 

produced by such manufacturer for sale in California. 
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Amend Section 2059, Title 13, California Administrative Code, as follows: 

2059 Assembly-Line Test Procedures - 1981 Model Year, 

New 1981 model year passenger cars, light-duty trucks, and medium-duty 

vehicles subject to certification and manufactured for sale in California 

shall be tested in accordance with the ''California Assembly-Line Test 

Procedures for 1981 Model Year Passenger Cars~ Light-Duty Trucks and 

Medium-Duty Vehicles," adopted December 19, 1979, as amended March 26'. 1980. 

/ 



State of Callfomla 

Memorandum 

Date I May 8, 1980Huey D. Johnson 
Secretary Subject: Filing of NoticeResources Agency of Decision of the 

Air Resources Board 

From I Air Resources Board 

Pursuant to Title 17, Section 60007(b), and in compliance with 
Air Resources Board certification under section 21080.5 of the 
Public Resources Code, the Air Resources Board hereby forwards 
for posting the attached notice of decision and response to en
vironmental comments raised during the comment period. 

/4.41- A,4-? 
Sally Rump
BOARD SECRETARY 

~ 
~ 
Resolution 80-10 
Resolution 80-25 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Response to Significant Environmental Issues 

Item: Public Hearing to Consider Adoption of Amendments to Title 13, 
California Administrative Code, Regarding Exhaust Emission Standards 
for 1981 and 1982 Model Light-Duty Trucks and Medium-Duty Vehicles, 
0-3999 Pound Equivalent Inertia Weight and to Consider Conforming
Amendments to Assembly-Line Test Procedures. 

Public Hearing Date: March 26, 1980 

Response Date: March 26, 1980 

Issuing Authority: Air Resources Board 

Comment: None 

Response: N/A 

• Certified, ~ ~ 
BoardSeetaf~ 

Date: -~ ~ /9/0 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

RESOLUTION 80-8 

April 23, 1980 

WHEREAS, Section 39601 of the Health and Safety Code authorizes the 
Air Resources Board to adopt standards, rules, and regulations necessary 
for the proper execution of the powers and duties granted to and imposed 
upon the Board by law; 

WHEREAS, Sections 43101 and 43104 of the Health and Safety Code authorize 
the Board to adopt vehicle emission standards and test procedures in 
order to control or eliminate air pollution caused by motor vehicles; 

WHEREAS, the California Environmental Quality Act and Board regulations 
require that an activity not be adopted as proposed where the activity 
will have significant adverse environmental impacts and alternatives or 
feasible mitigation measures to the proposed activity exist; 

WHEREAS, a public hearing and other administrative proceedings have 
been held in accordance with the provisions of the Administrative 
Procedure Act (Government Code, Title 2, Division 3, Part 1, Chapter 4.5); 

WHEREAS, the Board finds: 

That more than 96% of California's 1980 certification fleet complies
with the two gram evaporative emission standard without any allowance 
for non-fuel emissions from paints, plastics, lubricants and rubber 
components (background emissions); 

That vehicle manufacturers are able to reduce and stabilize background
emissions through various aging and cleaning techniques; 

That the United States Environmental Protection Agency has adopted for 
1981 and newer light-duty vehicles and light-duty trucks (includes passenger 
cars and medium-duty vehicles, respectively), an evaporative emission 
standard of two grams per test without any allowance for background emissions; 

That the background emissions allowance of one gram per test as permitted
under current test procedures is not necessary; 

That this action will have no significant adverse environmental effects. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Board hereby amends its 
regulations in Article 2, Subchapter l, Chapter 3 of Title 13, California 
Administrative Code as follows: 



Amend Section 1976(c) as follows: 

1976 [Standards and Test Procedures for Fuel Evaporative Emissions 
from Gasoline-Powered Vehicles.] 

(c) The procedure for determing compliance with these 
standards is set forth in ''California Evaporative
Emission Standards and Test Procedures for 1978 and 
Subsequent Model Gasoline-Powered Motor Vehicles" 
adopted by the Air Resources Board on April 16, 1975, 
as amended May 14, 1975, March 31, 1976 October 5, 1976, 
November 23, 1976, June 8, 1977, December 19, 1977, aR~ 
October 12, 1979, and April 23, 1980. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board hereby adopts the "California 
Evaporative Emission Standards and Test Procedures for 1978 and Sub
sequent Model Gasoline-Powered Motor Vehicles'' dated April 16, 1975, 
as last amended April 23, 1980. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board finds that these regulations are, 
individually and in the aggregate, at least as protective overall of 
public health as comparable federal regulations 

I certify that the above is a true 
and correct copy of Resolution 80-8, 
as adopted by the Air Resources Board. 

Board Secretary 

-· 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Note: These procedures are printed in a style to indicate the adopted
changes. New text is underlined and deleted portions are noted. 

CALIFORNIA EVAPORATIVE EMISSION 
STANDARDS AND TEST PROCEDURES 
FOR 1978 AND SUBSEQUENT MODEL 

GASOLINE-POWERED MOTOR VEHICLES 

ADOPTED: April 16, 1975 
AMENDED: May 14, 1975 
AMENDED: March 31, 1976 
AMENDED: October 5, 1976 
AMENDED: November 23, 1976 
AMENDED: June 8, 1977 
AMENDED: December 19, 1977 
AMENDED: October 12, 1979 
AMENDED: April 23, 1980 



CALIFORNIA EVAPORATIVE EMISSION 
STANDARDS AND TEST PROCEDURES 
FOR 1978 AND SUBSEQUENT MODEL 

GASOLINE-POHERED MOTOR VEHICLES 

The provisions of Title 40, Code of Federal Regulations (CFR}, Part 
Subparts A and B, as they pertain to evaporative emission standards 
and test procedures and as they existed on January 28, 1979 are her 
adopted as the California Evaporative Emission Standards and Test 
Procedures for 1978 and Subsequent Model Gasoline-Powered Motor Veh
with the following exceptions and additions: 

l. These standards and test procedures are applicable to all new 
1978 and subsequent model gasoline-powered passenger cars, 
light-duty trucks, medium-duty vehicles, heavy-duty vehicles, 
and motorcycles which are subject to registration and first sol 
and registered in this state. These standards and test procedu
do not apply to motor vehicles which are exempt from exhaust 
emission certification. The evaporative emission standards 
for the following classes of vehicles are: 

Class of Vehicle Model Year 
Passenger car 1978 and 1979Light-duty trucks 6.0 
Medium-duty vehicles 
Heavy-duty vehicles 

Passenger cars 1980 and subsequentLight-duty trucks 2.0 
Medium-duty vehicles 
Heavy-duty vehicles 

Motorcycles 1983 and 1984 6.0 
Motorcycles 1985 and subsequent 2.0 

2. The definitions in Section 1900, Title 13, California Admin 
Code, and in the applicable model year California exhaust e 
standards and test procedures, are hereby incorporated into 
test procedure by reference. 
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CALIFORNIA EVAPORATIVE EMISSION 
STANDARDS AND TEST PROCEDURES 
FOR 1978 AND SUBSEQUENT MODEL 

GASOLINE-POWERED MOTOR VEHICLES 

The provisions of Title 40. Code of Federal Regulations (CFR}. Part 86. 
Subparts A and B. as they pertain to evaporative emission standards 
and test procedures and as they existed on January 28, 1979 are hereby 
adopted as the California Evaporative Emission Standards and Test 
Procedures for 1978 and Subsequent Model Gasoline-Powered Motor Vehicles 
with the following exceptions and additions: 

1. These standards and test procedures a re app1 i cab1 e to a1l new 
1978 and subsequent model gasoline-powered passenger cars, 
light-duty trucks, medium-duty vehicles, heavy-duty vehicles, 
and motorcycles which are subject to registration and first sold 
and registered in this state. These standards and test procedures 
do not apply to motor vehicles which are exempt from exhaust 
emissi.on certification. The evaporative emission standards 
for the following classes of vehicles are: 

Hydrocarbons 
Class of Vehicle Model Year (grams per test) 

Passenger car 
Light-duty trucks 
Medium-duty vehicles 
Heavy-duty vehicles 

1978 and 1979 6.0 

Passenger cars 
.Light-duty trucks 
Medium-duty vehicles 
Heavy-duty vehicles 

1980 and subsequent 2.0 

Motorcycles 1983 and 1984 6.0 

Motorcycles 1985 and subsequent 2.0 

2. The definitions in Section 1900, Title 13, California Administrative 
Code, and in the applicable model year Cal fornia exhaust emission 
standards and test procedures, are hereby ncorporated into this 
test procedure by reference. 

https://emissi.on


3. Approval of medium-duty vehicles shall be based on the same standards 
and test procedures as light-duty trucks. In selecting medium-duty 
test vehicles the Executive Officer shall consider the availability 
of test data from comparably equipped light-duty vehicles and the 
size of medium-duty vehicles as it relates to the practicability of 
evaporative emission testing. 

4. For all motor vehicles except motorcycles: 

Demonstration of system durability and determination of an evapora
tive emission deterioration factor for each evaporative emission 
engine family shall be based on,tests of representative vehicles 
and/or systems. For purposes of evaporative emission durability
testing a representative vehicle is one which, with the possible 
exception of the engine and drive train, was built at least three 
months prior to the commencement of evaporative emission testing, 
or is one which the manufacturer demonstrates has stabilized non
fuel-related evaporative emissions. 

a. For 1978 model evaporative emission engine families which 
require durability testing for exhaust emissions certifica
tion, either 

i. Evaporative emission testing shall be conducted on all 
durability vehicles at the 5,000, 10,000, 20,000, 30,000, 
40,000 and 50,000 mile test points. Testing may be 
performed at more frequent intervals with advance written 
approval from the Executive Officer. The results of all 
valid evaporative emission tests within each evaporative
emission engine family shall be plotted as a function 
of mileage, and a least-squares fit straight line shall 
be drawn through the data. The evaporative emission 
deterioration factor is defined as the interpolated
50,000 mile value on that line minus the interpolated 
4,000 mile value on that line, but in no case shall 
the factor be less than zero. The interpolated 4,000 
and 50,000 mile points on this line must be within 
the standards of Paragraph 1 or the data will not be 
acceptable for use in the calculation of a deterioration 
factor, unless no applicable data point exceeded the 
standard. 

OR 

ii. The manufacturer sha11 propose in his pre l i mi nary 
application for approval a method for durability
testing and for determination of a deterioration 
factor for each evaporative emission engine family.
The 4,000 and 50,000 mile test points (or their 

2. 



equivalents) used in determining the deterioration A 
factor must be within the standards of Paragraph 1 'W' 
or data will not be acceptable for use in the calculati n 
of a deterioration factor. The Executive Officer 
shall review the method, and shall approve it if it 
meets the following requirements: 

A. The method must cycle and test the complete
evaporative emission control system for the 
equivalent of at least 50,000 miles of typical 
customer use. 

B. The method must reflect the flow of liquid and 
gaseous fuel through the evaporative emission 
control system, and the exposure (both peak and 
cyclical} to heat, vibration, and ozone expected
through 50,000 miles of typical customer use. 

C. The method must have the specifications for 
acceptable system performance, including maximum 
allowable leakage after 50,000 miles of typical 
customer use. 

No evaporative emission control system durability testing 
shall be required for 1978 model year vehicles which do not 
require exhaust emission control system durability testing,
unless the Executive Officer determines that durability 
performance is likely to be significantly inferior to 1977 
model year systems. 

b. For 1979 and later model evaporative emission engine familie, 
both (4) (_a) (_i) and (4) (a) (ii} shall apply to all familie 
selected for exhaust emission durability testing, and (4)
(a) (ii) shall apply to those evaporative emission engine
families which are not subject to testing for exhaust 
emission durability. The deterioration factors determined 
under ( 4) (a} ( i ) , if any, sha 11 be averaged with the 
deterioration factors determined under (4) (a) {ii) to 
determine a single evaporative emission deterioration factor 
for each evaporative emission engine family. 

5. Approval of heavy-duty vehicles, excluding medium-duty vehicles, 
shall be based on an engineering evaluation of the system and 

-data submitted by the applicant. Such evaluation may include 
successful public usage on light-duty or medium-duty vehicles, 
adequate capacity of storage containers, routing of lines to 
prevent siphoning, and other emissions-related factors deemed 
appropriate by the Executive Officer. 

3. 



equivalents) used in determining the deterioration 
factor must be within the standards of Paragraph l 
or data will not be acceptable for use in the calculation 
of a deterioration factor. The Executive Officer 
shall review the method, and shall approve it if it 
meets the following requirements: 

A. The method must cycle and test the complete 
evaporative emission control system for the 
equivalent of at least 50,000 miles of typical 
customer use. 

B. The method must reflect the flow of liquid and 
gaseous fuel through the evaporative emission 
control system, and the exposure (both peak and 
cyclical) to heat, vibration, and ozone expected
through 50,000 mi•les of typical customer use. 

C. The method must have the specifications for 
acceptable system performance, including maximum 
allowable leakage after 50,000 miles of typical 
customer use. 

No evaporative emission control. system durability testing 
shall be required for 1978 model year vehicles which do not 
require exhaust emission control system durability testing,
unless the Executive Officer determines that durability 
performance is 1ikely to be significantly inferior to 1977 
model year systems. 

b. For 1979 and later model evaporative emission engine families, 
_.both {4) (_a) (5) and (4) (a) (ii) shall apply to all families 

selected for exhaust emission durability testing, and (4) 
(a) (ii} shall apply to those evaporative emission engine
families which are not subject to testing for exhaust 
emission durability. The deterioration factors determined 
under (4) (a) (i), if any, shall be averaged with the 
deterioration factors determined under (4) (a) (ii) to 
determine a single evaporative emission deterioration factor 
for each evaporative emission engine family. 

5. Approval of heavy-duty vehicles, excluding medium-duty vehicles, 
shall be based on an engineering evaluation of the system and 

-data submitted by the applicant. Such evaluation may include 
successful public usage on light-duty or medium-duty vehicles,· 
adequate capacity of storage containers, routing of lines to 
prevent siphoning, and other emissions-related factors deemed 
appropriate by the Executive Officer. 
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6. 

7. 

8. 

6efflffleRetR§-Wtth For the 1980 model year, the measured evaporative
emissions from aTTtest vehicles, except vehicles tested pur
suant to paragraph (4) above and motorcycles, shall be corrected 
for background emissions by subtracting 1.0 grams per test. 
This correction for background emissions may be extended to 
include the 1981 model year, on a case-by-case basis, if the 
Executive Officer finds that a manufacturer has had insufficient 
lead-time to comply with the April 23, 1980 amendment to this 
procedure. 

For the purposes of these test procedures_, the following
references in 40 CFR, Part 86, Subpart B to light-duty 
vehicle evaporative testing shall also apply to motorcycles:
86.117-78, and 86.121.78. In addition, 40 CFR, part 86, 
subparts E, F, and other cited sections of subpart Bare 
incorporated into this test procedure by reference. 

Certification of a motorcycle evaporative emission control 
system requires that the manufacturer demonstrate the durability
of each evaporative emission control system family. 

The motorcycle manufacturer can satisfy the vehicle durability
testing requirement by performing an evaporative emission 
test at each scheduled exhaust emission test (86.427-78)
durin~ the motorcycle exhaust emissions certification 
test (86.424-78} for each evaporative emission family. The 
minimum mileage accumulated shall be the total test distance 
(one-half the useful life distance), although the manufacturer 
may choose to extend the durability test to the useful life 
distance (86.436-78). The displacement classes and test 
distances are shown below: 

a. i. 
Displacement

Class 

Engine 
Displacement
Range (CC) 

Total Test 
Distance 

{km) 

Useful 1ife 
Distance 

(km) 

I 50-169 6,000 12,000 
II 170-279 9,000 18,000 

III 280 and greater 15,000 30,000 

ii. All durability vehicles shall be built at least one 
month before the evaporative emissions test, or the 
manufacturer must demonstrate that the non-fuel related 
evaporative emissions have stabilized. 

iii. Testing at more frequent intervals than the scheduled 
exhaust emissions tests may be performed only when 
authorized in writing by the Executive Officer. 

iv. The deterioration factor shall be determined by cal-
culating a least-squares linear regression of the evaporative
emi.ss ions data with respect to mi 1 eage. The deterioration 
factor i.s defined as the extrapolated (from the regression) 
value at the useful life distance minus the interpolated
value at the total test distance, where these distances 
are taken from the table in Paragraph {8)(a)(i). 

4. 
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v. The extrapolated useful life and total test distance 
emissions shall be less than the applicable evaporati
emission standards of Section 1 or the data will not 
be acceptable for use in the calculation of a deterio
factor. 

vi. Motorcycle manufacturers shall also propose in their 
application a method for durability testing and deter 
mination of a deterioration factor for each evaporati 
emission engine family that is similar to the require 
specified in Paragraph (4) {a) (ii). Any reference t 
miles and 50,000 miles in Paragraph (4) (a) (ii) shall 
mean total test distance and useful life distance res 
pectively as defined in Paragraph (8)(a)(i) for the a 
propriate engine displacement class. 

Vii. The deterioration factor determined under Paragraph 
(8l(_a)(iv) shall be averaged with the deterioration 

e 

ation 

nts 
4,000 

factor determined under Para graph ( 8 )(a) (vi) to determ ne 
a single evaporative emission deterioration factor 
for each evaporative emission engine family. 

viii.•. The emission label (86.413-78) shall identify the 
evaporative emission family. 

ix. Preconditioning shall be performed in accordance with 
86.532-78. The provisions of 86.132-78 which prohibit
abnormal system loading during fueling and setting the 
dynamometer horsepower using a test vehicle shall be 
observed. Additional preconditioning {86.132-78, 3) 
may be allowed by the Executive Officer under unusual 
circumstances. 

b. Instrumentation 

The instrumentation necessary to perform the motorcycle 
evaporative emission test is described in 40 CFR, Section 
86.107-78 with the following changes: 

i. Revise Section (a) (4) to read: Tank fuel heating 
system. The tank fuel heating system shall consist of 
two separate heat sources with two temperature controll rs. 
A typical heat source is a pair of heating strips. 0th r 
sources may be used as required by circumstances and th 
Executive Officer may allow manufacturers to provide th 

5. 



v. The extrapolated useful life and total test distance 
emissions shall be less than the applicable evaporative
emission standards of Section l or the data will not 
be acceptable for use in the calculation of a deterioration 
.factor. 

vi. Motorcycle manufacturers shall also propose in their 
application a method for durability testing and deter
mination of a deterioration factor for each evaporative
emission engine family that is similar to the requirements 
specified in Paragraph (4) (a} (ii). Any reference to 4,000 
miles and 50,000 miles in Paragraph (4} (a} (ii) shall 
mean total test distance and useful life distance res
pectively as defined in Paragraph (B)(a)(i} for the ap
propriate engine displacement class. 

vii. The deterioration factor determined under Paragraph
(8}(_a)(iv) shall be averaged with the deterioration 
factor determined under Para graph ( 8 )(a}(vi) to determine 
a single evaporative emission deterioration factor 
for each evaporative emission engine family. 

viit. The emission label (86.413-78) shall identify the 
evaporative emission family. 

ix. Preconditioning shall be performed in accordance with 
86.532-78. The provisions of 86.132-78 which prohibit
abnormal system loading during fueling and setting the 
dynamometer horsepower using a test vehicle shall be 
observed. Additional preconditioning (86.132-78, 3) 
may be allowed by the Executive Officer under unusual 
circumstances. 

b. Instrumentation 

The instrumentation necessary to perform the motorcycle 
evaporative emission test is described in 40 CFR, Section 
86. l 07-78 with the fo 1.1 owing changes: 

i. Revise Section (a) (4) to read: Tank fuel heating 
system. The tank fuel heating system shall consist of 
two separate heat sources with two temperature controllers. 
A typical heat source is a pair of heating strips. Other 
sources may be used as required by circumstances and the 
Executive Officer may allow manufacturers to provide the 

5. 



heating apparatus for compliance testing. The temperature 
controllers may be manual, such as variable transformers, 
or they may be automated. Since vapor and fuel temperature 
are to be controlled independently, an automatic controller 
is recommended for the fuel. The heating system must not 
cause hot spots on the tank wetted surface which could 
cause local overheating of the fuel or vapor. Heating
strips for the fuel, if used, should be located as low as 
practicable on the tank and should cover at least 10 percent -
of the wetted surface. The centerline of the fuel heating
strips, if used, shall be below 30% of the fuel depth as 
measured from the bottom of the fuel tank and approximately
parallel to the fuel level in the tank. The centerline of 
the vapor heating strips if used, should be located at the 
approximate height of the center of the vapor volume. The 
temperature controller must be capable of controlling the 
fuel and vapor temperatures to the diurnal heating profile 
within the specified tolerance. 

ti. Revise section (.a) (5} (Temperature recording system) to read: 
In addition to the specifications in this section, the vapor 
temperature in the fuel tank shall be measured. When the 
fuel or vapor temperature sensors can not be located in the 
fuel tank to measure the temperature of the prescribed test 
fuel or vapor at the approximate mid-volume sensors shall be 
located at the approximate mid-volume of each fuel or vapor
containing cavity. The average of the readings from these 
sensors shall constitute the fuel or vapor temperature. The 
fuel and vapor temperature sensors shall be located at least 
one inch away from any heated tank surface. The Executive 
Officer may approve alternate sensor locations where the 
specifications above cannot be met or where tank symmetry
provides redundant measurements. 

iii. Calibrations shall be performed in accordance with 86.516-78 
sections b, c(l), and c(3). 

6. 



c. Test Procedure 

i) The motorcycle exhaust emission test sequence is 
described in 40 CFR 86.530-78 through 86.540-78. 
The evaporative emission test shall be accomplished
by performing a diurnal evaporative emission test 
(86.133-78 except sections a(l); K; and p; and 
neglecting references to windows and luggage 
compartments) after preconditioning and soak but 
to cooled to below 30°C after the diurnal test. 
The "cold" and "hot" start exhaust emission 
tests shall then be run. The motorcycle will then 
be returned to the SHED for the hot soak evaporative
emission test. This general sequence is shown in 
figure 878-10 under 86.130-78. The specified time 
limits shall be followed with the exception of soak 
times which are specified in 86.53278 for motorcycles. 

Runnt:ng loss tests, when necessary, will be performed 
in accordance with 86.134-78, except references to 
86.135-78 through 86.137~78 shall mean 86.535-78 
through 86.537-78. 

iil The fuel and vapor temperatures for the diurnal 
portion of the evaporative emission test shall 
conform to the following functions within ± 1. 7°C 
with the tank filled to 50% ± 5 2.5 of its actual 
capacity, and with the motorcycle resting on its 
center kickstand (or a similar support) in the 
vertical position. 

Tf = (1/3) t + 15.5°C 

Tv = (l/3) t + 21.0°C 

where Tf = fuel temperature, °C 
Tv = vapor temperature, °C 
t = time since the start of the diurnal 

temperature rise, minutes 

7. 
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c. Test Procedure 

i) The motorcycle exhaust .emission test sequence is 
described in 40 CFR 86.530-78 through 86.540-78. 
The evaporative emission test shall be accomplished 
by performing a diurnal evaporative emission test 
(86.133-78 except sections a(l); K; and p; and 
neglecting references to windows and luggage
compartments) after preconditioning and soak but 
to cooled to below 30°C after the diurnal test. 
The "cold" and "hot" start exhaust emission 
tests sha11 then be run. · The motorcycle wi 11 then 
be returned to the SHED for the hot soak evaporative
emission test. This general sequence is shown in 
figure 878-10 under 86.130-78. The specified time 
limits shall be followed with the exception of soak 
times which are specified in 86.53278 for motorcycles. 

Running loss tests, when necessary, wi 11 be performed 
in accordance with 86.134-78, except references to 
86.135-78 through 86.137-78 shall mean 86.535-78 
through 86.537-78. 

ii) The fuel and vapor temperatures for the diurnal 
portion of the evaporative emission test shall 
conform to the following functions within ± l .7°C 
with the tank filled to 50% ± 5 2.5 of its actual 
capacity, and with the motorcycle resting on its 
center. kickstand (or a similar support) in the 
vertical position. 

Tf = (l/3) t + 15.5°C 

Tv = (l/3) t + 2l.0°C 

where Tf = fuel temperature, °C 
Tv = vapor temperature, °C 
t = time since the start of the diurnal 

temperature rise, minutes 
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The test duration shall be 60 ± 2 minutes, giving 
a fuel and vapor temperature rise of 20°C. The final 
fuel temperature shall be 35.5 °C ± .5°C. 

An initial vapor temperature up to 5°C above 21°c 
may be used. For this condition the vapor shall not be 
heated at the beginning of the diurnal test. When 
the fuel temperature has been raised to 5.5°C below 
the vapor temperature by following the Tf function 
the remainder of the vapor heating profile shall be 
followed. 

iii. An alternate temperature rise for the diurnal test 
may be approved by the Executive Officer. If a 
manufacturer has information which shows that a 
particular fuel tank design will change the temperature
rise significantly from the function above, the 
manufacturer may present the information to the 
Executive Officer for evaluation and consideration. 

iv. The hot soak evaporative emission test shall be 
performed immediately following the "hot" start 
exhaust emission test. This test is described in 
86.138-78, except for item (d) which is revised to 
require that the motorcycle be pushed with the engine .· 
off rather than driven at minimum throttle from the 
dynamometer to the SHED. 

v. Calculations shall be performed in accordance with 
86.143-78, except the standard volume for a motorcycle 
shall be 5 ft. 3 instead of 50 ft 3. 

d. -- Motorcycle manufacturers with annual sales of less than 2,000 
units for the three displacement classes in California are 
not required to submit the information specified by these 
test procedures to the Executive Officer. However, all 
information required by these test procedures must be retained 
on file and be made available upon request to the Executive 
Officer for inspection. These manufacturers sha11 submit 
the following information for evaporative emission certification: 

i. A brief description of the vehicles to be covered 
by the Executive Order. (The manufacturer's sales 
data book or advertising including specifications 
will satisfy this requirement for most manufacturers.) 

8. 



ii. A statement signed by an authorized representative of 
the manufacturer stating "The vehicles described 
herein have been tested in accordance with the pro
visions of the 'California Evaporative Emission 
Standards and Test Procedures For 1978 and Subsequent
Model Gasoline-Powerd Motor Vehicles,' and on the 
basis of those tests are in conformance with the afore
mentioned standards and test procedures." 

Definitions: 

Motorcycle Evaporative Emission Family: The group of motorcycle model 
which meet the criteria of EPA's MSAPC Advisory Circular #59, Section 

9. 
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ii. A statement signed by an authorized representative of 
the manufacturer stating "The vehicles described 
herein have been tested in accordance with the pro
visions of the 'California Evaporative Emission 
Standards and Test Procedures For 1978 and Subsequent
Model Gasoline-Powerd Motor Vehicles,' and on the 
basis of those tests are in conformance with the afore
mentioned standards and test procedures." 

Definitions: 

Motorcycle Evaporative Emission Family: The group of motorcycle models 
which meet the criteria of EPA's MSAPC Advisory Circular #59, Section D. 

9. 



• 
State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Response to Significant Environmental Issues 

Item: Public Hearing to Consider Changes to Evaporative Emission 
Regulations for 1981 and Subsequent Model-Year Motor Vehicles. 

Public Hearing Date: April 23, 1980 

Response Date: April 23, 1980 

Issuing Authority: Air Resources Board 

Comment: None 

Response: N/A 

Certified, ~~ 
Date: ~ i /9@ 



State of, California 

M.emorandum 

Date I May 8, 1980Huey D. Johnson 
Secretary Subject: Filing of NoticeResources Agency of Decision of the 

Air Resources Board 

From I Air Resources Board 

Pursuant to Title 17, Section 60007(b), and in compliance with 
Air Resources Board certification under section 21080.5 of the 
Public Resources Code, the Air Resources Board hereby forwards 
for posting the attached notice of decision and response to en
vironmental comments raised during the comment period. 

/44r~·? 
Sally Rump
BOARD SECRETARY 

attachments 
Resolution 80-6 

Resolution 80-10 
Resolution 80-25 



•• 

State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution No. 80-9 

WHEREAS, Section 39601 of the Health and Safety Code authorizes the Air 
Resources Board to adopt standards, rules, and regulations necessary for 
the proper execution of the powers and duties granted to and imposed upon
the Board by law; 

WHEREAS, Sections 43101 and 43104 of the Health and Safety Code authorize 
the Board to adopt vehicle emission standards and test procedures in order 
to control or eliminate air pollution caused by motor vehicles; 

WHEREAS, in the spring of 1979 the Board adopted, as revisions to the 
State Implementation Plan, a series of locally developed air quality
maintenance plans which identified certain mobile source control measures 
to be considered for future implementation by the Air Resources Board; 

WHEREAS, the Board directed the Air Resources Board staff to analyze these 
measures and to propose amendments to the State Implementation Plan to 
include for further study those measures found feasible for such study; 

WHEREAS, the Board finds that in many areas of the State,emissions reductions 
beyond those expected to result from existing enforceable regulations will 
be necessary to attain and maintain national ambient air quality standards 
for ozone, carbon monoxide and nitrogen dioxide; 

WHEREAS, the measures listed below will, if implemented, result in emissions 
reductions which will help attain and maintain national ambient air quality
standards for those pollutants; 

WHEREAS, the inclusion of these measures in the State Implementation Plan is 
necessary to meet the requirements of Section llO(a)(l) and (2) and Section 
172(b)(Jl)(C) of the Clean Air Act; 

WHEREAS, a public hearing and other administrative proceedings have been 
held in accordance with the provi.sions of the Administrative Procedure 
Act (Government Code, Title 2, Division 3, Part l, Chapter 4.5); 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Board hereby amends Chapter 4, 
"Control Strategies" of the California State Implementation Plan to include 
the ARB' s commitment to study the fo11 owing measures for poss i b 1 e future 
implementation: 



., 

MS-1 Emission Standards - New Off-Road Heavy-Duty Non-Farm Equipment 
MS-2 Emission Standards - New Farm Equipment
MS-3 Emission Standards - Lawn and Garden Equipment (Utility) 
MS-4 Emission Standards - Off-Road Motorcycles
MS-5 Emission Standards - Pleasure Craft (Boats}
MS-6 Anti-Tampering Regulations - Heavy-Duty Engines (On-Highway) 
MS-7 Electric-Powered Vehicles and Stricter Emission Standards for 

Light-Duty Vehicles 
MS-8 100,000 Mile Warranty for Passenger Cars 
MS-9 Inspection and Maintenance of Heavy-Duty Vehicles and Motorcycles 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that each study will include, in addition to 
a determination of its technological feasibility, consideration of the 
impact of the measure on the economy of the state, potential effects 
on energy use, and potential emission reductions. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board directs the Executive Officer to 
prepare the necessary revision to Chapter 4 and to submit it to the 
Environmental Protection Agency as a SIP revision. 

I certify that the above is a true and 
correct copy of Resolution 80~9, as 
passed by the Air Resources Board. 

BOARD~·~ 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Response to Significant Environmental Issues 

Item: Adoption of the Mobile Source Control Division's Proposed 

Long Range Plan to Study the Feasibility of Controlling 

Unregulated Mobile Sources. 

Public Hearing Date: March 27, 1980 

Response Date: March 31, 1980 

Issuing Authority: Air Resources Board 

Comment: Emissions benefits from regulation of currently unregulated 

sources will not be as large as those predicted in the staff 

report. 

Response: This is only a proposal for a study. More accurate emissions 

benefit estimates will be calculated during the study itself. 

Certified: 

Date: 
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State, of Callfornlf! 

Memorandum 

Huey D. Johnson Date I April 28, 19-80 
Secretary 
RESOURCES AGENCY Subject, Filing of Notice 

of Decision of the 
Air Resources Board 

From , Air Resources Board 

Pursuant to Title 17, Section 60007(b), and in compliance with 
Air Resources Board certification under section 21080.5 of the 
Public Resources Code, the Air Resources Board hereby forwards 
for posting the attached notice of decision and response to en
vironmental comments raised during the comment period. 

6h«,o
BOARD SECRETARY 

attachments 
Resolution 80-9 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 80-10 

April 23, 1980 

WHEREAS, Section 39601 of the Health and Safety Code authorizes the Air 
Resources Board to adopt standards, rules, and regulations necessary for 
the proper execution of the powers and duties granted to and imposed upon
the Board by law: 

WHEREAS, Sections 43101, 43104, and 43210 of the Health and Safety Code 
authorize the Board to adopt vehicle emission standards and test procedures 
in order to control or eliminate air pollution caused by motor vehicles; 

WHEREAS, the Board's certification procedures for new heavy-duty engines 
and vehicles currently require a manufacturer to demonstrate that gasoline
powered certification engine or vehicle emissions will remain below the 
emissions standards adopted by the Board for at least 50,000 miles: 

WHEREAS, recent data analyzed by the Board and by the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency indicate that late model gasoline-powered heavy-duty 
vehicles exceed on average the applicable emission standards long before 
50,000 miles have been accumulated: 

WHEREAS, these same data indicate that many vehicle owners are either not 
following the manufacturer's recommended maintenance practices or are 
disabling or defeating the exhaust emission control systems on their vehicles: 

WHEREAS, the Board believes that heavy-duty engine and heavy-duty vehicle 
manufacturers must take reasonable steps to ensure that their vehicles 
are not easily susceptible to maladjustment or tampering; 

WHEREAS, the Board finds that regulations which minimize the susceptibility 
of emissions-related components to tampering and maladjustment are, commencing
with the 1982 model-year for gasoline-powered heavy-duty engines and 
vehicles, technologically feasible and necessary to carry out the 
Legislature's mandate that the Board control and reduce air pollution 
caused by motor vehicles; and 

WHEREAS, the California Environmental Quality Act and Board regulations
require that an activity not be adopted as proposed where the activity 
will have significant adverse environmental impacts and alternatives or 
feasible mitigation measures to the proposed activity exist; 

WHEREAS, the Board finds that this action will have no significant adverse 
environmental effects; 

WHEREAS, a public hearing and other administrative proceedings have been 
held in accordance with the provisions of the Administrative Procedure Act 
(Government Code, Title 2, Division 3, Part 1, Chapter 4.5); 



NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Board hereby amends, Section 
1956.7, Article 2, Subchapter 1, Chapter 3 of Title 13, California 
Administrative Code as follows: 

Subsection (a) - no change 

Amend subsection (b) and (c) and add subsection (d) 

(b) The test procedures for determining compliance 
with 1981 standards are set forth in the 
''California Exhaust Emission Standards and 
Test Procedures for 1981 Model Heavy-Duty
Engines and Vehicles,'' adopted April 23, 
1980. 

(c) The test procedures for determining compliance with 
standards applicable to 1982 and subsequent are set 
forth in the "California Exhaust Emission Standards 
and Test Procedures for 1982 and Subsequent Model 
Heavy-Duty Engines and Vehicles", adopted October 5, 
1976, as last amended April 23, 1980. 

(d) A manufacturer may elect to certify heavy-duty
vehicles of less than 10,000 pounds maximum 
gross vehicle weight rating as medium-duty
vehicles under Section 1960.l of this Chapter,
in which event heavy-duty emission standards 
and test procedures shal1 not apply. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board hereby adopts the "California 
Exhaust Emission Standards and Test Procedures for 1981 Model Year Heavy
Duty Engines and Vehicles, 11 adopted April 23, 1980. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board hereby adopts the "California Exhaust 
Emission Standards and Test Procedures for 1982 and Subsequent Model Heavy
Duty Engines and Vehicles", adopted October 5, 1976, as amended 
April 23, 1980. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board hereby determines that the exhaust 
emission standards and test procedures adopted herein are, in the aggregate, 
at least as protective of public health and welfare as applicable federal 
standards. 

I certify that the above is a true 
and correct copy of Resolution 80-10, 
as adopted by the Air Resources Board 

Board Secretary 

Oat~ s: 19f(J 



CALIFORNIA EXHAUST EMSSION STANDARDS AND 
TEST PROCEDURES 1981 MODEL YEAR 
HEAVY-DUTY ENGINES AND VEHICLES 

The prov1s1ons of Subparts A and D, Part 86, Title 40, Code of 
Federal Regulations, as they pertain to heavy-duty engines and 
vehicles, and as they existed on April 15, 1977 are hereby adopted 
as the California Exhaust Emission Standards and Test Procedures 
for 1981 Model Year Heavy-Duty Engines and Vehicles, with the 
following exceptions and additions: 

1. This procedure is applicable to new 1981 model year heavy-duty
engines and vehicles. A manufacturer may elect to certify
heavy-duty vehicles of 10,000 pounds maximum gross vehicle 
rating or less as medium-duty vehicles, in which event heavy-dut
standards and _test procedures wi 11 not apply. 

2. · Definitions. 

a. "Administrator" means the Executive Officer of the Air 
Resources Board. 

b. "Certificate of Conformity" means "Executive Order" 
certifying vehicles for sale in California. 

c. "Certification" means certification as defined in Section 
39018 of the Health and Safety Code. 

d. "Heavy-duty engine" means an engine which is used to 
propel a heavy-duty vehicle. 

e. -· "Heavy-duty vehicle" means any motor vehicle having a 
manufacturer's gross vehicle weight rating greater than 
6,000 pounds, except passenger cars. 

f. "Medium-duty vehicle" means any heavy-duty vehicle 
having a manufacturer's gross vehicle weight rating
of 8500 pounds or less. 

3. Any reference to vehicle or engine sales throughout the United 
States shall mean vehicle or engine sales in California. 



CALIFORNIA EXHAUST EMSSION STANDARDS AND 
TEST PROCEDURES 1981 MODEL YEAR 
HEAVY-DUTY ENGINES AND VEHICLES 

The prov1s1ons of Subparts A and D, Part 86, Title 40, Code of 
Federal Regulations, as they pertain to heavy-duty engines and 
vehicles, and as they existed on April 15, 1977 are hereby adopted 
as the California Exhaust Emission Standards and Test Procedures 
for 1981 Model Year Heavy-Duty Engines and Vehicles, with the 
following exceptions and additions: 

,. 
l. This procedure is applicable to new 1981 model year heavy-duty 

engines and vehicles. A manufacturer may elect to certify
heavy-duty vehicles of 10,000 pounds maximum gross vehicle 
rating or less as medium-duty vehicles, in which event heavy-duty
standards and test procedures wi 11 not apply. 

2. · Definitions. 

a. "Administrator" means the Executive Officer of the Air 
Resources Board. 

b. "Certificate of Conformity" means "Executive Order" 
certifying vehicles for sale in California. 

c. "Certification" means certification as defined in Section 
39018 of the Health and Safety Code. 

d. "Heavy-duty engine" means an engine which is used to 
propel a heavy-duty vehicle. 

e. --· "Heavy-duty vehicle" means any motor vehicle having a 
manufacturer's gross vehicle weight rating greater than 
6,000 pounds, except passenger cars. 

f. "Medium-duty vehicle" means any heavy-duty vehicle 
having a manufacturer's gross vehicle weight rating
of 8500 pounds or less. 

3. Any reference to vehicle or engine sales throughout the United 
States shall mean vehicle or engine sales in California. 



4. Regulations concerning EPA hearings, EPA inspections, and 
specific language on the Certificate of Conformity, shall 
not be applicable to these procedures. 

5. For diesel engines and vehicles: 

No durability fleet or smoke emission test will be required 
and any reference to durability testing shall be optional. 
No deterioration factor shall be used for calculating the 
emission test results. The 125 hour test shall be used to 
determine compliance with the emission standards. 

Evidence must be submitted to the Executive Officer to 
demonstrate the durability of the emission control system. 
Such evidence may include durability test data and/or an 
engineering evaluation of the system. This evaluation shall 
be based on previous experience and/or similarity to previously
certified systems. 

6. Durability data submitted pursuant to subparagraph 86.079-24(f) 
may be from engines previously certified by EPA or ARB. 

7. The requirement in subparagraph 86.079-28(b)(4)(i)(B) 
(durability engines must meet emission standards) shall refer 
to federal emission standards. · 

8. Labeling required pursuant to paragraph 86.079-35 and Section 
1965, Chapter 3, Title 13 of the California Administrative Code 
shall conform with the requirements specified in the "California 
Motor Vehicle Tune-Up Label Speci fi cations." 

9. A statement must be supplied that the production engines
shall be in all material respects the same as those for which 
certification was granted. 

10. If a gasoline engine manufacturer requires the use of 
unleaded fuel, a statement will be required that the engine 
and transmission combinations for which certification is 
requested are designed to operate satisfactorily on a gasoline 
having a research octane number not greater than 91 . 

. ~l. The average brake horsepower at each mode shall be reported
for all emission tests. 

2. 



12. A vehicle manufacturer shall provide the following in its 
application: 

a. Identification and description of the vehicle models 
for which certification is requested. 

b. Identification and description of the engines to be 
used in these vehicle models. 

c. Reference to the engine manufacturer's Executive Order 
certifying these engines. 

13. The following standards represent the maximum projected 
exhaust emissions from new heavy-duty gasoline engines
and the maximum 125-hour test exhaust emissions from new 
heavy-duty diesel engines: 

Exhaust Emission Standards 
(grams per brake horsepower hour) 

Hydrocarbons
Carbon Plus Oxides of 

Model Year Hydrocarbons Monoxide Nitrogen (N02L 
1981 1.0 25 6.0 

OR* 25 5 

*The two sets of standards for each model year are alternatives. 
A manufacturer has the option for each engine family of showing
compliance with either set. · 

Separate deterioration factors shall be established, where 
applicable, for HC, CO, NOx and/or the combined emissions 
of HC and NOx. 

3. 



12. A vehicle manufacturer shall provide the following in its 
application: 

a. Identification and description of the vehicle models 
for which certification is requested. 

b. Identification and description of the engines to be 
used in these vehicle models. 

c. Reference to the engine manufacturer's Executive Order 
certifying these engines. 

13. The following standards represent the maximum projected 
exhaust emissions from new heavy-duty gasoline engines 
and the maximum 125-hour test exhaust emissions from new 
heavy-duty diesel engines: 

Exhaust Emission Standards 
(grams per brake horsepower hour) 

Hydrocarbons
Carbon Plus Oxides of 

·Model Year Hydrocarbons Monoxide Nitrogen (N02J_ 

1981 l.O 25 6.0 
OR* 25 5 

*The two sets of standards for each model year are alternatives. 
A manufacturer has the option for each engine family of showing
compliance with either set. · 

Separate deterioration factors shall be established, where 
applicable, for HC, CO, NOx and/or the combined emissions 
of HC and NOx. 

3. 



14. Engine manufacturers may apply durability and/or emission 
test data from 1979 and earlier model years towards 
certification for 1981 and subsequent models for 
similar engines, notwithstanding differences in the 
instrumentation. In the event that hydrocarbon emission 
data based on measurements from a nondispersive infrared 
analyzer are used pursuant to this section, such data 
shall be multiplied by a factor of 1.5 prior to comparison
with the standards. 

15. Vehicle manufacturers shall affix a decal on each production
vehicle in accordance with Section 43200 of the California Health 
and Safety Code. 

4. 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Note: These procedures are printed in a style to indicate the adopted 
changes. New text is underlined and deleted portions are noted. 

CALIFORNIA EXHAUST EMISSION STANDARDS AND TEST PROCEDURES 
FOR l98l 1982 AND SUBSEQUENT MODEL 

HEAVY-DUTY ENGINES AND VEHICLES 

Adopted: October 5, 1976 
Amended: November 21, 1977 
Amended: March 1, 1978 
Amended: May 24, 1978 
Amended: April 23, 1980 

• 



CALIFORNIA EXHAUST EMISSION STANDARDS 
AND TEST PROCEDURES-~GR 1981 

1982 AND SUBSEQUENT MODEL 
HEAVY-DUTY ENGINES AND VEHICLES 

The provisions of Subparts A and D, Part 86, Title 40, Code of 
Federal Regulations, as they pertain to heavy-duty engines and 
vehicles, and as they existed on April 15, 1977 are hereby adopted 
as the California Exhaust Emission Standards and Test Procedures 
for l98l 1982 and Subsequent Moder Heavy-Duty Engines and Vehicles,
with the following exceptions and additions: 

l. This procedure is applicable to new l98+ 1982 and subsequent
model heavy-duty engines and vehicles. A manufacturer may
elect to certify heavy-duty vehicles of 10,000 pounds maximum 
gross vehicle weight rating or less as medium-duty vehicles, 
in which event heavy-duty standards and test procedures will 
not apply. 

2. Definitions. 

a. "Administrator" means the Executive Officer of the Air 
Resources Board. 

b. "Certificate of Conformity" means "Executive Order" 
certifying vehicles for sale in California. 

c. "Certification" means certification as defined in Section 
39018 of the Health and Safety Code. 

d. "Heavy-duty engine" means an engine which is used to 
/propel a heavy-duty vehicle. 

e. "Heavy-duty vehicle" means any motor vehicle having a 
manufacturer's gross vehicle weight rating greater than 
6,000 pounds, except passenger cars. 

f. - "Medium-duty vehicle" means any heavy-duty vehicle 
having a manufacturer's gross vehicle weight rating
of 8500 pounds or less. 

3. - Any reference to vehicle or engine sales throughout the United 
States shall mean vehicle or engine sales in California. 



CALIFORNIA EXHAUST EMISSION STANDARDS 
AND TEST PROCEDURES·F9R 1981 

1982 AND SUBSEQUENT MODEL 
HEAVY-DUTY ENGINES AND VEHICLES 

The provisions of Subparts A and D, Part 86, Title 40, Code of 
Federal Regulations. as they pertain to heavy-duty engines and 
vehicles. and as they existed on April 15, 1977 are hereby adopted 
as the California Exhaust Emission Standards and Test Procedures 
for ~98J 1982 and Subsequent Moder Heavy-Duty Engines and Vehicles, 
with the following exceptions and additions: 

1. This procedure is applicable to new J98+ 1982 and subsequent
model heavy-duty engines and vehicles. A manufacturer may
elect to certify heavy-duty vehicles of 10,000 pounds maximum 
gross vehicle weight rating or less as medium-duty vehicles, 
in which event heavy-duty standards and test procedures will 
not apply. 

2. Definitions. 

a. "Administrator" means the Executive Officer of the Air 
Resources Board. 

b. "Certificate of Conformity" means "Executive Order" 
certifying vehicles for sale in California. 

c. "Certification" means certification as defined in Section 
39018 of the Health and Safety Code. 

d. "Heavy-duty engine" means an engine which is used to 
-'propel a heavy-duty vehicle. 

e. "Heavy-duty vehicle" means any motor vehicle. having a 
manufacturer's gross vehicle weight rating greater than 
6,000 pounds, except passenger cars. 

f. - "Medium-duty vehicle" means any heavy-duty vehicle 
having a manufacturer's gross vehicle weight rating
of 8500,pounds or less. 

3. - Any reference to. vehicle or engine sales throughout the United 
S_tates shall mean vehicle or engine sales in California. 



4. Regulations concerning EPA hearings, EPA inspections, and 
specific language on the Certificate of Conformity, shall 
not be applicable to these procedures. 

5. For diesel engines and vehicles: 

No durability fleet or smoke emission test will be required
and any reference to durability testing shall be optional. 
No deterioration factor shall be used for calculating the 
emission test results. The 125 hour test shall be used to 
determine compliance with the emission standards. 

Evidence must be submitted to the Executive Officer to 
demonstrate the durability of the emission control system.
Such evidence may include durability test data and/or an 
engineering evaluation of the system. This evaluation shall 
be based on previous experience and/or similarity to previously
certified systems. 

6. Durability data submitted pursuant to subparagraph 86.079-24{f) 
may be from engines previously certified by EPA or ARB. 

7. The requirement in subparagraph 86.079-28{b)(4)(i)(B) 
(durability engines must meet emission standards} shall refer 
to federal emission standards. 

8. Labeling required pursuant to paragraph 86.079-35 and Section 
1965, Chapter 3, Title 13 of the California Administrative Code 
shall conform with the requirements specified in the "California 
Motor Vehicle Tune-Up Label Specifications." 

9. A statement must be supplied that the production engines 
shall be in all material respects the same as those for which 
certification was granted. 

10. If a gasoline engine manufacturer requires the use of 
unleaded fuel, a statement will be required that the engine 
and transmission combinations for which certification is 
requested are designed to operate satisfactorily on a gasoline
having a research octane number not greater than 91. 

11. The average brake horsepower at each mode shall be reported
for all emission tests. 

2. 



12. A vehicle manufacturer shall provide the following in its
application: 

a. Identification and description of the vehicle models 
for which certification is requested. 

b. Identification and description of the engines to be 
used in these vehicle models. 

c. Reference to the engine manufacturer's Executive Order 
certifying these engines. 

13. The following standards represent the maximum projected
exhaust emissions from new heavy-duty gasoline engines
and the maximum 125-hour test exhaust emissions from new 
heavy-duty diesel engines: 

Exhaust Emission Standards 
(grams per brake horsepower hour) 

Hydrocarbons
Carbon Plus Oxides ofModel Year Hydrocarbons Monoxide Nitrogen (N02L 

+98+ hQ 2§ fi-:-QQRt ,·2§ § 

1982 1.0 25 6.0OR* 25 5 
1983 and 0.5 25 4.5subsequent 

--· 
*The two sets of standards for each model year are alternatives. 
A manufacturer has the option for each engine family of showing
compliance with either set. 

Separate deterioration factors shall be established, where 
applicable, for HC, CO, tlOx and/or the combined emissions
of HC and NOx. 

3. 



12. A vehicle manufacturer shall provide the following in its 
application: 

a. Identification and description of the vehicle models 
for which certification is requested. 

b. Identification and description of the engines to be 
used in these vehicle models. 

c. Reference to the engine manufacturer's Executive Order 
certifying these engines. 

13. The following standards represent the maximum-projected
exhaust emissions from new heavy-duty gasoline engines
and the maximum 125-hour test exhaust emissions from new 
heavy-duty diesel engines: 

Exhaust Emission Standards 
(grams per brake horsepower hour} 

Hydrocarbons 
Carbon Plus Oxides of 

Model Year Hydrocarbons Monoxide Nitrogen (N02L 
:j.98¼ he 26 e..-e ,·

GRt 26 6 

1982 1.0 25 6.0 
OR* 25 5 

1983 and 0.5 25 4.5 
subsequent 

-· 
*The two sets of standards for each model year are alternatives. 

A manufacturer has the option for each engine family of showing
compliance with either set. · 

Separate deterioration factors shall be established, where 
applicable. for HC, CO, NOx and/or the combined emissions 
of HC and NOx. 

3. 



14. Engine manufacturers may apply durability and/or emission 
test data from 1979 and earlier model years towards 
certification for +98+ 1982 and subsequent models for 
similar engines, notwithstanding differences in the 
instrumentation. In the event that hydrocarbon emission 
data based on measurements from a nondispersive infrared 
analyzer are used pursuant to this section, such data 
shall be multiplied by a factor of 1.5 prior to comparison
with the standards. 

15. Vehicle manufacturers shall affix a decal on each production
vehicle in accordance with Section 43200 of the California Health 
and Safety Code. 

16. For gasoline engines and vehicles: 

a. The mechanism for adjusting the idle air/fuel mixture, if any,
shall be designed so that either: 

i. The mixture adjustment mechanism is not visible, even 
with the air cleaner removed, and special tools and/or
procedures are required to make adjustments; or 

ii. In the alternative, the Executive Officer may, upon
reasonable notice to the manufacturer, require that a 
certification test of an engine or vehicle be conducted 
with the idle air/fuel mixture at any setting which the 
Executive Officer finds corresponds to settings likely to be 
encountered in actual use. The Executive Officer, in making
this finding, shall consider the difficulty of making
adjustments,'damage to the carburetor in the event of any
effort to make an improper adjustment, and the need to replace 
parts following the adjustment. 

b. The manufacturer shall submit for approval by the Executive 
Officer the proposed method of compliance with this requirement
in its preliminary application for certification. 

c. The Executive Officer may, on a case-by-case basis, exempt from 
the requirements of this section engines which use carburetors 
substantially different in design from carburetors used on 
light or medium-duty vehicles and which the manufacturer 
demonstrates cannot be made to comply with this section within 
the available lead time. Such exemptions shall only apply to 
the 1982 model year.; 

4. 

l 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Response to Significant Environmental Issues 

Item: Public Hearing to Consider Amendments to Title 13, California 
Administrative Code, Regarding Parameter Adjustment of Idle 
Air/Fuel Mixtures on Heavy Duty Engines. 

Public Hearing Dite: April 23, 1980 

Response Date: April 23, 1980 

Issuing Authority: Air Resources .Board 

Co1TJT1ent: None 

Response: N/A 

Certified, ~r ~ 
Date: ·~ ~ /9{0 

I 



State of Californla 

Memorandum 

Date 1 May 8, 1980Huey D. Johnson 
Secretary 

Subject: Filing of NoticeResources Agency of Decision of the 
Air Resources.Board 

From I Air Resources Board 

Pursuant to Title 17, Section 60007(b), and in compliance with 
Air Resources Board certification under section 21080.5 of the 
Public Resources Code, the Air Resources Board hereby forwards 
for posting the attached notice of decision and response to en
vironmental comments raised during the comment period. 

/4-4r ;&4·? 
Sally Rump
BOARD SECRETARY 

attachments 
Resolution 80-6 
R 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 80-11 

Ma re h 6 , l 980 

WHEREAS, the South Coast Air Quality Management District has proposed to 
include in its new source review rule provisions, including a definition 
of Coastal Waters, intended to insure that off-shore emissions do not have 
an adverse impact on air quality within the South Coast Air Basin; and 

WHEREAS, the Air Resources Board fully supports and endorses these provisions 
and finds that their inclusion is both appropriate and proper under State and 
federal law and is necessary to provide for the attainment and maintenance of 
State and federal ambient air quality standards; and 

WHEREAS, these provisions are subject to court challenge; and 

WHEREAS, sustaining the validity of these provisions is a matter of statewide 
concern. 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that in the event these prov1s1ons are challenged 
in court, the Air Resources Board directs its Executive Officer to provide the 
resources necessary to assist in defending such a chal lengeto the extent that 
the South Coast A1 r Qua l1lv. Management- Dlstrict. requesTs. the-ATr-Resources 
Board's_par1:!~_!pation~-- .. ·. ___ ·- -

I certify that the above is 
a true and correct copy of 
Resolution 80-11, as adopted 
by the Air Resources Board. 



. -

~~ PROPOSED _/ 

State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 80-11 

March 6, 1980 

WHEREAS, the South Coast Air Quality Management District has proposed 
to include in its new source review rule provisions, including a def
inition of Coastal Waters, intended to insure that off-shore emissions 
do not have an adverse impact on air quality within the South Coast 
Air Basin; and 

WHEREAS, the Air Resources Board fully supports and endorses these 
provisions and finds that their inclusion is both appropriate and 
proper under State and federal law and is necessary to provide for the 
attainment and maintenance of State and federal ambient air quality
standards; and 

WHEREAS, these provisions are subject to court challenge; and 

WHEREAS, sustaining the validity of these provisions is a matter of 
statewide concern. 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that in the event these provisions are 
challenged in court, the Air Resources Board will provide legal re
sources to assist and cooperate with the South Coast Air Quality
Management District in defending them upon request by the SCAQMD. 



April 4, 1980 

Ste-te Brofles 
Chfef Counsel 
South Coast Afr Qua11ty

Management Dfstr1ct 
9150 E. Flair Drive 
El Monte, CA 91731 

Dear Mr. Brofles: 

Thant you for pointing out the typographical en"Or'" 1n Resolution 80-11 
adopted by our Board on March 6. 1980. we have made tbe cornctfon 
and I am enclosing a CO'l'Tected copy of that resolution. 

- If you have any questions please call me at (916) 322-8267. 

Sincerely. 

NanJY Nitthews 
Afr Resources Engineer 

EaclOSU!'e 

bee: Sally Rump 

N. MattJteWS/ln 
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State of California 

AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 80-12 

March 26, 1980 

WHEREAS, an unsolicited research Proposal Number 888-75 entitled 
"Effects of Air Pollution on Airway Function'' has been submitted by 
the University of California at San Francisco to the Air Resources 
Board; and 

WHEREAS, the Research staff has reviewed and recommended this p"ro'
posal for approval; and 

~JHEREAS, the Research Screening Committee has reviewed and recommends 
for funding: 

Proposal Number 888~75 entitled ''Effects of Air Pollution on 
Airway Function" submitted by the University of California at 
San Francisco for an amount not to exceed $95,987; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Air Resources Board pursuant 
to the authority granted by Health and Safety Code Section 39703, 
hereby accepts the recommendation of the Research Screening Committee 
and approves the following: 

Proposal Number 888-75 entitled "Effects of Air Pollution on 
Airway Function" submitted by the University of California at 
San Francisco for an amount not to exceed $95,987, 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Officer shall initiate 
administrative procedures and execute all necessary documents and 
contracts for the research effort proposed in an amount not to exceed 
$95,987. 

I certify that the above is a true and 
correct copy of Resolution 80-12, as 
passed by the Air Resources Board. 

Sallj~ ~ 
BOARD SECRETARY 



' . 

ITEM: 

RECOMMENDATION: 

SUMMARY: 

State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

ITEM NO: 80-5-5 
DATE: March 26, 1980 

Research Proposal No. 888-75 entitled "Effects 
of Air Pollution on Airway Function". 

Adopt Resolution 80-12 approving Research 
Proposal No. 888-75 for funding in an amount 
not to exceed $95,987. 

The proponent has recently completed studies on 
human subjects that showed increased airway resis
tance following short exposures to levels of sulfur 
dioxide not previously believed important to health. 

This proposal consists of two groups of studies. 
The first would follow-up the proponent's most 
recent research showing that some asthmatics were 
sensitive to a single 1-ppm exposure to SO for 
10 minutes. This response level is below ~hat has 
been reported by other researchers using even longer 
exposure periods. A major objective of this study 
is to determine the threshold level of SO exposure
associated with increased airway resistante and to 
determine whether repeated SO,, exposures lessen the 
magnitude of response. L 

A second related effort involves repeated SO ex
posures of well-characterized human subjects2who show 
mild ast~na. Subjects will be given doses of 3 ppm 
SO? over a 15-minute period on each of four consecu
tille days. Airway resistance measurements wil 1 be 
made before and after the exposure. The collected 
data will be studied in terms of any possible lessen
ing of functional response to the pollutant. Histamine 
responsiveness will also be studied before and after 
the repeated SO? exposure. Pharmacologic research 
would a 1 so be done to determine which neuro l og'ica 1 
pathways are involved in the so2 response. 

The group II studies focus on the effects of combined 
ozone - SO? insults on mucus secretion rates in dogs. 
Mucus secr~tion rates have been shown to vary with 
exposure to certain air pollutants. It is also gener
ally accepted that mucus is an important factor in the 
removal of foreign matter from the lung as well as in 
defense against infection. 



State of California 

AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 80-13 

March 26, 1980 

WHEREAS, an unsolicited research Proposal Number 889-75 entitled "Size
Selective Samplers for Particulate Monitoring in California" has been 
SQbmitted by the Air and Industrial Hygiene Laboratory, California Depart
ment of Health Services, to the Air Resources Board; and 

WHEREAS, the Research staff has reviewed and recommended this proposal for 
approval; and 

WHEREAS, the Research Screening Committee has reviewed and recommends for 
funding: 

Proposal Number 889-75 entitled "Size-Selective Samplers for Particulate 
Monitoring in California" submitted by the Air and Industrial Hygiene
Laboratory, California Department of Health Services for an amount not 
to exceed $82,398; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Air Resources Board, pursuant to 
the authority granted by Health and Safety Code Section 39703, hereby accepts
the recommendation of the Research Screening Committee and approves the 
following: 

Proposal Number 889-75 entitled "Size-Selective Samplers for Particulate 
Monitoring in California" submitted by the Air and Industrial Hygiene 
Laboratory, California Department of Health Services for an amount not 
to exceed $82,398; 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Officer shall initiate administra
tive procedures and execute all necessary documents and contracts for the 
research effort proposed in an amount not to exceed $82,398. 

I certify that the above is a true and 
correct copy of Resolution 80-13, as 
passed by the Air Resources Board. 

Sally Rump 
BOARD SECRETARY 

' 



ITEM: 

RECOMMENDATION: 

SUMMARY: 

State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

ITEM NO: 80-5-5 
DATE: March 26, 1980 

Research Proposal No. 889-75 entitled "Size-Selective 
Samplers for Particulate Monitoring in California". 

Adopt Resolution 80-13 approving research proposal 
No. 889-75 for funding in an amount not to exceed 
$82,398. 

The importance of size-selective monitoring of 
particulate matter in the ambient air has become 
increasingly apparent. At a workshop entitled "A 
California Ambient Air Quality Standard for Inhalable 
Particles" held in May of 1979, a committee of 
experts concluded that size-selective monitoring should 
be instituted throughout the State, and that information 
on the concentration of airborne particulate matter 
in the 2.5-15 µm and the 0-2.5 µm size ranges should be 
collected. This information along with associated 
health effects is needed for the standard-setting 
process. In addition, particle size information is an 
important tool in determining the origins of ambient 
aerosols. 

The objectives of this project are to provide the ARB 
with technical support for fine particle monitoring by 
characterizing and validating candidate samplers. 
Specifically, this project will provide for: 1) labora
tory testing of the newly developed size-selective 
hi-vol sampler and critical assessment of all available 
data relating to the sampler; 2) modification and 
characterization of the AIHL cyclone sampler. 

These two samplers were selected for evaluation and 
development based on the outstanding characteristics 
displayed in preliminary testing. The size-selective 
hi-vol appears to be well suited to sampling inhalable 
particles (less than 15 µ) and the AIHL cyclone is 
ideally suited to collection of respirable particles 
(less than 2.5 µ in diameter). 

This study will provide the information needed for the 
State to decide which of the available fine particle 
samplers should be used in California. · 



State of California 

AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 80-14 

March 26, 1980 

WHEREAS, an unsolicited research Proposal Number 906-75 entitled 
"Assessment of Simultaneous Use of NO Control Systems on Stationary
Sources" has been submitted by the Ae~ospace Corporation to the Air 
Resources Board; and 

WHEREAS, the Research staff has reviewed and recommended this proposal for 
approval; and 

WHEREAS, the Research Screening Committee has reviewed and recommends for 
funding: 

Proposal Number 906-75 entitled "Assessment of Simultaneous Use of 
NO Control Systems on Stationary Sources" submitted by the Aerospace
Co~poration for an amount not to exceed $99,642; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Air Resources Board, pursuant to 
the authority granted by Health and Safety Code Section 39703, hereby accepts 
the recommendation of the Research Screening Committee and approves the 
following: 

Proposal Number 906-75 entitled "Assessment of Simultaneous Use of NOx 
Control Systems on Stationary Sources" submitted by the Aerospace 
Corporation for an amount not to exceed $99,642; 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Officer shall initiate administra
tive procedures and execute all necessary documents and contracts for the 
research effort proposed in an amount not to exceed $99,642. 

I certify that the above is a true and 
correct copy of Resolution 80-14, as 
passed by the Air Resources Board. 

BOARD SECRETARY 



ITEM: 

RECOMMENDATION: 

SUMMARY: 

State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

ITEM NO: 80-5-5 
DATE: March 26, 1980 

Research Proposal No. 906-75 entitled "Assessment 
of Simultaneous Use of NO Control Systems on 
Stationary Sources". x 

Adopt Resolution 80-14 approving Research Proposal 
No. 906-75 for funding in an amount not to exceed 
$99,642. 

The objective of this research project is to study the 
capability of turrently available technology to reduce 
NOx emissions from specified sources below the levels 
acnievable by combustion modifications alone. This 
technology includes thennal deNO (TON), selective 
catalytic reduction (SCR) and lo0 NO burners (LNB). 
The first two use aITTJlonia for NO refluction; LNB uses 
burners designed for more effecthe contra l of the 
fuel-air mixture. While SCR can achieve 90 percent 
NO:i: removal, these systems are expensive and may be 
dirficult to retrofit on existing installations. 
However, the simultaneous application of TON and SCR, 
at a reduced capacity, size and cost, may achieve 
90 oercent NO reduction at a cost less than that of 
SCR. alone. F~rther, the concurrent use of LNB, either 
alone, with, or in combination with TON and SCR, may 
be more energy efficient and cost-effective. The 
sources to be investigated include refinery and in
dustria1 boilers, refinery heaters, a refinery CO 
boiler and a glass furnace. 

The contractor will study the interactions of the 
above-mentioned NO reduction systems when they are 
used simultaneousl§, and the potential reductions 
and associated costs when the systems are used in 
varying capacities within a system. 

The information and data generated by this study 
should enable staff and local districts to develop 
cost-effective strategies for the reduction of NO 
emissions from the sources listed above. x 



State of California 

AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 80-15 

April 24, 1980 

WHEREAS, an unsolicited research Proposal Number 892-75 entitled "Air 
Quality and Birth Outcome, South Coast Air Basin" has been submitted 
by the University of California at Los Angeles to the Air Resources 
Board; and 

WHEREAS, the Research staff has reviewed and recommended this proposal
for approval; and 

WHEREAS, the Research Screening Committee has reviewed and recommends for 
funding: 

Proposal Number 892-75 entitled "Air Quality and Birth Outcome, 
South Coast Air Basin" submitted by the University of California 
at Los Angeles for an amount not to exceed $157,521; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Air Resources Board pursuant to 
the authority granted by Health and Safety Code Section 39703, hereby 
accepts the recommendation of the Research Screening Committee and approves
the following: 

Proposal Number 892-75 entitled "Air Quality and Birth Outcome, 
South Coast Air Basin" submitted by the University of California 
at Los Angeles for an amount not to exceed $157,521, 

- BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Officer shall initiate administrative 
procedures and execute all necessary documents and contracts for the research 
effort proposed in an amount not to exceed $157,521. 

I certify that the above is a true 
and correct copy of Resolution 80-15 
as passed by the Air Resources Board. 



ITEM: 

RECOMMENDATION: 

SUMMARY: 

State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

ITEM NO: 80-7-3 
DATE: April 24, 1980 

Research Proposal No. 892-75 entitled "Air Quality 
and Birth Outcome: South Coast Air Basin." 

Adopt Resolution 80-15 approving Research Proposal 
No. 892-75 for funding in an amount not to exceed 
$157,521. 

This proposal was considered by the Board at its 
March 26, 1980 meeting, at which the Board deferred 
approval of the proposal pending formation of a 
committee of epidemiologists and statisticians to guide 
the study. Such a committee has been formed and the 
members and their affiliations follows the summary of 
the proposal presented below. 

Numerous epidemiological studies have been carried out 
to determine how medium-to-long term exposure to air 
pollution affects the general population as well as 
identifiable sensitive sub-groups within the general
population. Asthmatics, children, heart and lung
disease patients are among these sub-groups. 

Another research area of importance has been the 
potential effects of ambient air quality on birth 
outcome. Animal studies tentatively point to the 
possibility that nitrogen dioxide and certain other 
air pollutants play a role in birth outcome. The 
few human studies done in this area seem to suggest 
an air quality-birth outcome relationship, but have 
generated more questions than they have answers. 
What is proposed here is a more thorough study that 
might help answer the basic question "Does air pol
lution exposure affect birth weight, fetal develop
ment, congenital malformation rate and survival into 
early infancy?" 

The project as proposed would assess whether or not 
there exists an association between levels and/or 
types of air pollution and reproductive success. 
Study areas would include the four counties of the 
South Coast Air Basin - Orange, Los Angeles, River
side and San Bernardino. The period for study would 
include 1972-1978, a time that would include about 
one million births. Air quality information would 



come from the South Coast Air Quality Management 
District and ARB. The air quality data would be 
used after application of exposure interpolation 
methods to give time relation exposure estimates on 
a small-scale spatial basis. The methods developed
by Technology Services Corporation in a recently
completed study for ARB would be the most likely 
approach. Pollutant exposures would be derived 
on an individual basis for all births. Variations 
in exposures received by mothers on a monthly basis 
will also be considered. In this way any relation
ship between stage of pregnancy and sensitivity to 
exposure might be shown. Areas with similar air 
po11 ution exposures wi 11 be grouped in some parts 
of the study. This would allow study of how factors 
such as social or economic status, prenatal care and 
racial make-up influence any birth outcome - air 
quality trends. 

A guidance committee has been selected to assist 
the principal investigator on this project. Members 
represent two basic areas of expertise, either epide
miology or biostatistics. The members and their 
affiliations are listed below: 

1. Heinz Berendes - Chief, Epidemiology and 
Biometry

National Institute of Child 
Health and Human Development 

2, Warren Winkelstein - Dean, School of Public Health 
University of California, 

Berkeley 

3. Lou Mahoney - Director~ San Bernardino 
County Health Department 

4, Al ice Whittemore - Department of Family, Community
and Preventative Medicine 

Stanford Medical School 

5. Jean Bowman - Health Program Advisor 
State Department of Health 

Services 



e State of California 

AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 80-16 

March 26, 1980 

WHEREAS, an unsolicited research Proposal Number 905-75 entitled 
"Direct Measurement of Nitrous Acid, Nitrogen Dioxide and Formaldehyde
in Auto Exhaust by Differential Optical Absorption Spectroscopy" has 
been submitted by the Statewide Air Pollution Research Center, University
of California, Riverside to the Air Resources Board; and 

WHEREAS, the Research staff has reviewed and recommended this proposal
for approval; and 

WHEREAS, the Research Screening Committee has reviewed and recommends 
for funding: 

Proposal Number 905-75 entitled "Direct Measurement of Nitrous 
Acid, Nitrogen Dioxide and Formaldehyde in Auto Exhaust by
Differential Optical Absorption Spectroscopy" submitted by the 
Statewide Air Pollution Research Center, University of California, 
Riverside for an amount not to exceed $98,488; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Air Resources Board pursuant 
to the authority granted by Health and Safety Code Section 39703, hereby 
accepts the recommendation of the Research Screening Committee and approves
the fo11 owing: 

Proposal Number 905-75 entitled "Direct Measurement of Nitrous Acid, 
Nitrogen Dioxide, and Formaldehyde in Auto Exhaust by Differential 
Optical Absorption Spectroscopy" submitted by the Statewide Air 
Pollution Research Center, University of California, Riverside for 
an amount not to exceed $98,488. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Officer shall initiate 
administrative procedures and execute all necessary documents and 
contracts for the research effort proposed in an amount not to exceed 
$98,488. 

I certify that the above is a true and 
correct copy of Resolution 80-16, as 
passed by the Air Resources Board. 

BOARD SECRETARY 



..
• 

ITEM: 

RECOMMENDATION: 

SUMMARY: 

State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

ITEM NO: 80-5-5 
DATE: March 26, 1980 

Research Proposal No. 905-75 ent"itled "Direct 
Measurement of Nitrous Acid, Nitrogen Dioxide 
and Formaldehyde in Auto Exhaust by Differential 
Optical Absorbtion Spectroscopy." 

Adopt Resolution 80-16 approving Research Proposal
905-75 for funding in an amount to to exceed $98,488. 

Formaldehyde (HCHO) and nitrous acid (HONO) are key 
compounds in initiating and promoting the formation 
of photochemical smog. Because of the importance
of the role of these compounds in smog formation it 
is desirable that reliable data for the emissions 
of these compounds be obtained. One significant 
source is believed to be the automobile. However, 
real-time measurement of formaldehyde in the exhaust 
of light-duty motor vehicles has been difficult and 
unreliable, and there are no published data for 
nitrous acid from auto exhaust whatsoever. 

This proposal concerns the application of a new 
technique, differential optical absorption spectro
scopy to measurement of HONO, HCHO, and N02 {as con
trasted with total NOx) in auto exhaust. 

The specific objectives are: 

To construct a prototype differential optical 
absorption spectrophotometer and, subsequently, 
to evaluate its effectiveness as a research 
instrument for the analysis of HONO, HCHO and 
N02 in exhaust gases. 

To study the concentrations of HCHO, HONO and 
NO emission rates as functions of engine oper
at~ng conditions, emission control equipment (and 
its state of repair) as well as fuel composition.
Testing on auto exhausts will be done at the Board's 
Haagen-Smit Laboratory in cooperation with the ARB 
staff. 



State of California 

AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 80-17 

March 26, 1980 

WHEREAS, a solicited research Proposal Number 886-75 entitled "Controls 
for Fine-Particle Emissions from Industrial Sources in California" has 
been sumbitted by Air Pollution Technology, Inc. to the Air Resources 
Board; and 

WHEREAS, the Research staff has reviewed and recommended this proposal for 
approval; and 

WHEREAS, the Research Screening Committee has reviewed and recommends for 
funding: 

Proposal Number 886-75 entitled "Controls for Fine-Particle Emissions 
from Industrial Sources in California" submitted by Air Pollution 
Technology, Inc. for an amount not to exceed $150,000; 

- NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Air Resources Board, pursuant to 
the authority granted by Health and Safety Code Section 39703, hereby accepts
the recommendation of the Research Screening Committee and approves the 
following: 

Proposal Number 886-75,entHled "Controls for Fine-Particle Emissions 
from Industrial Sources in California" submitted by Air Pollution 
Technology, Inc. for an amount not to exceed $150,000, 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Officer shall initiate administra
tive procedures and execute all necessary documents and contracts for the 
research effort proposed in an amount not to exceed $150,000. 

I certify that the above is a true and 
correct copy of Resolution 80-17, as 
passed by the Air Resources Board. 

BOARD SECRETARY 



..... II. 

ITEM: 

RECOMMENDATION: 

SUMMARY: 

State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

ITEM NO: 80-5-5 
DATE: March 26, 1980 

Research Proposal No. 886-75 entitled ''Control For 
Fine Particle Emissions from Industrial Sources In 
California". 

Adopt Resolution 80-17 approving Research Proposal 
No. 886-75 for funding in an amount not to exceed 
$150,000. 

Fine particle emissions from industrial sources are 
of concern because they affect both health and visibility 
in the atmosphere. The major industrial sources for 
these fine oarticles (equivalent aerodynamic diameters of 
three micrometers or less) include fuel combustion, 
mineral and metallurgical operations, and ~ood and agri
cultural operations. Particles less than one micrometer 
in diameter have the greatest effect on visibility. In 
addition, particles in this size range evade the normal 
barriers in the respiratory system and are inhaled 
deeply into the lungs. 

With the guidance of the Research Screening Committee, 
the staff prepared and released a Request For Proposals 
for this project. Three responses were received, of 
which the proposal by Air Pollution Technology, Inc. 
was judged to be most meritorious by the staff and 
the Committee. 

The objectives of this study are to determine the 
effectiveness and cost of control devices for fine 
particle emissions from the major industrial sources 
cited above and other sources. 

Both new installations and retrofits of existing 
facilities are to be considered. Emerging technologies, 
such as the simultaneous control of both sulfur oxides 
and fine particle emissions by the addition of ground 
calcareous material, followed by filtration, are to be 
evaluated. 



State of California 

AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 80-18 

March 26, 1980 

WHEREAS, a solicited research Proposal Number 900-75 entitled "Control 
Techniques for Organic Gas Emissions from Fiberglass Impregnation and 
Fabrication Processes" has been submitted by Science Applications, Inc., 
to the Air Resources Board; and 

WHEREAS, the Research staff has reviewed and recommended this proposal 
for approval; and 

WHEREAS, the Research Screening Committee has reviewed and recommends 
for funding: 

Proposal Number 900-75 entitled ''Control Techniques for Organic 
Gas Emissions from Fiberglass Impregnation and Fabrication 
Processes" submitted by Science Applications, Inc., for an amount 
not to exceed $74,945; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Air Resources Board pursuant 
to the authority granted by Health and Safety Code Section 39703, hereby 
accepts the recommendation of the Research Screening Committee and 
approves the following: 

Proposal Number 900-75 entitled "Control Techniques for Organic
Gas Emissions from Fiberglass Impregnation and Fabrication 
Processes" submitted by Science Applications, Inc., for an amount 
not to exceed $74,945, 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Officer shall initiate adminis
trative procedures and execute all necessary documents and contracts for 
the research effort proposed in an amount not to exceed $74,945. 

I certify that the above is a true and 
correct copy of Resolution 80-18, as 
passed by the Air Resources Board. 



ITEM: 

RECOMMENDATION: 

SUMMARY: 

State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

ITEM NO: 80-5- 5 
DATE: March 26, 1980 

Hesearch Proposal No. 900-75 entitled "Control 
Techniques for Organic Gas Emissions from 
Fiberglass Impregnation and Fabrication Processes." 

Adopt Resolution 80-18 approving Research Proposal 
No. 900-75 for funding in an amount not to exceed 
$74,945. 

Gaseous emissions from the fabrication of polyester
impregnated glass matrices contribute directly to 
the formation of atmospheric ozone, as well as create 
local odor problems. There are also concerns about 
possible health hazards resulting from s,1ch volatile 
organic emissions. These gaseous emissions consist 
primarily of styrene monomer which is used as a 
diluent and cross linker for the polyester resin 
system. 

Because OSHA has established a maximum work-place 
concentration of 100 ppm for styrene, fabricators 
have installed hoods around the lay-up work areas, 
which vent the styrene directly to the atmosphere. 
Control devices such as adsorbers and incinerators 
will reduce emissions from such plants, but the cost 
of installation and upkeep are prohibitively high 
for small producers. For this reason, local districts 
have exempted styrene emissions below an arbitrarily 
established weight limit from control. 

At the request of the Stationary Source Control 
Division, Research staff prepared a Request for 
Proposals (RFP) to inventory statewide emissions 
from fiberglass impregnation and fabrication oper
ations and to research methods for mitigation and 
control. The Research Screening Committee approved
the RFP which was then released to approximately 90 
prospective bidders. Five responses were received 
of which the proposal by Science Applications, Inc., 
was judged to be most pertinent by the staff and the 
Committee. 

The objectives of this study are to inventory state
wide organic gas emissions from fiberglass impreg
nation and fabrication operations. Concurrently the 
contractor will assess the effectiveness of process 
modifications for reducing emissions and will also 



State of California 

AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 80-19 

March 26, 1980 

WHEREAS, a solicited research Proposal Number 893-75 entitled "Study
of Visible Emissions from Ships with Steam Boilers" has been submitted 
by the Acurex Corporation to the Air Resources Board; and 

WHEREAS, the Research staff has reviewed and recommended this proposal
for approval; and 

WHEREAS, the Research Screening Committee has reviewed and recommends 
for funding: 

Proposal Number 893-75 entitled "Study of Visible Emission from 
Ships with Steam Boilers" submitted by the Acurex Corporation
for an amount not to exceed $99,848; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Air Resources Board pursuant 
to the authority granted by Health and Safety Code Section 39703, 
hereby accepts the recommendation of the Research Screening Co11111ittee 
and approves the following: 

Proposal Number 893-75 entitled "Study of Visible Emissions from 
Ships with Steam Boilers" submitted by the Acurex Corporation for 
an amount not to exceed $99,848, 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Officer shall initiate 
administrative procedures and execute all necessary documents and 
contracts for the research effort proposed in an amount not to exceed 
$99,848. 

I certify that the above is a true and 
correct copy of Resolution 80-19, as 
passed by the Air Resources Board. 

BOARD SECRETARY 



ITEM: 

RECOMMENDATION: 

SUMMARY: 

State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

ITEM NO: 80-5-5 
DATE: March 26, 1980 

Research Proposal No. 893-75 entitled "Study 
of Visible Emissions from Ships with Stearn 
Boilers." 

Adopt Resolution 80-19 approving Research Proposal 
No. 893-75 for funding in an amount not to exceed 
$99,848. 

The California Legislature has requested the Air 
Resources Board to conduct a study of the compliance 
of ships with the California statutes prohibiting 
visible emission exceeding specified opacity standards 
for more than three minutes in any one-hour period 
unless exempted. Exemptions include vessels using 
steam boilers subject to emergency shut downs for 
safety reasons, and for specified tests and maneuver
ing. The legislature also requested that, following 
completion of this study, the ARB conduct a public 
hearing to consider adoption of, and adopt if appropri
ate, a compliance schedule which would require vessels 
to comply with statutory standards on and after Janu
ary 1, 1984. The Board must also transmit the results 
of study to the Legislature by January 1, 1983. 

ARB staff prepared a Request for Proposals (RFP) 
and upon approval of the Research Screening Co~nittee, 
sent the RFP to 90 prospective contractors. Five 
responses were received of which the proposal from 
the Acurex Corporation was judged to be most meritori
ous by the staff and the committee. 

The objectives of the research project are to survey 
ship operations relevant to the visible emission 
exemption conditions and to develop recommendations 
for a compliance schedule to reduce such emissions. 
Specifically, the contractor will conduct a study to 
determine whether vessels using steam boilers can be 
brought into compliance with Section 41701 of the 
Ca 1i forni a Hea1th and Safety Code by ,January 1 , 1984, 
or any earlier date, taking into account the age and 
physical condition of the affected vessels, vessel 
safety and operational requirements, and technological 
feas·ibil ity. The study will also include the extent, 
frequency, nature, environmental impact, and causes of 
visible emissions from vessels under conditions described 
in Section 41704 of the Health and Safety ~ode. 



State of California 

AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 80-20 

March 26, 1980 

WHEREAS, a solicited research Proposal Number 902-75 entitled "A Study 
of the Oriain and Fate of Air Pollutants in California's Sacramento 
Valley" has been submitted by the Meteorology Research Inc., ($159,966) 
to the Air Resources Board; with a contribution from the California Insti
tute of Technology ($139,979) for a total amount not to exceed ($299,945);
and 

WHEREAS, the Research staff has reviewed and recommended this proposal for 
approval; and 

WHEREAS, the Research Screening Committee has reviewed and recommends for 
funding: 

Proposal Number 902-75 entitled "A Study of the Origin and Fate of 
Air Pollutants in California's Sacramento Valley" submitted by the 
Meteorology Research, Inc. ($159,966) with a contribution from the 
California Institute of Technology ($139,979) for a total amount 
not to exceed ($299,945); and 

WHEREAS, the Research staff and the Research Screening Committee recommend 
that separate contracts be awarded to Meteorology Research, Inc., and the 
participating contractor in order to minimize the cost to the State; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Air Resources Board pursuant to the 
authority granted by Health and Safety Code Section 39703, hereby accepts the 
recommendation of the Research Screening Committee and approves the following: 

Proposal Number 902-75 entitled "A Study of the Origin and Fate of 
Air Pollutants in California's Sacramento Valley", submitted by the 
Meteorology Research, Inc. ($159,966), with a contribution from the 
California Institute of Technology ($139,979), for a total amount 
not to exceed $299,945; 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Officer shall initiate administrative 
procedures and execute all necessary documents and contracts individually with 
each of the contractors for the research effort proposed in a total amount not 
to exceed $299,945 for both contracts. 

I certify that the above is a true and 
correct copy of Resolution 80-20, as 
passed by the Air Resources Board. 



ITEM: 

RECOMMENDATION: 

SUMMARY: 

State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

ITEM NO: 80-5-5 
DATE: March 26, 1980 

Research Proposal No. 902-75 entitled "A Study 
of the Origin and Fate of Air Pollutants in 
California's Sacramento Valley." 

Adopt Resolution 80-20 approving Research Proposal 
No. 902-75 for funding in an amount not to exceed 
$299,945. 

Wind patterns in the Carquinez Straits and the 
Delta Region suggest that emissions from the Bay 
Area are transported into the Sacramento Valley.
Local emiss"ions are superimposed on the Bay Area 
emissions as they move downwind into the Sacramento 
Valley. These emissions contribute to the 
oxidant levels in the Sacramento Valley and in the 
western slopes of the Sierra Nevada. As a result, 
there is concern over the effect of ozone upon
agriculture in the Sacramento Valley and upon the 
forests of the Sierra Nevada. The extent of trans
port of pollutants into and through the Sacramento 
Valley is only poorly characterized and is unquanti
fied. 

In this study, small amounts of inert chemical tracer 
gases wi11 be released at selected points in the Bay
Area and the Sacramento Valley. Air samples will be 
collected throughout the downwind receptor areas of 
the Sacramento Valley and of the western slopes of 
the Sierra Nevada, and based on the tracer gas con
centrations measured in these samples, the pollutant 
transport routes will be identified and the impact will 
be quantified. 

The results of this project are needed to assist in 
the development of control strategies that will permit 
achievement of the ambient air quality standard for 
ozone in the areas where the sources are located and 
in the adjacent downwind receptor areas. 



' 
State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution No, 80-21 

March 26, 1980 

WHEREAS, Health and Safety Code Section 39601 authorizes the Air Resources 
Board to adopt standards, rules and regulations necessary for the proper
execution of the powers and duties granted to and imposed upon the Board 
by law; and 

WHEREAS, Health and Safety Code Section 39801 requires the Board to ad
minister, pursuant to Chapter 5 (commencing with Section 39800), of Part 
2, Division 26, of the Health and Safety Code, the Air Pollution Control 
Subvention Program with such funds as may be appropriated to it for 
purposes of said Chapter; and 

WHEREAS, Health and Safety Code Sections 39800 through 39811 establish 
the framework and requirements of the Air Pollution Su5vention Program;
and 

WHEREAS, the Board has previously adopted regulations implementing the 
subvention program in Sections 90100 through 90410 of Title 17, California 
Administrative Code; and 

WHEREAS, it is desirable for the Board to change the subvention program 
to: (1) recognize the different program needs, problems and resources of 
the large urban, small urban and rural districts of the state; (2)
simplify the administrative procedures; (3) establish regular disbursements 
of subvention funds; and (4) encourage ARB/APCD staff cooperation in 
defining district program objectives under the subvention program and 
formalize annual Board review of such objectives; and 

WHEREAS, Section 90115 of the subvention regulations adopted by this 
resolution requires the Board to categorize each district in accordance 
with the standards set forth in Section 90100(e); and 

WHEREAS, Section 90115(e) of the subvention regulations adopted by the 
resolution requires the Board to establish Program Objectives for the 
three categories of districts; and 

WHEREAS, the California Environmental Quality Act and ARB regulations
require that an activity not be adopted as proposed where significant 
environmental impacts have been identified and alternative and/or mitigation 
measures which would substantially reduce these impacts exist; and 

WHEREAS, the Board recognizes the possible adverse effects of the passage
of Proposition 9 and Federal funding reductions, should either or both occur, 
on local air pollution control programs; and 

~JHEREAS, the. Board, staff, and local districts have worked cooperatively 
in the preparation of the subvention regulations, Program Objectives,
and assignment of districts to categories, which are the subjects of this 
resolution; and 
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WHEREAS, a public hearing has been held in accordance with the provisions
of the Administrative Procedure Act (Government Code; Title 2, Division 
3, Part 1, Chapter 4,5); and 

WHEREAS, the Board finds: 

That the amendments to the subvention regulations adopted by this 
resolution: (1) will recognize the different program needs, problems
and resources of the large urban, small urban and rural districts 
of the state; (2) will simplify administrative procedures; (3) will 
establish regular disbursements of funds; and (4} wi 11 increase 
ARB/APCD staff cooperation in defining Program Objectives and will 
formalize annual Board review of such objectives,; 

That the list of districts by subvention categories attached hereto 
as Attachment B properly categorizes districts by the standards set 
forth in Section 90100(e) of the subvention regulations adopted by
this resolution; 

That adoption of the fiscal year 1980-81 Program Objectives attached 
hereto as Attachment C is necessary to insure that the Air Pollution 
Control Districts are actively and effectively engaged in the 
reduction of air contaminants pursuant to Health and Safety Code 
Section 39806; 

That neither staff nor the public have identified any significant 
adverse environmental impacts resulting from implementation of 
this proposal; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Board amends its regulations in 
Subchapter 3, Chapter 1, Part III, Title 17, California Administrative 
Code (Sections 90100 through 90410} as set forth in Attachment A hereto; 
and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board adopts the categorization of districts 
pursuant to Section 90115 as set forth in the list of Districts by
Subvention Category, Attachment B hereto; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED; that the Board, pursuant to Section 90115 of 
said regulations, adopts the fiscal year 1980-81 Program Objectives as 
set forth in Attachment C hereto; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board acknowledges the need to reassess the 
local APCD Program Objectives for fiscal year 1980-81 if Proposition 9 
passes and reduces the local district budget support. The Board encourages
the local districts to consider additional funding via permit and variance 
fees; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board, directs the Executive Officer to 
evaluate in cooperation with the District the ability of the Yolo ..Solano 
Air Pollution Control District to carry out the following Program Objective
Detailed Elements: Al-A3, and Bl-B5 as shown in Attachment C to this 
resolution. 

I certify that the above is a true and 
correct copy of Resolution 80..21 as 
passed by the Air Resources Board 



Subchapter 3. SUBVENTIONS 

Article 1. GENERAL PROVISIONS 

90100. Definitions. (a) "Air Basin" means a region 

within California as defined in Article 1 (commencing with 

Section 60100), Subchapter 1 of this Chapter. 

(b) "Air pollution control program" means the aggregate 

of all of the activities within a district or in support of 

a district's effort to control air pollution and to fulfill 

its obligations under the law. 

(c) "Board" means the State Air Resources Board, or 

any person authorized to act in its behalf. 

idt Deond±tiona¼ approva¼u ffleans the approval of 

e±ther an in±tia¼ or a !inal sttbvent±en applieation, sttbjeet 

to eenditiens wh±eh the EHeetttive 9££±eer finds to be 

neeessary to ensttre the distrietis eomplianee w±th the 

re~tt±rements of an aet±ve and ef£eet±ve a±r pe¼lttt±on eon

trel pre~ram, as deseribed in Seetion 98li5T ~he EHeettt±ve 

e££±eer may eend±t±on the payment 0£ a portion er a¼l e£ a 

d±strie~is sttbventien ttpon the £tt¼£±i¼fflent Of speei~ie 

eend±t±ensT In no ease, however, is the portion Of the 

sttbvent±en so eond±t±oned7 to eHeeed the aetttai eost e£ 

£ttl£±llin, stteh eondit±ensT A d±str±etis aeeeptanee e£ a 

sttbventien en the bas±s 0£ a eond±tional approval shall be 

deemed te be the d±str±etis eofflffl±tment to abide by stteh 

eenditionsT An applieat±en to whieh the EHeetttive 9££ieer 

~rants eend±t±enal approval ±s a eend±t±enally approved 

appl±eat±enT 
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(d) -fet "Basinwide air pollution control plan" means the 

plan prepared and submitted by the control council of each 

air basin, or, where one district includes an entire air 

basin, by such district, as approved by the Air Resources 

Board pursuant to Section 41600, 41500, or 41602 of the 

Health and Safety Code. 

(e} -fvt "Category" means~ level in which~ district will 

be classified for the purpose of establishing program objectives. 

Criteria considered in determining the classification of districts 

will include: population, emissions, violations of ambient air 

quality standards, size of the district program, and subvention 

funding levels. 

The categories for districts are: 

(1) "Large urban district"; 
TIT "Small urban district''; 
(3) "Rural district". 

(f) "Control Council" means a basinwide air pollution 

control council established pursuant to Section 40900 of the 

Health and Safety Code. 

-fgt BBesignated-representativell-ffleans-a-persen-appo±nted 

ey-a-een~re±-eettne±±-te-aet-en-±ts-eehaii-ier-the-pttrpese-e~ 

eeJM1ent±ng-en-±nd±v±dttai-er-sttppiefflentai-sttevent±en-appi±eat±ens7 

(g) -fht "District" means a county air pollution control 

district, regional air pollution control district, unified air 

pollution control district, the Bay Area Air Quality Management 

District, or the South Coast Air Quality Management District as 

provided for in Section 40200 and 40410, respectively, of the 

Health and Safety Code. 
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(h) •H+ "Dollars budgeted" means moneys derived from revenue 

sources within a district for use in the district's air pollution 

control program as afta either~ -f¼t shown in the district's 

adopted budget~ er and subvention application. 

-f2t iteffli2ea ift the d±strietis apprevea er 

eefta±tiefta¼¼y apprevea £ifta¼ app¼ieatieft 

aftd expefteee ift aeeereaftee wi~h a eest 

a¼¼eeat±eft p¼aft apprevea by the Exeettt±ve 

8£:Eieer-. 

(i) -fit "Executive Officer" means the Executive Officer of 

the Air Resources Board. 

-fkt llPeeera¼ fttftesn ffleafts fttftds, serviees7 er perseftne¼ 

previaea by ~he Pedera¼ Goverftffleftt ~o a eistriet to ee 

ttsea ift the eperatieft e£ the d±strietis air pe¼¼ttt±eft 

eofttrel pregraffl. 

(j) tfflT "Fiscal year" means the 12-month period from 

July l of one year through June 30 of the following year. 

(k) tftr "Implementation program" means a district's program 

to implement the basinwide air pollution control plan. 

-for lliftitia¼ app¼ieatiefta ffleans aft ap~¼ieatien 

reeeived er pes~marked befere Jttne l ef the £±sea¼ year 

preeeaiftg the sttsventieft year. 

-f~t llPrevisiefta¼ peptt¼atioft datan ffleafts ~eptt¼atieft 

data, as e£ Jtt¼y ¼ e£ the £±sea¼ year preeeeing the sttsvefttien 

year eefflpilea sy the Bepartfflent ef Pinaftee~ 

(1) -fgt "Quarter" means any three month period ending 

March 31, June 30, September 30, or December 31. 
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(m) -trt "Quorum" means 

(1) more than one-half of the total membership; 

or 

(2) one-half of the total membership if all the 

districts in the basin have agreed by formal resolution to 

abide by the actions of such a quorum; such resolutions may 

specify that such actions must be unanimous. 

(n} -tst "SB 90 population data" means population data, as 

of January 1 of the fiscal year preceding the subvention 

year, compiled by the Department of Finance in compliance 

with Section 2227 of the Revenue and Taxation Code. 

(o) +et "Subvention" means funds granted to a district by 

the State, as authorized by Chapter 5, Part 2, Division 26 

of the Health and Safety Code, for financial assistance to 

the district's air pollution control program. 

(p) -tlt "Pil'ltll Subvention application" means an appli

cation received or postmarked between ~ttly 15 May! of the 

preceeding subvention year and September 15 September l.Q. 

ef the sttbvel'ltiol'I year. A subvention £inal application 

shall be based on the district's budget and program as 

adopted by the district's air pollution control board, 

and the approves il'litial applieatiel'I, if the initial 

appl±eatien has beel'I eenaitienally apprevea, the final 

applieatien shottld rerleet stteh eonditiens. The amount of 

subvention requested in an final application shall be based 

on nsa9Qil population data. 
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(q) fat "Subvention year" means the fiscal year for which 

a subvention is to apply. 

Note: Authority cited: H.ealth and Safety Code Section 

39601. Reference: Health and Safety Code Sections 39800, 

39801, 39012, 39053, and 39025. 

90110. Types of Subventions. {a) "Coordinated sub

vention" means a subvention authorized by Section 39802 of 

the Health and Safety Code; such a subvention may be granted 

to a district participating in a coordinated basinwide 

program as described in Section 90120 of these regulations. 

A coordinated subvention may be granted to a qualifying 

district on a matching fund basis up to one subvention 

dollar ($1) for each one dollar ($1) budgeted by the district. 

The amount of a coordinated subvention shall not be less 

than eighteen thousand dollars ($18,000) for any district, 

if the district provides the required matching funds and 

insofar as adequate funds~ available, and shall not 

exceed the amount authorized by Section 39802 of the Health 

and Safety Code unless that amount is increased by the 

Executive Officer in behalf of the Board after receiving 

written approval of the greater amount from the Director of 

Finance pursuant to Section 39805 of the Health and Safety 

Code. 

(b) "Individual subvention" means a subvention authorized 

by Section 39803 of the Health and Safety Code; an individual 

subvention may be granted to each qualifying district on a 

matching fund basis of up to two subvention dollars ($2) for 

each three dollars ($3) budgeted by the district. The 
' amount of individual subvention shall not -- ---le·ss thanan be ---
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twelve thousand dollars ($12,000) for any district, if that 

district provides the required matching fund, and shall not 

exceed the. amount authorized by Section 398 03 of the Heal th 

and Safety Code, unless that amount is increased by the 

Executive Officer in behalf of the Board after receiving 

written approval of the greater amount from the Director of 

Finance pursuant to Section 39805 of the Health and Safety 

Code. 

(c) "Special subvention" means a subvention authorized 

by Section 39804 of the Health and Safety Code; such a 

subvention may be granted to a district participating in a 

coordinated basinwide program as described in Section 90120 

of these regulations and lying in an air basin whose popu

lation is less than 98,000, if for 1975-76 and subsequent 

fiscal years, the dollars budgeted by each district in the 

air basin are equal to or greater than the amount specified 

in Section 39804 of the Health and Safety Code. If the 

$45,000 limit specified in Section 39804 of the Health and 

Safety Code is increased pursuant to Section 39805 of the 

Health and Safety Code, the local per capita funds budgeted 

by the district must be increased by the same proportion. 

The sum of the special subventions to be granted, for said 

fiscal years, to all of the districts in an air basin will 

not exceed the difference between the maximum amount author

ized by Section 39804 of the Health and Safety Code, unless 

that amount is increased by the Executive Officer in behalf 

of the Board after receiving written approval of the greater 

amount from the Director of Finance pursuant to Section 

39805 of the Health and Safety Code, and the rate authorized 

in Section 39804_ of the Health and Safety Code multiplied by 

the basin population. The sum of the special subventions to 

be granted to the districts in an air basin shall be prorated 

according to population among the districts in the air 

basin. 
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(d) "Supplemental subvention" means a subvention 

authorized by Section 39810 of the Health and Safety Code; 

a district may receive a supplemental subvention on a 

matching fund basis of up to one subvention dollar ($1) for 

each one dollar ($1) budgeted by the district. Dollars 

budgeted by the district which are needed to qualify for a 

coordinated, individual, or special subvention, may not be 

used to qualify for a supplemental subvention. A supple

mental subvention shall not be approved for any district 

which has not, for the same fiscal year, been granted a 

coordinated, individual, or special subvention. 

Note: Authority cited: Health and Safety Code Section 

39601. Reference: Health and Safety Code Sections 39802-

39804 and 39810. 

90115. Program Objectives. The Board shall classify 

districts~ category pursuant to Section 90100(e) of this 

subchapter and shall adopt program objectives appropriate 

for such categories which shall constitute the definition of 

active and effective program pursuant to Section 39806 of 

the Health and Safety Code. Following cooperation between 

ARB and district staff in proposing recommendations, the 

Board shall hold~ public hearing annually in the first 

quarter of the calendar year to consider revisions of the 

district classifications and program objectives. 

Act±ve arui B££ect±ve Pregram. Per the 1~n1rposes 

e£ th±s sttbehapter, a a±etr±et-sha¼lbe eene±aered te be 

eperating an aetive ana e££eet±ve pregram i£ ttn¼eee the 

B~eetttive 8££±eer £±nds that~, 

iat ~he a±str±et £tti£±lls al± l~gal obl±gat±ens 

0£ a d±str±e'b~ 
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~» ~Be distriet lffl9 sttbmitted an apprevab±e imp±emen

tat±en program te the BeardT ~Be approval e£ a eoordinated, 

±nd±vidttal, er spee±a± sttbventien app±±eat±en sha±± be 

deemed te £ttl£i±± the reqtt±rements e£ Seet±ons 39886 

and 4±683 e£ the Health and Safety eedeT 

~et ~he d±str±et sttbmits timely amendments te ±ts 

implementation program as reqtt±red te re£¼eet ehange9 

in the basinw±de a±r pel±ttt±en eentrel planT i£ the 

d±striet eons±ders pert±ens e£ the plan net app±±eable 

±n the distriet, ±t mttst reee±ve approve± £er stteh exeept±ens 

£rem the appropriate eentrel eettnei± and £rem the Beard 

before ±neerperat±ng stteh eHeept±ens inte its pregram7 

~dt ~he d±str±et provides adeqttate personnel and 

ether resettrees to earry ettt ±ts ±mp±ementatien pregram7 

~et ~he d±str±et ftt±£±±ls a±± e£ the eonditions, 

±£ any, spee±£±ed in the approval e£ ±ts app±ieatien7 

t£t ~he d±striet ma~es satis£aetery progress in 

the aeeempl±9hment 0£ the program objeetives stated in 

±ts app±ieat±on7 

~gt ~he d±striet £tt±£ills al± e£ the reqttirements 

e£ this Sttbehapter7 

tht ~Be distriet sttbm±ts all reports reqttired by 

stateer £edera± ±aw er regtt±atien, er by the EHeettt±ve 

6££ieerT 
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~±t ~he d±s~r±e~~s ~er£erl'Mnee regarding ~he £ellew±ng 

±s sa-e±s£ae~ery: 

~lt Perffl±~ Sys-eem7 
~~t A±r Men±~er±ng7 
~~t Settree Evaltta~±en7 
~4t Settree ~es~±ng7 and 
~St En£oreemen~ Ae-e±v±~±esT 

Note: Authority cited: Health and Safety Code Section 

39601. Reference: Health and Safety Code Sections 39801, 

39806, and 4lfi-03. 

90120. Coordinated Basinwide Program. A district 

satisfying either of the following conditions will be considered 

to be participating in a coordinated basinwide program, provided 

that when a district lies in more than one air basin, only the 

portion(s) of the district which satisfies either of these con

ditions shall be considered to be participating in such a program. 

(a) A district which includes an entire air basin. 

(b) Two or more districts which together include an 

entire air basin, and which meet the following requirements: 

(1) The rules and regulations except for adminis

trative procedures are uniform among all districts and are 

consistent with the approved nonattainrnent plan for each 

district's area. For any air basin where the control council 

has determined that equivalent rules and regulations throughout 

the entire air basin are not necessary for uniformity, the 
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control council may divide the air basin into zones within 

which equivalent rules and regulations will be required. 

For the purposes of this subsection, equivalent rules and 

regulations means rules and regulations which effect the 

same degree of control. In establishing such zones, the 

control council shall consider topography, meteorology, 

population distribution, and air quality; 

(2) The control council shall meet as often as 

necessary for the transaction of business, but not less than 

once per quarter except as provided for below. The control 

council of any air basin wi~h a peptt¼a~ieH e£ ¼ess ~haH 

987888 sha¼¼ fflee~ a~ ¼eas~ enee ettr¼Hg eaeh ha¼¥ e£ ~he 

stteveH~~eH year er consisting solely of districts in the 

rural category may establish~ equivalent procedure for 

basinwide consideration of policy matters and shall meet 

within 30 days after it has been requested to meet by the 

Executive Officer or by a member of the council. For the 

purposes of this Subdivision a quorum must be present in 

order to constitute a meeting; copies of the minutes of each 

meeting shall be submitted to the Executive Officer within 

30 days after the date of the meeting; and 

(3) The districts shall be parties to one joint 

powers agreement or other enforceable agreement acceptable 

to the Executive Officer. The agreement shall specifically 

provide for the following: 

(A) The sharing of qualified air pollution 

personnel and equipment in a manner which results in the 

effective use of the basinwide resources and ensures that all 

districts in the air basin will maintain an active and effective 

program. 

(B) Interdistrict coordination of activities 

including enforcement; air monitoring; engineering; and, if 
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required by the State Implementation Plan, traffic and land 

- use planning; and 

(C) Implementation of the State Air Pollution 

Emergency Plan, where applicable. 

~4t--Eaeh-d±str±et-shaii-have-aft-aet±ve-aftd-effeet±ve 

J917SE!fl'.'aHt-as-aef±fted-By-Seet±eft-98ii5-:-

Note: Authority cited: Health and Safety Code Section 

39601. Reference: Health and Safety Code Sections 39801, 

39802, 39806. 

9Bi4B-:---€efts±deratieft-ef-Fedel'.'ai-Fttftasr--~at--Aft-±Ha±v±dttai 

sttbveR'l:±eB-te-wa±ek-a-a±stl'.':i:et-er-19ert:i:eft-ef-a-d:i:stl'.'iet-wettia 

etaerw±se-19e-eR'l:±tiea-saaii-l3e-reatteed-by-the-afflettH'l:-by-wH±ea 

tae-d±str±etis-feaerai-fttftdS-eKeeed-tHe-aeiiars-Bttdgetee.7 

sttajeet-te-tae-i±ffl±tat±efts-19'1'.'evided-:i:ft-Sttad±v±s±eft-tBt-ef-ta±s 

Seet±eft-:---A-eeeraiftated7 -spee±ai7-er-stt1919iefflefttai-sttl3veHt±eH 

shaii-ftet-ae-Fedtteea-l3y-FeaseR-ef-a-a±stl'.'iet-reeeiviflg-federai 

fttftas. 

tat--Sttl3vefl.t±eH-~edttet±efts-deterffl±ned-19ttrsttaftt-te-tais 

Seet±eft~sHaii-ftet-eKeeed-efte-aaif-ti/~t-ef-the-sttbventieft 

te-wHieh-a-dis'l:l'.'±e'l:-wettid-etkerw±se-be-eftt±tied-±ft-afl.y 

f±seai-yeal'.'-:-

NeteT--Atttflel'.'ity-eited~--Heaith-and-Safety-eede-SeetieH 

3968¼-:---RefereHeeT--Heaith-afta-Safety-eede-Seetiefts-3988¼-and 
3988:;l-;-

Article 2. APPLICATION PROCEDURES 

98~88-:---StteVefttieH-Appi±eat±eft-:- tat Aft ifl±t±ai appi±eat±eH 

fer sttl3veHtieft saaii Be sttbffl±tted te the EKeettt±ve 8ff±eer BY 

the distr±etis air peiitttien eefttre¼ beara er by its a±r 19e¼¼ttt±eft 

eefttre¼ eff±eer oft ferms apprevea by tfle EKeettt±ve eff±eer-:-

., 
-';~•>. 

-~ 
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ilt An ±n±e±al appl±eat±on shall ±nelttae a aeser±pt±en 

ef the d±str±etis proposed bttaget7 prograffl7 and ebjeet±ves fer 

the sttbvent±en year 7 and shall demonserate that the 6iser±et 

w±ll eeHdttet aft aee±ve and effeee±ve pregram as deser±bed ±n 

Seet±en 9Bll5~ Est±maees e£ the sttbvent±en to wh±eh ehe 

d±str±et ±s entitles may be based en prev±s±enal popttlat±en 

dataT 

i~t An ±n±t±al appl±eat±en reee±vea er pestmarkea 

by Maren 31 preeed±ng the sttbvent±en year shall be approved, 

eend±t±enally approved, er d±sappreved7 by the £ellew±ng 

Jttne 1~ Appreval er eond±t±enal apppreval shall enly 

be granted ±nsefar as the E~eettt±ve eff±eer e~peets fttnds 

te be ava±lableT 

43t An ±n±t±al appl±eat±en reee±ved er postmarked 

en er a£ter Aprill bttt by May 39 e£ the £±seal year preeed±Hg 

the sttbvent±en year shall be apprevea, eena±t±eHally apprevea, 

er d±sapprevea by the £ellew±ng Attgttst l. Appreval er 

eena±t±enal appreval shall.only be granted ±nse£ar as the 

EMeettt±ve 9ff±eer e~peets fttnds te be ava±lableT 

44t BMeept as prev±aea fer ±n Sttbseetien 903604at, 

fttnds will net be disbttrsed en the approval er eendit±enal 

approval ef an in±tiai appl±eat±enT 

45t A distr±et sttbm±te±ng an ±n±t±al appl±eat±en 

fer an ±nd±v±dttal er sttpplemental sttbvent±en shall eenettrrently 

sttbm±t a eepy ef stteh appl±eat±en te the eentrel eettne±l4st 

er ±ts designated representative fer eefflfflentT Stteh eefflfflents, 

±f any, shall be sttbffl±tted te the B~eettt±ve e££±eer w±th±n 

thirty 430t days after the date the appl±eat±en was sttbm±tted 

te the E~eettt±ve 9£f±eerT 
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-fet- 90200. (a} Subvention Application. An £i1'1.el 

application for subvention shall be submitted to the Executive 

Officer on forms approved by the Executive Officer, with a 

resolution or minute order from the district's air pollution 

control board authorizing such application. 

(1) ~ subvention £±nal application shall include 

a description of the district's adopted budget, program, and 

the program objectives adopted pursuant to Section 90115 for 

the subvention year. 1!1'1.6 as 6e±il'l.eate6 ii'!. Seetien 90115 

shell pre¥i6e fer an aetive al'l.d effeetive pregraffl. I£ 

any ef the in£erfflatien shewl'I. Ol'I. the appre~ed initial 

applieation is ttnehange67 it fflay be il'l.elttded en the final 

applieatien by re£ereHee. Estifflates of resottrees al'l.d 

persel'l.l'l.ei Hee6s for the two fiseai years stthseqttent te 

the sttbventiel'I. year shall be il'l.eitt6e6 in the fil'l.al app¼±eatiel'I.. 

SY6R esUFRates st:ian ioeHeet aRy ~Reioeases Reeessaioy 
te earry ettt parts of the basil'l.wide air politttion eel'l.trel 

plal'l.~st- net already heil'l.g ifflplefflente67 Estifflated resottree 

al'l.6 persenl'l.ei l'l.eeds shall !'I.et he eel'l.strtted te he a fil'l.a± 

e0Jt1111itfflent on the part e£ the 6±striet te previde stteh 

resettrees al'l.6 persel'l.1'1.elT 

(2) Estimates of the subvention to which the 

district is entitled shall be based on llSB90ll population 

data. 

(3) The Executive Officer shall approve, eel'l.di

t±onally appreve, or disapprove all applications by November 

15. Approval or eond±tiona¼ appreval shall only be granted 

insofar as funds are available. 

https://eel'l.di
https://persenl'l.ei
https://fil'l.al
https://persel'l.l'l.ei


-14-

(4) In the event that mere the total subventions 

£ttads are :r;egttestee than are requested exceed the total 

allocation that is ava·i).able, h±ghest IH!±or±ty §er £ttnd!:! 

w±l! be g±ven to these e±str±ets whese ±n±t±a! app±±eat±ons 

were reee±ved er pestmarked by Maren 31. !n the event 

that more sttbvent±en fttnds are re~ttested by Maren 3± 

than are ava±lable7 the £ttnd~ 4er d±str±ets wn±eh sttbm±tted 

±n±t±a± appl±eat±ens by Maren 31 sha!! be prorated among 

these a±str±ets. the Executive Officer shall prorate the 

funds available among al~ the districts. 

(5) A district submitting· a subvention £±na± 

application for a coordinated or a special subvention shall, 

when such a district is in an air basin comprising two or 

more districts, submit a copy of its application to the 

control council £er appreva±. 

- ~he-EHeettt±ve-e££±eer-sha±!-net-appreve-er-eendit±ena±ly 

appreve-a-sttbvent±en-£±nal-app±±eat±en-£er-a-eeerd±nated-er 

spee±a!-sttbvent±en-ttnless-the-£e!±ew±ng-have-been-reee±ved 

~-Septemeer-30-0£-the-stlbvent±en-year~ 

~At By Jtt±y ±5 e£ the sttbvent±en 

year7 An eHeettted7 aeeeptable je±nt powers agreement 

er ether en£ereeable agreement regtt±red by Seet±on 99~~04bt 

wh±eh ±s e££eet:i:~e fer ~he sttbvent±en year~ and 

4Bt By ee~eeer !5 e~ ~he stteven~±en year7 

A rese±tt~:i:on er ffl±nttte erser £rem ~he eon~re± eettne:i:± 

exp~ess±n~ ±~s eenettrrenee w±~h ~he e~p±±ed~±one from 

all .e~ tl~e d±str±ets ±n the, a±r bas:i:n-:-
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~Gt ~fan aeeep~ab!e-jein~-~ewers-a;~eefflen~-er 

- o~her-en£oreeab!e-agreefflen~-reqtt±red-by-5ttesee~±en-90~00~ht15t1At 

±s reee±vea af~er Jtt±y !5 of ~he stth~en~±on ye~, ~he 

EHeeH~±ve 9ff±eef may approve er eene±e±ena±±Y a~prove 

£±na± app±±ea~±on f8f a eoera±na~ee er spee±a± sttbven~±on 

by gran~±n, an ±nd±v±atta± sttbven~±en ~er ~he frae~±en 

Of ~he sttbven~±en year before reee±~~ ef ~e a~~eefflen~ 

ana a eeera±na~ea of speeia± sMven~±en fer ~he reffla±n±n~ 

£rae~±en of ~he st!hven~±en year~ 

(b) ~et An application for a supplemental subvention shall 

contain the following information: 

(1) The proposed expenditures related to the 

supplemental subvention, which shall be shown on the district's 

proposed budget for the subvention year; 

(2) A detailed explanation of the purpose of the 

requested supplemental subvention, and the benefits which 

are expected to result; and 

(3) The length of time required to complete the 

work proposed, and the total cost of the project. 

Note: Authority cited: Health and Safety Code Section 

39601. Reference: Health and Safety Code Sections 39801, 

39806, and 39810. 

90208. Accomplishing Objectives. If a district 

receiving a subvention determines that it will be unable to 

accomplish the applicable objectives,adopted pursuant to 

ma±n~a±n an ae~±ve ana effee~±ve pre~~a.~ as ee±±neaeea 

±n Section 90115 the district shall so notify the Executive 

Officer in writing within 30 days after it makes such 

determination. -
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Note: Authority cited: Health and Safety Code 

Section 39601. Reference: Health and Safety Code Section 

39801 and 39806. 

90210. Application Revision. A district may revise 

or amend its application at any time prior to May± June 30 

of the subvention year. 

Note: Authority cited: Health and Safety Code Section 

39601. Reference: Health and Safety Code Section 39801. 

Article 3. APPLICATION PROCESSING 

90300. Notification of Receipt of Application. 1at 
EMeep~ as prov±dee fer ±n Sttboiv±s±en 1bt The Executive 

Officer shall acknowledge receipt of all subvention appli

cations, including revisions, wi~h~n ~en ~±et tlaysT within 

30 days. AekHew±eogell'lent ef reee±pt ef ini~ia± app±±eatiens 

sha±½ be made ~e ~he tl±str±e~Ls a±r pe±~ttt±en een~re± 

e££ieerT aeknew±edgefflen~ ef reee±~t of f±na± app±±ea~iens 

sha±i be fflaoe ~e ~he ehairpersen ef ~he e±s~r±etLs air 

- pe±±H~±en een~re± beard and te ~he ehai~persen ef the eeatre± 

eettnei±7 if any7 ef ~he air bas±" to whieh the app±iea~±on 

api:,±iesT 

~bt ~he reee±p~ ef an appi±eetien £er a eeerd±na~ed er 

speeiai sttbven~±on wi±± ne~ be aeknew±edged ttn~i± app±ieations 

have been reeeived frem a±± the distr±ets in the air bas±nT 

Note: Authority cited: Health and Safety Code Section 

39601. Reference: Health and Safety Code Section 39801.· 
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90310. Factors to be Considered in ·the Review of 

Application·s for· Coordinated,· ·1ndividua1·,· and Special 

Subventions. -(at The primary factor to be considered in 

the review of an application for a coordinated, individual, 

or special subvention is the district's epera~±eH attainment 

of aft the applicable objectives adopted pursuant to aee±ve 

and e£fee~±Ye ai~ pe:1:::1::tteieft eenere¼ p~e~rffill as eeser±aea 

±fl Section 90115. 'i'he E}feett~±ve ea§'f~eer fflay ee!"!s±aer 

~He ai5~r±e~i5 pase perfermaflee7 as ~e:1:::1:: as ehe pregraffl 

pre~esee ±fl ehe app:l:±ea~±en7 ee eva:l:tta~e ~He ais~r±eeis 

ahil±~y ee eperaee an aee±ve afta e§'fee~±ve program~ 

-(ht ~fan appl±eae±en fer a eeeraifla'eea7 ±nd±Y±atla±7 

er 5peeiai stthYeft~±eft dees He-c p~epese an ae~±ve and effee~±Ye 

pre~fEll!l7 er if ~he a±ser±e~ is ne-c epera-!!±ng sttefl a pre~ra.m7 

oeHe E.Meett'e±"o"e eff±eer may ~ran-c ee?ta±~±eHa± apl:'::!'eva:I: e£ ehe 

appl±ea-!!±en~ 

Note: Authority cited: Health and Safety Code Section 

39601. Reference: Health and Safety Code Sections 39801 

and 39806. 

- 90320. Factors to be Considered in the Review of 

Applications for Supplemental Subventions. -(at An application 

for a supplemental subvention will be evaluated and ranked 

acco~ding to priority by the Executive Officer. Supplemental 

subventions will be awarded, insofar as funds are available, 

for those proposals having the highest priorities. 

-(ht ~he er±~eria ~o be eeftsieerea iH eseMlishifl~ eHe 

p~±e~i~y e~ aH appliea-!!±eft fer SHFP±efflenea! Stl.B¥eneieH will 

ine!ttee7 b~~ fleea ne~ be lim±~ea ~e~ 

https://pre~ra.m7
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4it ~fte prepesaiLs expeeeee bene£tts ±n ~erms ef 

reettee±ens ±n effl±ss±ens 0£ a±r eoneet.~±nan~s, ane ±n eerms e£ 

±fflprevea a±r ~eai±~y~ 

4~t ~he prepesaiis expee~ee hene£±~s ee ~he a±s~r±e~is 

a±f peiitt~±en eenerei program~ 

43t ~he se~er±~y e£ ~he a~r pei±tt~±en preeiem ±n 

~he a±r bas±n ana ±n ~he a±s~r±e~~-

~5t ~he f=es aileea~ea ey ehe a±s~r±e~ ~e earry 

eH~ ~he prepesa±. 

Note: Authority cited: Health and Safety Code Section 

- 39601. Reference: Health and Safety Code Sections 39801 

and 39810. 

90330. Application Disapproval. (a) A district's 

application for a coordinated, individual, or special subvention 

hiay be disapproved by the Executive Officer if after consulting 

with the district it is found that: 

(1) The district does not propose an-aee±ve-ana 

effee~±ve ~ program to meet the applicable objectives 

adopted pursuant to Section 90115; or ±n ±~s appi±ea~±en~ er 

(2) The district is not operating er-has-ne~ 

epefa~ea-an-a~~±ve-ana-effee~±ve a program ttnae~-ehe-pr±er 

yeafis-sHbven~±en. to attain the applicable objectives 

adopted pursuant to Section 90115. 
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(b) If an application is disapproved, the Executive 

- Officer shall state the reason(s) in writing to the districtT 

within 15 days of the disapproval. 

(c) Districts may appeal Executive Officer action 

taken pursuant to this section in accordance with Section 

90500. 

(d) The Executive Officer shall not approve~ 

application for a special subvention unless the joint powers 

agreement~ other enforceable agreement required pursuant 

to Section 90120{b) (3) has been received. 

Note: Authority cited: Health and Safety Code Section 

39601. Reference: Health and Safety Code Sections 39801 

and 39806. 

90360. Disbursement of Funds. Each subvention is to 

be disbursed in accordance with the following: 

(a) Upon annual appropriation~ the Legislature 

apen appreva± er eend±~iena± appre~a± e~ a d±serieeis 

£ina± app±ieae±en the Executive Officer fflay shall request 

the State Controller to disburse one half (1/2) of the 

appropriate apprevea subvention~ estimated £1. the Executive 

Officer. ~£ the d±ser±etis air pe±±tte±en eontre± beare 

has e~eett~ea an aeeeptah±e agreefflent te ifflp±ement the 

pregram prepesea in ±es in±t±a± ap~±ieat±en as ameneeo 

by any eenait±ens p¼aeed en the ap~reva± e~ the ±n±t±a± 

app±ieation, the E~eettt±ve 9f£±eer fflay ~egttest that the 

State €entre¼¼er aisbttrse ttp te one ha±f 1±f~T e£ the 

~e~ttestea sttavent±e~ before approve± of the £ina± app±ieat±enT 

%ft stteh a ease the E~eettt±ve 9f£±eer fflay regttest that 

the State €entre±±er disbttrse the e±§ferenee, ±£ any, 

between the initia± dis~ttrsemen~ aRa efte-ha±f 1±f~T e~ 

Hie appre¥ea SHB¥en~±en tlpen appreva~ e§ the £in~~ app½±eation 
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(b) ~he Districts classified as either category l or 

category 2 districts. under Section 90100(v) shall, by 

Febfttary January 15 of the subvention year, submit an e±a±m 

interim report covering the repor~±ng period from July 1 

through BeeeHlher 3± November 30 of the subvention yearT and 

£Y. August 15 following the subvention year, shall submit a 

final report for the remainder of the year. 

4et EHeepe as prov±dea fo~ iH Sttba±~±s±oH 4ft ef eh±s 

See'e±en, ~he d±se~ie~ shall sttbm±e by May ±5 e£ ehe sttbvene±on 

year, a ela±m eove~±ng ~he fepo~~±ng pe~±oe £~om Jantta~y-l 

ehfettgh Ma~eh 3± e£ ~he sl:!1'vene±en year. 

(c) 4et ~he Districts classified as category l districts 

shall submit by August 15 following the subvention year a 

final report covering the ~eporeiHg pef±oe £rem ~pfi±-l 

th~ettgh Jttne 39 e£ the subvention year. 

4et 4et ~he-ela±ms-ane-the-£±nal-repe~~-shall-be-en-fe~ms 

app~evee-by-ehe-BHeette±ve-9££±eef-ana-shal±-ine±ttae,-btt~-neea 

net-be-limited~ 

4lt--A-staeement-e£-the-eistfiet~s-eHpene±ttt~es 

as-e£-the-ena-e£-ehe-fepert±ng-pefiee7 -e~pfessee-as~a 

pe~een~age-e£-the-a±st~±et~s-tetal-bttaget-4±ne±ttding-leea±, 

state7-feeefal,-ana-ethe~-Ettnest-£of-the-sttbven~±en-yea~. 

J£-this-pefeentage-±s-signi£ieant±y-±ess-than-ehe-pefeeHeage 

ef-ehe-stteveH~ieH-yeaf-wflieh-has-e±apsea~as-ef-~fle-eRa-e~ 

the-~epeftiRg-pefiea,-the-eisefiet-sha±±-ine±ttae-an-e~planatien 

ef-~his-eiffe~eftee~ 

{2t A-repe~t-ef-the-eis~fieeis-pfegfess-attfing 

the-fepefeing-pe~iea-±n-ftt±fi±±ing-the-fe~tti~eaents-ef 

See~ien-99±±5;--%£-any-ef-tfle-fe~ttifea-iHfefmatien-hes-been

sttbfflieeed-en-a-prie~-e±aim-ef-~epe~t,-stteh-iHfe~atien-may 

ee-inelttdee-by-fefefenee7-ana 
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~3t eopie5-of-any-afflena...~e~~s-~e-~he-ei5efie~ks 

rtt}e5-aaa-regttla~±ons-wn±efl-were-ado~~ed-dttr±ng-ehe-repor~±ng 

periea-:-

(d} -tit ~:f, in oehe review ef Six months after Legis·lative 

appropriation ~he eia:i:Hts dtte by Feefttary !5 ana May !5, 

~he EHeett~ive 9f£±eer £inds ~ha~ ~he dis~rie~ i5 engaged 

±n ~he e~era~ien ef aa ae~±ve and effee~ive program as 

de5eriaea in See~ien 98}!57 the Executive Officer may 

shall ~it request the State Controller to disburse the 

remainder of the approved subvention; and unless, after 

review of the district's program, the Executive Officer finds 

- that the district is not engaged in a program to meet the 

applicable objectives adopted pursuant to Section 90115, 

for reasons that~ not expected to be easily resolved, and 

invokes the provisions of Article 4 of this Subchapter. 

~zt Fef ~he FeBrttary !5 elaia, waive ~he regtt±refflen~ 

fer ~he May }5 e}aiffl7 and regttife ~ha~ ~he final re~er~ wii} 

eever ~he re~er~ing periea freffl aa~ttary l ~nrettgh Jttne 39 

ef ehe stt~veneien year-:-

-tgt ~f7 in oehe review e£ ~he e!aiffls dtte Feerttary 15 and 

May 157 ~he·EHeett~±ve ef£ieer find5 ~ha~ ~he ais~rie~ ~s no~ 

engaged in ~he epera~ien e£ an ae~ive ana effee~ive progrMt 

fer reasens.that af.'e eHpee~ea to ee easily rese}vee.7 ene 

EHeeHt±ve e££iee~ may o±sbttr5e an aaa:i:~:i:enal efle-q~arter 

+lf4t e£ the approved stteveneien-:-

+nt ~f, in ehe rev~ew e£ ~he a~s~fiees_pre~ram 

ef the eia±ms dtte Febrttary 15 er May }57 er the f:i:nal 

fepefes 7 ehe E~eett~:i:ve e£f:i:eer f±ttas ehae the e:i:st:rie~ 

is nee entJaEJee. in the opefatieH ef an ae-t±ve aHa ef£eet::i:v_e 

a pretJf.'afll t:e IReee ·ehe e:t:,·3-eet:ives aeo}?-eee. ptirs1:H~flt -t:o 

See-eion 99il5+at, fe.f :l!'easetts that are net e~pee~ea t:e 
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be eas±iy rese±vea, the E~eetttive 9££ieer may ±nvoke 

the ~rev±s±ens e£ Artieie 4 e£ tnis-Sttbenapter. 

(e) 4±➔ All subvention funds not expended or encumbered by 

the district during the subvention year shall be returned to 

the Air Resources Board and such funds shall revert to the 

State General Fund. 

(fl 4j ➔ A county district shall maintain a separate account 

for receipts, expenditures, and funding of the district~ 

in accordance with 4k ➔ A±± d±str±ets may be reqtt±red 

to ttse accounting procedures acceptable to the E~eettt±ve 

e££ieer, prev±ded that stten aeeettnt±ng ~roeedttres are 

not ±n een£±±et w±tn ene reeeffiffiendat±ons 0£ the State 

Controller's Office. 

Note: Authority cited: Health and Safety Code Section 

39601. Reference: Health and Safety Code Sections 39801, 

39806, and 39811. 

Article 4. WITHHOLDING AND RECOVERY OF SUBVENTIONS AND 

BOARD OPERATION OF DISTRICT PROGRAMS 

90400. Withholding and Recovery of Funds. (a) The 

Executive Officer may review the programs and expenditures 

of each district receiving a subvention under the provisions 

of this Subchapter. If such a review discloses that the 

dollars budgeted or the subvention moneys granted are not 

being expended substantially in accordance with the appli

cation on which the subvention was based, or that the district 

1is not engaged in an aetive and e££eet±ve ~ program to 

attain the applicable objectives adopted as deseribed 
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in pursuant to Section 90115, the Executive Officer may 

after hearing take any or all of the following actions: 

(1) Cease all or part of any further payments of 

the current fiscal year's subvention; 

(2) Withhold all or part of any future subventions; 

and 

(3) Bring a legal action against the district to 

recover moneys disbursed for that fiscal year. 

(b) The Executive Officer may reduce a coordinated 

subvention or a special subvention to an individual subvention 

if it is found that the provisions of Section 90120 for a 

coordinated basinwide program are no longer being carried 

out. 

JEl Action~ the Executive Officer to withhold, 

recover, ·~ reduce funds pursuant to this section are subject 

to the provisions of Article 5 of this subchapter. 

Note: Authority cited: Health and Safety Code Section 

39601. Reference: Health and Safety Code Sections 39801, 

39806, and 39808. 

90410. Board Operation of District Air Pollution 

Control Programs. (a) The Executive Officer may utilize 

moneys which have been subvened or would otherwise be subvened 

to a district, and such other moneys as may be available, to 

carry out a district's air pollution control program or any 

segment of such a program. Such action may be initiated: 
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(1) At the request of the district; or 

(2) When the Board has determined, pursuant to 

Sections 39806, 41500 or 41502 of the Health and Safety Code 

that a per~±eH er all ei the districti~ a±r polltt~±eH 

eol'\~rel program is not engaged in~ program to meet the 

applicable objective adopted pursuant to Section 90115. 

aet±vely aHd eiieetively be±Hg earried ettt pttr~ttaHt ~e 

~he eeerd±Hated ba~±nwide a±r pollttt±eH eeHtrel plaH 

aHd the related ±mplemeHta~±eft pregram~ 

- (b) If the Board has performed services for a district, 

funds to defray the cost of such seryices may be deducted 

from subsequent disbursement of the district's subvention. 

(c) If sufficient subvention funds are not available 

to cover the cost of such services, the district may be 

billed for such services. In no event shall the charge for 

such services exceed the district's approved subvention. 

Note: Authority cited: Health and Safety Code Section 

39601. Reference: Health and Saf-ety Code Sections 39801, 

39806, 41500 and 41502-41505. 

Article 5. APPEALS 

90500. Appeal Procedures. (a) Reviewof any decision 

of the Executive Officer made pursuant to the provisions of 

this Subchapter may be requested by filing a petition with 

the Board within thirty (30) days of the date upon which the 

district was notified of such decision. 
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~et W±~h±ft £er~y-£±ve ~45t days af~er reee±v±ftg a 

pe~±~±eft as prev±ded £er by Sttbd±vis±en ~ate£ ~his See~ieft, 

~he Beard sha±± he±d a pttb±ie hearing ~e review ~he dis~r±e~is 

eppee±..-

(b) The Board shall hold~ public hearing~ its first 

regularly scheduled Board meeting at least 60 days after 

receiving~ petition as provided for £Y Subdivision (a) of 

this section. 

(c) Notification of the public hearing shall be given 

to the district and to the appropriate control council at 

least eweney ~~et forty-five (45) days before such a public 

hearing. 

(d) The Executive Officer, district representatives, 

and any interested persons may comment on the district's 

appeal at such a public hearing. 

Note: Authority cited: Health and Safety Code Section 

39601. Reference: Health and Safety Code Sections 39801 

and 39808. 



ATTACHMENT B 

DISTRICTS BY SUBVENTION CATEGORY 

CflT[GORY l 

Large Urban 

SCAQi4D 
BAAQl'.D 
San Diego 

c.:.: I:.CORY 11 

Sn,a 11 Urban 

Ventura 
Fresno 
Monterey 
Kern 
San Joaquin 
Santa Barbara 
Stanislaus 
Sacramento 

CATEGORY 1l I 

Rural 

Great Basin 
Lake 
Amador 
Calaveras 
E1 Dorado 
Mariposa 
Nevada 
Placer 
Plumas 
Sierra 
Tuolumne 
Del Norte 
Humboldt 
Mendocino 
Northern Sonoma 
Trinity 
Lassen 
Modoc 
Shasta 
Siskiyou 
San Luis Obispo 
Imperial 
Butte 
Colusa 
Glenn 
Sutter 
Tehama 
Yolo-Solano 
Yuba 
San Bernardino 

*Grant Amount 

$ 5·,000,000 

*Grant Amount 

$ 970,000 

"Grant Amount 

$ 690,000 

(SEOAB portion only) 

%of State Total 

76% 

%of State TGtal 

14% 

%of State Total 

Los Angeles (SEDAB portion only)
Kings 
Madera 
Merced 
Tulare 

TOTAL GRANTS - 46 

TC1AL AMOUNT - S6, 700,000 

•figures rounded and based on FY 79-80 funcing levels. 

;; of Grants 

3 

II of Grants 

8 

# of Grants 

35 



ATTACHMENT C 

APCD PROGRAM OBJECTIVES 

FOR F. Y. 1980-81 

This package contains the ARB staff proposal of APCD Program Objectives 
for the FY 80-81 Subventions Program. It is part of the proposed changes 
to the ARB subvention program which are scheduled for Board Hearing on 
March 26, 1980 in Los Angeles. 

This package consists of Program Objectives made up of Basic Elements 
and Detailed Elements which staff considers minimum essentials for the 
operation of effective local air pollution control programs in California. 

The Elements are organized to apply to three categories of districts: 
large urban, small urbari, and rural (see Figure I for a listing of 
districts by these categories). 

Basia Elements apply to all three categories of Districts. Detailed 

Elements (unless otherwise noted) apply to Large Urban and SmalZ Urban 

distriats only. Figure II summarizes the application of these elements 
to the three categories of districts. The description of the Basic and 
Detailed Elements begins on page 4 of this appendix. 
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. F!GURE 

PROPOSED SU13VErHI ON CAT[GOIU ES 
WITH 1979-80 ruNDING LEVELS 

C/\TEGORY I *Grant Amount % of State Total # of Grants 

~arge Urban $ 5,000,000 76% 3 

SCAQMD 
BAAQMD 
San Di ego 

CATEGORY I I *Grant Amount %of State Tota 1 # of Grants 

S111a 11 Urban $ 970,000 14% 8 

Ventura 
Fresno 
Monterey 
Kern 
San Joaquin 
Santa Barbara 
Stanislaus 
Sacramento 

CATEGORY I II *Grant Amount % of State Total II of Grants 

Rural $ 690,000 35 

Great Basin 
Lake 
Amador 
Calaveras 
El Dorado 
Mariposa 
Nevada 
Pl acer 
Plumas 
Sierra 
Tuolumne 
Del Norte 
Humboldt 
Mendocino 
Northern Sonoma 
Trinity 
Lassen 
Modoc 
Shasta 
Siskiyou 
San Luis Obispo
Imperial 
Butte 
Colusa 
Glenn 
Sutter 
Tehama 
Yolo-Solano 
Yuba 
San Bernardino (SEDAB portion only)
Los Angeles {SEDAB portion only)
Kings 
Madera 
Merced 
Tulare 

TOTAL GRANTS - 46 

TOTAL AMOUNT - $6,700,000 

•f1<1ures rounded andbased on FY 79-80 funding levels. 



Figure II 

SUMMARY OF PROGRAM OBJECTIVES FOR FY 1980-81 
(BY CATEGORIES OF DISTRICTS) 

CATEGORIES OF DISTRICTS IN WHICH 
BASIC AND DETAILED ELEMENTS ARE REQUIRED 

PROPOSED P.ROGRAM OBJECTIVES WITH CATEGORY l CATEGORY 2 CATEGORY 3 
BASIC AND DETAILED ELEMENTS LARGE URBAN SMALL URBAN RURAL 

A. Emissions Inventory Basic Element Basic Element Basic Element 
l. Gridded Inventory Data Detailed* Detailed . Detailed** 
2. Assist in NAP inventories d d d** 
3. Area Source Data d d d** 

B. Stationary Source Controls Basic Basic Basic 
1. 1979 NAP rules d d d** 
2. 1982 NAP rules d d d** 
3. BCC review d d** 
4.& 5. Vapor Recovery d d d- C. Air Quality Monitoring Basic Basic Basic 
1. NAMS/SLAMS d 
2. ARB performance audit d 
3. Annual review of SLAMS/NAMS d 
4. Report on data precision 

of SLAMS/NAMS d d 
5. ARB performance audit d d 

D. Attainment Planning Basic Basic Basic 
1. 1982 NAP Technical Products d d - 2. 1982 NAP coordination d d 
3. 1982 NAP emission allocations d d 
4. 4/1/81 RFP/Annual Report d d 

E. Prevention of Significant 
Deterioration Basic Basic Basic 

F. CEQA Review Basic Basic Basic 
1. Established EIR requirements d d 
2. Review for consistency with - NAP d d 
3. Recommend mitigation d d 

G. Public Involvement/Participation Basic Basic Basic 
1. Solicit public involvement d d 
2. Inform citizens d d 

*Basic later labeled ''B'', detailed labeled ''d''. 
**Applies to a limited number or rural areas--consult appropriate narrative in this 

report for specific application. 
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DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED 

BASIC AND DETAILED ELEMENTS 

F.Y. 80-81 SUBVENTIONS 

A. PROGRAM OBJECTIVE - EMISSION INVENTORY 

BASIC ELEMENTS: 

1. Assist the state in fulfilling federal requirements for 
emission data and in maintaining a current, accurate, compre

hensive inventory of all pollutants subject to state or 

federal regulation. 

2. Annually review and update inventory data for all facilities 

within the district's jurisdiction that emit more than 25 tons 
per year of TSP, TOG, SOx, or NOx; 250 tons per year of CO; or 
5 tons per year of lead. Individual emission sources within 
the facility shall be separately identified if they emit more 
than 25 tons per year of TSP, TOG, SOx, or NOx; 250 tons per 
year of CO; or 5 tons per year of lead. Smaller sources at 
the facility may be aggregated within a source category (e.g., 

same Source Classification Code). Update information to 

represent calendar year 1980 shall be provided to the ARB by 

May 1, 1981. 1 Update information shall be provided if: 

a) emissions from sources at the facility change from the 

most recently submitted data by more_ than 5% and by more 
than 5 tons per year; or 

The Emission Inventory Technical Advisory Committee, including repre
sentatives of local districts, is expected to look at emission inventory 
preparation schedules relative to federal reporting requirements for 
the National Emission Data System and the assessment of Reasonable 
Further Progress. This may result -in changes in the data submittal 
schedule. 

1
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b) separately identified sources have a change in status 
(e.g., change in compliance; begin or cease operation). 

3. Review ARB and district area source emission estimates for 
calendar year 1979 and identify categories where ·emissions are 
inconsistent with local information. Work with the ARB to 
resolve discrepancies. Provide the ARB with data and documen

tation for any district emission updates for 1980 by June 1, 
1981 . l 

DETAILED ELEMENTS: 

1. By September 30, 1980, complete the submittal to the ARB of 
data on the spatial and temporal characteristics of the 
emission data base to be used to develop the 1982 nonattain
ment plans. This objective corresponds to a federal grant 
objective for F.Y. 1980-81. It is only applicable in areas 
where the nonattainment plan is to be based on more detailed 
spatial and temporal data than are routinely submitted to the 
ARB. 

SPECIAL APPLICATION: 

This detailed element also applies to the Sacramento Metropolitan 
Nonattainment Area portion of the Placer and Yolo-Solano 
districts. 

2. Assist the ARB in developing inventories for the 1982 non
attainment area plans: 

The Emission Inventory Technical Advisory Committee, including repre
sentatives of local districts, is expected to look at emis.sion inventory' 
preparation schedules relative to federal reporting requirements for 
the National Emission Data System and the assessment of Reasonable 
Further Progress. This may result in changes in the data submittal 
schedule. 
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a) Review area source emission estimates developed by the 

ARB. 

b) Provide documentation for district developed estimates. 

c) Work to reconcile significantly different emission 
estimates. 

d) Provide data and documentation for locally developed 
emission projections. 

3. Assist the state in the update of 1979 calendar year area 
source emissions estimates to reflect emissions in 1980 by 
providing update for categories where: 

a) emissions have changed significantly as a result of local 

controls implemented in 1980; 

b) district information indicates 1980 emissions have changed 

significantly from the 1979 estimates. 

Update data and documentation for district estimates1 should 
be provided to the ARB by June l, 1981. 

SPECIAL APPLICATION: 

Detailed elements 2 and 3 also apply to the following rural 
districts: El Dorado, Placer, Yolo-Solano, Kings, Madera, 

Merced, Tulare, Los Angeles, and San Bernardino. 

1The Emission Inventory Technical Advisory Committee, including repre
sentatives of local districts, is expected to look at emission inventory
preparation schedules relative to federal reporting requirements for 
the National Emission Data System and the assessment of Reasonable 
Further Progress. This may result in changes in the data submittal 
schedule. 

·1 
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All data shall be provided in a format acceptable to the ARB 
after consultation with the district. Turn-around documents 
for updating point source data, similar to those developed for 
the 1979 inventory, will be available for district use. 

ARB Guidelines on the 1980 inventory update are expected to be 
distributed in November 1980. 

B. PROGRAM ELEMENT - STATIONARY SOURCE CONTROLS 

DETAILED ELEMENTS: 

1. For rules required by the 1979 NAP, track the development of 
suggested control measures so that public hearings can be 
scheduled for the District to consider adoption of rules to 
implement such measures without duplicating the work done to 
develop the measures. 

2. Within 90 days after a suggested control measure has been 
transmitted by the Air Resources Board to the District, hold a 
public hearing to consider adoption of rules to implement such 
a measure. 

SPECIAL APPLICATION: 

Detailed Element l also applies to the following rural districts: 
El Dorado, Imperial, Kings, Los Angeles, Madera, Merced, Placer, 
San Bernardino, San Luis Obispo, Tulare, and Yolo-Solano. 

Detailed Element 2 also applies to the following rural districts: 
El Dorado, Kings, Los Angeles, Madera, Merced, Placer, Riverside, 
San Bernardino, Tulare, and Yolo-Solano. 
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3. (For districts in air basins having control councils and 
covered by l and/or 2), the District will take action as may 

be necessary to ensure that the Control Council has had an 
opportunity to .consider rules covered by objectives l and 2 so 
that the Council's position can be considered at the District's 
public hearings. 

4. During the 1980-81 fiscal year, inspect bulk plants and ter
minals located in the District at least twice, and during the 

1980-81 fiscal year the District will inspect one third of 
- Stage I installations on underground storage tanks at least 

once on a random selection basis. 

5. During the 1980-81 fiscal year, the District will inspect at 
least twice, one third of Stage II installations which have 
exhibited patterns of poor maintenance. 

SPECIAL APPLICATION: 

Detailed Element 4 applies to the following rural districts: 
Kings, Madera, Merced, Placer, San Luis Obispo, Tulare; and Yolo
Solano. 

Detailed Element 5 applies to the following rural districts: 
Kings, Madera, Merced, Tulare, and Yolo-Solano. It does not apply 
to the-Small Urban Monterey Bay Unified APCD. 

i
i 
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C. PROGRAM ELEMENT - AIR QUALITY MONITORING 

BASIC ELEMENTS: 

1. Districts that operate any station designated by the ARB as a 
proposed State and Local Air Monitoring Station (SLAMS) shall 
have an air monitoring program plan which includes procedures 

and timetables for implementing federal monitoring, quality 
assurance, and data reporting regulations (40 CFR Part 58, 
May 10, 1979) . 

2. Submit to the ARB monthly for all air monitoring sites at 

which air monitoring has been conducted for a consecutive 
period of three months or longer, all gaseous, tape sampled 
particulate (AISI), and high volume sampled total suspended 
particulate matter air monitoring data either: (1) on forms 
prescribed by the ARB within 21 days after the end of the 
month in which the data were collected, or (2) on computer 
magnetic tape or key punch cards with computer printout sheets 
within 45 days after the end of the month in a format approved 
by the ARB. "Variable" and "Method" codes, and site identifi
cation codes shall conform to the ARB's latest codes. Not

withstanding the foregoing, submit to the ARB data for lead, 
sulfate, and nitrate, and for organic analyses of high volume 
filters within 45 days after the end of each month in which 

the data were collected, in the format and using the codes 
specified above. 

3. Documentation of Nondistrict Monitoring 

Advise the ARB in writing on a quarterly basis of known air 

quality survei 11 ance operations conducted withi,n the district's 
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jurisdiction by parties other than the district or the ARB. 
This information should include the name and address of the 
party or parties conducting such monitoring and the nature of 
the monitoring project. 

DETAILED ELEMENTS: 

SPECIAL APPLICATION: Detailed elements 1, 2, and 3 apply to the 
large urban districts only. 

l. In accordance with the timetable established in the district's 
monitoring plan, meet all federal requirements for a "reporting 
organization'' as defined in 40 CFR Part 58, and submit to the 
ARB and the EPA quarterly and annual reports for precision and 
accuracy estimates for all ambient air quality data. 

2. Participate in the ARB's performance audit program for selected 
pollutants at selected sites. Such audits shall be scheduled 
with district concurrence to assure minimal disruption of the 
district's ongoing monitoring activities. 

3. Conduct an annual review of SLAMS, NAMS, and SPM monitoring 
programs and, with ARB concurrence, make the necessary changes 
to the SLAMS monitoring program (including site upgrade or 
relocation) to meet the ongoing monitoring requirements of the 
SIP. 

SPECIAL APPLICATION: 

Detailed elements 4 and 5 apply only to those small urban and rural 
districts that operate air monitoring analyzers and samplers. 

' 

e. 
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4. Conduct all activities, including collocated high-volume 

sampling, bi-weekly precision tests, as are necessary and 

required to determine and report individual analyzer and 

sampler precision estimates, and agency precision estimates 
for each criteria pollutant measured under the SLAMS/NAMS 
network. Prepare and submit to the ARB quarterly and annual 
reports for data precision. 

~ 

5. Participate in the ARB's performance audit program at all 
district-operated SLAMS and NAMS. 

D. PROGRAM ELEMENT - ATTAINMENT PLANNING 

BASIC ELEMENTS: 

1. Participate actively in the development, adoption, and imple
mentation of air quality plans required to achieve and main
tain state and federal ambient air quality standards. 

2. Work with ARB and other APCDs in the air basin to incorporate 
the approved NAPs into the _Basin Implementation Plans. 

DETAILED ELEMENTS: 

1. Complete those technical work products necessary for an approv
·able 1982 NAP (i.e., emission inventory and projections, air 
quality analyses, air quality monitoring, stationary and area 
source control measures). 

2. Work with the appropriate local and state agencies to develop 

those coordinative mechanisms (e.g., MOUs, resolutions) neces

sary to insure the development adoption, and implementation of 
an approvab 1 e 1982 NAP. 
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3. Work with other appropriate jurisdictions to establish a 
mechanism to: allocate NAP-required emission reductions (by 
jurisdiction and emissions category); track growth in emissions 
and other growth; and insure that the emissions associated 
with growth and proposed projects are consistent with adopted 
NAPs. 

4. Submit (or work with the NAP lead agency to submit) to ARB by 
April 1, 1981 the second annual report on NAP implementation 

of maintenance of Reasonable Further Progress. 

E. PROGRAM ELEMENT - PREVENTION OF SIGNIFICANT DETERIORATION 

BASIC ELEMENT: 

Participate in the development and implementation of an Air 
Conservation/Prevention of Significant Deterioration (ACP/PSD) 
program. 

F. PROGRAM ELEMENT - CEQA REVIEWS 

BASIC ELEMENT: 

Review and comment upon the air quality impacts of proposed 
major private and public projects in accordance with the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA} to the extent 
resources are available to the District. 

· DETAILED ELEMENTS: 

In cooperation with ARB staff: 
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1. Establish minimum requirements for air quality and emissions 
data, analysis, and mitigation measures in CEQA statements; 

2. Review for and urge consistency between proposed project and 

adopted NAP; and 

3. Recommend and· urge emissions and air quality mitigation when 
needed. 

G. PROGRAM ELEMENT - PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT/PARTICIPATION 

BASIC ELEMENT: 

Encourage and provide for public involvement/participation in 
developing and implementing District policies and programs. 

DETAILED ELEMENTS: 

1. Solicit active public involvement in the development of rules 

and regulations and in the development, adoption, and imple

mentation of the NAP. 

2. Establish and/or maintain a program to inform citizens of the 
extent and nature of the air pollution problem in the District. 
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the 1ack of comments the ARB feels there 
are no significant environmental issues, 

N/A 

CERTIFIED;, >~ ~ 
DATE: ..$/4;/RQ

/ 



State of California 

Huey D. Johnson Date 1 April 3, 1980 
Secretary
RESOURCES AGENCY Subject , F1 Hng of Notice 

of Decision of the 
Air Resources Board 

From I Air Resources Board 

Pursuant to Title 17. Section 60007(b), and in compliance w1th 
A1r Resources Board cert1f1cat1on under section 21080.5 of the 
Public Resources Code, the Aft Resources Board hereby forwards 
for posting the attached notice of decision and response to en
vironmental conments raised during the COlffllent period. 

/. A 'l 
~(//40,;~ 
Sally ltump
BOARD SECRETARY 

attachments 
Resolution 80-21 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 80-22 

March 27, 1980 

WHEREAS, the Air Resources Board (the "Board") on August 7, 1978, in 
Resolution 78-48 adopted Rule 475.1 for the South Coast Air Quality
Management District (the "District"); and 

WHEREAS, the Board, in Resolution 79-2, adopted January 23, 1979, in 
response to a Petition for Reconsideration filed by the District, affirmed 
its adoption of Rule 475.l and also remanded the Rule to the District for 
limited revisions; and 

WHEREAS, the District has not acted to revise the Rule but has recommended 
that the Board itself consider revisions to the Rule; and 

WHEREAS, Health and Safety Code Section 39605 authorizes the Board to 
provide any assistance to any district; and 

WHEREAS, the Board is authorized pursuant to Hea1th and Safety Code 
Section 40451, after holding a public hearing, to revise the rules and 
regulations of the District to implement and effectuate the purposes of 

- Division 26 of the Health and Safety Code; and 

WHEREAS, Sections llO(a)(2) and 172(a){l) of the Clean Air Act require
that a state implementation plan provide for the attainment of national 
ambient air quality standards in any nonattainment area as expeditiously 
as practicable; and 

WHEREAS, a commitment was made in the South Coast Air Quality Management 
District's nonattainment plan to reduce emissions of oxides of nitrogen
by means of the measures contained in the Rule adopted by this Resolution;
and 

WHEREAS, the staffs of the District and the Bbard have worked together to 
develop amendments that are satisfactory to the staff of the District; and 

WHEREAS, the California Environmental Quality Act and ARB regulations
require that an activity not be adopted as proposed if significant
environmental impacts have been identified and where feasible alternatives 
and/or mitigation measures exist which would substantially reduce such 
impacts; and 

WHEREAS, the Board has held a public hearing to consider amendments to 
Rule 475.l of the South Coast Air Quality Management District; and 
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WHEREAS, the Board finds that: 

l. It is technologically and economically feasible for the utilities 
subject to the provisions of Rule 475.l to reduce emissions of 
oxides of nitrogen to the levels required in the amended and 
recodified version of the Rule adopted by this Resolution; and 

2. The specified emissions reductions can be achieved by the dates 
specified in the amended Rule; and 

3. The amended Rule provides flexibility to the utilities in complying 
with the Rule and meets the concerns raised by the utilities in a 
reasonable way; and 

4. The provisions of the amended Rule are necessary to meet the require
ments of the Clean Air Act and to achieve and maintain state ambient 
air quality standards; and 

5. There have been no significant environmental impacts identified which 
would result from adoption of the proposed action. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Board rescinds Rule 475.l of the 
South Coast Air Quality Management District controlling emissions of oxides 
of nitrogen from power plants and adopts for the District Rule 1135.1, as 
set forth in Attachment A hereto. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Officer is directed to transmit 
Rule 1135. l adopted by this Resolution to the Environmental Protection 
Agency for inclusion in the California State Implementation Plan. 

I certify that the above is a true 
and correct copy of Resolution 80-22 
as adopted by the Air Resources Board. 



ATTACHMENT A 

Rule 1135.l of the South Coast Air Quality Management District 
------ _,_____ - -------------- -

/\dopted March 27, 1980 

and 

Rule 59.l of the Ventura County Air Pollution Control District 
Adopted March 27, 1980 

for 

Controlling Emissions of Oxides of Nitrogen 
from Electric Power Generating Equipment 

in the 

South Coast Air Basin 

and the 

Ventura County Air Pollution Control District 

Note: The differences between Rule 1135.1 and Rule 59.1 are: 

1. The term Executive Officer/Air Pollution Control Officer refers to 

the Executive Officer of the South Coast Air Quality Management 

District or the Air Pollution Control Officer of the Ventura County 

Air Pollution Control District, whichever applies. 

2. In Part V, "Maximum Al 1owable Emissions Rate Tables," only the first 

table for systems of over 5,000 megawatts generating capacity applies 

in Ventura County Air Pollution Control District. 

3. Part VII, "Demonstration Unit," does not apply in the Ventura County 

Air Pollution Control District. 

4. Occasional additional differences are noted in the Rule. 

5. Where the term South Coast Air Basin/Ventura County appears, the 

words, "South Coast Air Basin" apply to Rule 1135.1 and the words 

Ventura County apply to Rule 59.1. 
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-1- I. Limitations 
and Severability 

Part I. APPLICABILITY AND SEVERABILITY 

(a) Geographical Limitatfons 

Unless otherwise stipulated in this Rule, the following 

geographical limitations apply: 

0) Rule ll35 .. l applies in the South Coast Air Basin 

only. 

(2} Rule 59.l applies in the Ventura County Air Pollu

tion Control District only. 

(b} Restricted References 

Unless otherwise stipulated in this Rule, all references 

to Parts and Secti.ons of this Rule mean those Parts and 

Sections of this Rule only. 

Cc) Severability 

Except as otherwise provided in this rule, if any portion 

of this Rule is found to be unenforceable, such finding 

shall have no effect on the enforceabili.ty of the remaining 

portions of the Rule. These remaining portions of the Rule 

shall continue to be in full force and effect. 

(d} Compliance With Other Rules and Regulations 

Nothing in this Rule shall relieve a person from complying 

with Regulation XIII of the South Coast Air Quality Manage

ment District or with Rule 26 of the Ventura County Air 

Pollution Control District, whichever applies. 

https://enforceabili.ty
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Part II. DEFINITIONS 

Electric Power Generating System means one or more electric 

power generating units which have a common owner or 

operator, and which are located in the South Coast Air 

Basin and/or Ventura County Air Pollution Control District. 

Existing System or Unit means any electric power generating 

system or unit, construction of which corrmenced prior to 

August 7, 1978. 

Minimum Load means the minimum rate of electric power genera

tion below which a system or unit cannot be continuously 

and safely operated. Minimum load shall be expressed in 

net megawatts. 

Modified System or Unit means any existing electric power 

generating system or unit on which a modification is 

commenced on or after August 7, 1978. However, systems 

or units on which a modification is corrmenced for the 

purpose of complying with this Rule shall not be considered 

modified systems or units. 

New System or Unit means any electric power generating system 

or unit, the construction of which is commenced on or after 

A1;1gust 7, 1978. 

Operating Range means all possible rates of electric power 

gfneration between the minimum load and the rated maximum 

l~ad of any electric power generating system or unit. 

Operating range shall be expressed in net megawatts. 
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Oxides of Nitrogen Emissions Dispatch means the allocation of 

electric power demand to the various electric power generating 

units in any electric power generating system according to 

a method that will minimize the rate of emissions of oxides of 

nitrogen from the system. 

Rated Maximum Load means the maximum continuous safe electric power 

generating capacity of a system or unit. Rated maximum load 

shall be expressed in net megawatts. 

Rate of Emissions of Oxides of Nitrogen means the mass of oxides 

of nitrogen emitted in pounds per hour. In calculating this 

rate, the mass of oxides of nitrogen shall be expressed as an 

equivalent mass of nitrogen dioxide and shall be measured in a 

manner approved by the Executive Officer/Air Pollution Control 

Officer. 

System means one or more electric power generating units that have 

a common owner or operator. 

System-wide Composite Unit Table means a tabular presentation of the 

rate of emissions of oxides of nitrogen throughout the operating 

range of an electric power generating system. Criteria for 

preparing system-wide tables are contained in Vi(a) -and (b). 

Unit means the minimum number of fossil fuel fired combustion devices 

or equipment necessary to produce electrical energy for sale 

or exchange. 
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Unit Table means a tabular presentation of the rate of emissions 

of oxides of nitrogen at each of 10 equally spaced points 

throughout the operating range of an electric power generating 

unit. 

III.(a) Options 

III. Options for Compliance 

An owner or operator of a system must comply with one of the four 

options in this rule. A short summary of the four options is shown 

in Table III-1. 

(a) Option Selection Requirements 

(1) The owner or operator of an electric power generating 

system shall select either Option l or Option 2 or 

Option 3 or Option 4. Once an option is approved by 

- the Executive Officer/Air Pollution Control Officer, 

that selection is final unless a change would not result 

in a delay in the installation of control equipment and 

the change is approved by the Executive Officer/Air Pol

lution Control Officer. 

(2) Selection Notification Date 

The owner or operator shall notify the Executive Officer/ 

Air Pollution Control Officer of the option selected. 

Such selection must be made in writing on or before 

June 1, 1980. 



- - -Table -III-1 -
Requirement 

Number of Staqes 

Final Compliance 
Dates 

Reduction 
Required 

~asis for Reduction at all Reduction atReduction at all 
Reduction system loads system loads ail system loads 

Credit for 
Reduced 
fossil fuel 
burning 
below 74-78 
levels 

Date of 
installation 
of controls 
for final 
compliance 
of 90% 
reduction 

0otion 1 0otion 2 

2 2 

Stage I - 12/31/83 Stage I - 12/31/83 
Staqe II - 1/1/90 Staqe II - 1/1/88 

Stage I nearly 50% Stage I - much less 
Stage II - 90% than 50% 

Staqe II - 90% 

Relax controls 
so emissions 
are same as 
without 
new energy 

Relax controls 
so emissions are 
the same as 
without 
new energy 

In time for First scheduled 
final outage of unit 
compliance after 1983 
in 1990 

Applicable l,II, III, IV, I, II, III, IV, 
parts of V, VI, VII, & V, VI, VI I, & 
rule VIII VIII 

Option 3 

1 

1/1/90 

90% 

Relax controls 
so emissions are 
the same as 
without 
new energy 

First scheduled 
outage of unit 
after January 1, 
1982 

I, II, III, IV, 
V(b), VI, & 
VII 

Option 4 

1 

1/1/90 

Annual average-
90%; Annual peak 
day - 75% 

Reduction in total 
emissions &peak 
emissions 

Pound 
for pound 

I 
(.11 
I 

First scheduled 
outage of unit 
after January 1, 
1982 

I, II, III, & 
IX 
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Emissions Allowed 
by Unit Table 

Part IV. Control of Individual Units: Unit Tables and Emissions Dispatch 

This part does not apply to Option 4. 

(a) Unit Control: Emissions Allowed by Unit Table 

A unit table is a tabular presentation of the rate of 

emissions of oxides of nitrogen at each of 10 or more 

equally spaced load points throughout the operating 

range of an electric power generating unit. The rate 

shall be shown in pounds of oxides of nitrogen per net 

megawatt hour. 

(1) Compliance With Unit Table 

An owner or operator of an electric power generating 

system shall not operate an electric power generating 

unit if at any point in the unit's operating load 

range the unit emits oxides of nitrogen at a rate 

greater than the rate allowed by the approved unit 

table. 

(2) Required Tables; Required Approval 

Prior to the operation of any new system or new or 

modified unit, the owner or operator of said system 

or unit shall submit to the Executive Officer/Air 

Pollution Control Officer, for consideration for 

his or her approval, additional or replacement tables 

for the affected units. 
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Emissions Allowed 
by Unit Table 

The owner or operator shall prepare unit tables in 

accordance with this Section, and as applicable: 

(A) Stage I compliance requirements: V(a)(7)(1) 

(B) Stage II compliance requirements: V(b)(7)(I) 

(C) Demonstration unit compliance schedule: 

VIII(~){5){A){ii) 

(3) Noncompliance is a Violation 

Operation of a unit in a manner that causes oxides 

of nitrogen to be emitted at a rate greater than 

allowed by the approved unit table is a violation 

of this Rule. Operation in this manner is a viola

tion regardless of the operation of or emissions 

from any other unit in the system. Such violation 

exists regardless of the operation of or emissions 

from the same unit at any other load. 

(4) Determining Rates of Emissions 

To determine the rate of emissions of oxides of 

nitrogen from a unit, the Executive Officer/Air 

Pollution Control Officer may employ data obtained 

by in-stack monitors, continuous source testing 

equipment, or any other tests or equipment that the 

Executive Officer/Air Pollution Control Officer 



IV(a). Unit Control: Emissions 
Allowed by Unit Table 

IV(b). System-wide Control: 
Emissions Dispatch Plan-8-

determines are acceptable. The Executive Officer/ 

Air Pollution Control Officer shall consider the 

accuracy of such equipment and the manner of testing 

when making this determination,. 

(b) System-wide Control: Emissions Dispatch Plan 

An oxides of nitrogen emissions dispatch plan shall be 

prepared for each system by the owner or operator of that 

system. 

(1) Minimum Contents of Emissions Dispatch Plan 

(A) A detailed methodology for oxides of nitrogen 

- emissions dispatch for each unit in the system 

unless exempted by this Rule. The methodology 

shall provide adequate detail for a determination 

at any time by the Executive Officer/Air Pollution 

Control Officer of whether or not the system is 

being operated in accordance with the dispatch 

plan consistent with the units available at that 

time. The availability of units shall be deter

mined by the owner or operator. 

Such methodology shall also include a unit table 

for each unit. The unit table shall show actual 

measured emissions for a unit from which the 
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emissions have been measured or estimated 

emissions for a unit from which the emissions 

have not been measured. 

Only the most current, approved emissions data 

shall be used. 

(B) An assurance that available units in the system 

are dispatched and operated in a manner that 

minimizes the rate of emissions of oxides of 

nitrogen from the system. 

(2) Plan Submittal and Operating Requirements 

(A) Executive Officer Approval 

Each emissions dispatch plan shall be submitted 

to the Executive Officer/Air Pollution Control 

Officer for consideration for approval. 

(B) Initial Plan Submittal; Date of Submittal 

An initial emissions dispatch plan shall be 

submitted to the Executive Officer/Air Pollution 

Control Officer prior to June l, 1980. 

(C) Revised Plan Submittal 

A revised emissions dispatch plan shall be sub

mitted to the Executive Officer/Air Pollution 

Control Officer within 30 days after a new or 

modified unit is added to the system. 
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(D) Operational Date of Plan 

Effective 30 days after plan submittal, the 

electric power generating system shall be 

operated according to the submitted plan. 

Effective 30 days after approval by the Execu

tive Officer/Air Pollution Control Officer, the 

• system shall be operated according to the approved 

plan. 

(3) Noncompliance with Approved Plan is a Violation. 

Operation of an electric power generating system 

that is determined by the Executive Officer/Air 

Pollution Control Officer to be not in accordance 

with the approved emissions dispatch is a violation 

of this Rule. 

(4) Requirements for Daily Records 

The owner or operator of a system shall maintain 

daily records of the manner in which the system is 

operated. These daily records are to be maintained 

for the purpose of determining compliance with the 

approved emissions dispatch plan. The type of infor

mation to be recorded and the form in which it is to 

be recorded shall be specified by the Executive Officer/ 

Air Pollution Control Officer. Such records shall be 



IV(b) System-wide Control: 
Emissions Dispatch
Plan 

-11-

maintained for at least two years from the date 

of recording. Such records shall be available 

for inspection and/or reproduction upon the request 

of the Executive Officer/Air Pollution Control Officer 

or his or her authorized representative. 

(5) Units Exempt From Emissions Dispatch:Plan 

• Simple cycle gas turbines are exempt from the emis

sions dispatch plan; see VII(g)(2). 

Alternative energy projects as defined in VII(g)(l) 

are exempt from the emissions dispatch plan. 
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V. Requirements and Compliance Schedules 

This part does not apply to Option 4 

(a) Stage I Requirements and Compliance Schedll'le 

This section V(a) does not apply to Option 3. 

The owner or operator of an existing electric power generating 

system shall comply with the following requirements for 

Stage I: 

(1) Stage I Emissions Reductions 

Emissions of oxides of nitrogen shall be reduced to 

no more than the emissions allowed by the Stage I rates 

in Part VI. This reduction shall be accomplished as 

expeditiously as practicable but not later than 

December 31, 1983. 

For Option land Option 2, the following requirements shall 

be fulfilled: 

(A) Prior to June l , 1980, Submit a final contra l pl an 

to the executive Officer/Air Pollution Control Officer 

for his or her approval. Also submit a copy of this 

final control plan to the Executive Officer of the 

Air Resources Board. The final control plan shall 

include as a minimum; 

(i) A description of compliance steps. This description 

shall include a list of the steps that will be 
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taken at each electric power generating 

unit to comply with the Stage I compliance 

schedule. The description must contain a 

construction schedule. The construction 

schedule must show that the construction and 

equipment installation phases of the final 

control plan will be completed prior to 

September l, 1983, The description of 

compliance steps must also show that the 

Stage I maximum emission rates allowed by 

Part VI will be achieved by December 31, 1983. 

(ii} Unit tables. A unit table shall be submitted 

for each unit in the system. Each unit table 

shall show the estimated emissions when the 

controls required for Stage I compliance are 

applied and the unit is burning oil. 

Each unit table shall show the rate of emissions 

of oxides of nitrogen at each of 10 equally 

spaced load points from minimum load to rated 

maximum load. The rate shall be shown in pounds 

of oxides of nitrogen per net megawatt hour. The 

rate shown must be the rate to which the unit 

shall be controlled to achieve compliance with 
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the Stage I maximum emissions rates in Part 

YI for Option l or Option 2, 

(B} Prior to July 1. 1980. Sign initial contracts for 

the construction and installation of equipment that 

wi 11 lead to the achievement of the Stage I maximum 

emission rates as required by Part VI of this Rule; 

issue orders for the purchase of component parts 

necessary to accomplish such reductions. 

(C} Prior to September l, 1983. Complete construction 

and installation of emissions control equipment 

and component parts as indicated on the construction 

schedule for the final control plan. 

(D) Prior to December 31, 1983. Demonstrate compliance 

by achieving the Stage I maximum emission rates of 

Part VI of this Rule. Such demonstration shall also 

include the submission to the Executive Officer/Air 

Pollution Control Officer for his or her approval 

a unit table for each unit. Measured emissions at 

each unit shall not exceed the emissions at any point 

or increment on the unit table. In addition, a 
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system..wide composite unit table shall show that 

emissions from the system sha 11 not exceed the 

Stage I maximum emission rates of Part VI of this 

Rule, This system-wide composite unit table shall be 

constructed in accordance with the criteria set forth 

• 
in VI(a). 

(2) Requirements for an Approvable Final Control Plan 

An approvable final control plan shall: 

(A) Result in compliance with Stage I emissions reduction 

- requirements as expeditiously as practicable; 

(B) Satisfy the minimum requirements for a description 

of compliance steps pursuant to V(a)(l)(A)(i); satisfy 

the minimum requirements for unit tables pursuant to 

V(a)(l)(A)(ii); and 

(C) With reasonable certainty prevent localized violations 

of ambient air quality standards. 

(D) Show the schedule of conservation efforts, construction 

or procurement of each new source or conservation of 

electrical energy which will result in a system-wide 

reduction of emissions of oxides of nitrogen emitted 
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in the South Coast Air Basin/Ventura County below 

average 1974 through 1978 annua 1 average emissions. 

pursuant to § 1s V(a}(6) & V(a)(7). The schedule of 

construction or procurement shall show: 

Cil 

(ii) 

(iii) 

-

the date of approval of officers of the utility 

to proceed with the construction or procurement; 

the date by which contracts sha11 be signed for 

new electrical energy for which construction 

is not required; 

the latest dates for the following construction 

steps: 

Approval of contracts for construction 

Commencement of construction 

Completed installation of major equipment items 

such as turbines or boilers 

Generation of electrical energy needed to 

accomplish the emission reduction claimed in 

subsection V(a)(2)(E). 

(E) for each of the years covered by the final control plan 

state the annual system-wide reduction in nitrogen oxide 

emissions which shall be achieved as a result of each 

new source of energy or conservation for the South 

Coast Air Basin/Ventura County. 
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(F) State the maximum amount of emissions of oxides of 

nitrogen which shall be emitted from the utility's 

system on any calendar day for each of the years to 

the final date of the plan. Emissions greater than the 

amount approved constitute a violation of this rule. 

(G) State the maximum amount of electrical energy which 

shall be generated by the utility's combustion units 

in the South Coast Air Basin/Ventura County in each 

of the years covered by the plan. 

(H) Describe the equipment which shall be installed and 

operated on the utility's existing units to reduce 

emissions by the amount claimed for new electrical 

energy or conservation in the event that such new 

energy or conservation or alternative new energy or 

conservation will not be obtained by the date specified 

in the schedule required by §V(a)(2)(D). Also show 

the latest date by which such equipment shall be 

installed and operated. 

(3) Unapprovable Final Control Plan is a Violation 

Submission of a final control plan that does not meet the 

criteria specified in IV(b)(2} above is a violation of this 
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Rule, Such violation shall commence on June 1, 1980. 

Such violation shall remain in effect until an acceptable 

final control plan has been approved by the Executive 

Officer/Air Pollution Control Officer, 

• 
(4} Reduced Emissions Reduction Requirements for Stage I 

Compliance 

The emission reduction requirements for Stage I compliance 

may be reduced for a untt(s) provided all of the following 

are fulfil led: 

(A) The final control plan meets the requirements of 

V(a)(_l }(A) and V(a)(2); 

(B) All of the emissions reduction equipment installed 

te to comply with Stage I maximum allowable emissions 

rates of Part VI is operated at its full emissions 

reductions potential; 

(C) Additional emissions reduction methods have been 

applied to all units if such methods are: 

(i) Capable of being installed within the time 

left for Stage I compliance, that is, by December 

31 , 1983; and 
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(ii) More cost-effective than the least cost-effective 

control that has been installed to comply with 

Stage I other than the use of equipment to inject 

ammonia in the presence of a catalyst (selective 

catalytic reduction). Cost-effectiveness shall 

be computed in terms of 1979 dollars per pound 

of oxides of nitrogen removed. 

(D) The Executive Officer/Air Pollution Control Officer 

has published for at least 30 days a notice asking 

for public comment on the proposal to excuse the 

owner or operator from compliance with unit tables 

for the affected units; 

(E) The Executive Officer/Air Pollution Control Officer 

determines after a review of all comments and all 

evidence that compliance with the subject unit 

table(s) is not reasonably achieveable. This review 

shall include an evaluation of emission control 

techniques used elsewhere in this country and jn 

other countries; 

(Fl The Executive Officer of the Air Resources Board 
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concurs with th.e determination made by the Executive 

Officer/Air Pollution Control Officer; 

CGl When the Stage I emission reduction requirements for 

a □ nit have been reduced under the provisions of 

V(a)(4)(A) through V (a) (4 )(F) above. the Stage II 

compliance requirements for the affected unit are 

altered as follows: 

(i) On the first scheduled shutdown after January 1, 

1984, control equipment for meeting Stage II 

maximum emissions rates of Part VI shall be 

installed on that unit; 

(ii) Within 90 days of being excused under the 

provisions of V(a)(4)(A) through V(a)(4)(F), 

the system owner or opera tor sha11 submit a 

plan to the Executive Officer/Air Pollution 

Control Officer. The plan shall show the 

steps to be taken to insta11 the control 

equipment necessary to meet Stage lI emission 

rates for th:e affected unit; and 

(iii) Within 90 days of completion of equipment 

installation to meet Stage II emissions rates, 

the system owner or operator shall demonstrate 

compliance with the maximum emissions rates of 

Stage II for the affected unit. 
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(5) Units Exempted·from·stage·r·compltance 

Existing combined cycle generattng units are exempt 

from Stage I requirements. 

Alternative energy projects as defined in VII(g)(l) 

are exempt from Stage I requirements. 

(6) Additional Replacement of In-Basin Generated Electrical 

Energy by New Electrical Energy or Conservation is an 

Acceptable Method of Reducing Emissions 

Reduction of South Coast Air Basin/Ventura County emissions 

by the replacement of in.-basi'n generated electrical 

energy by new electrical energy or conservation is an 

acceptable methed of achi'evfog emi'ssion' reductions in 

the final control plan provtded that the electric 

utility owner or operator demonstrates to the satisfaction 

of the Executive Offi'cer/Air Pollution Control Officer 

that: 

(A} The owner or operator has a legally enforceable 

entitlement to such replacement power which lasts 

for the peri'od durfog which the reduction in 

emissions ts claimed; 
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(B) Legally enforceable commitments are made in the 

ftnal control plan to i'nstall and operate 

control equipment on tn-bastn unitCsJ or 

obtain equivalent alternative energy to reduce 

emissions by the amount claimed for replacement 

power in the event that such replacement 

power is not obtained by the date specifi'ed 

in the final control plan for achtevtng such 

claimed emissions reductions; and 

(C) Emissions are reduced by the amounts claimed 

in the final control plan and in accordance with 

the schedule in that plan. 

(D) The util tty will tmp1ement programs which will 

reduce consumption of electrical energy by the 

amount claimed. 

Prior to approval of a final control plan the Executive 

Officer/Air Pollution Control Officer may require the 

surrender for modificati'on of permits to construct 

and/or operate pursuant to subsection VrI(e). 
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(7) Methodology for Clatmtng Credit for Consev,vation 

Efforts or New El ectrtca1 Tnergy 

The owner or operator who claims emtssion reducttons 

for conservation efforts or new energy shall compute 

such reduct; ons according to the method gi'ven here. 

The method is described in text form, and an illustration 

is provided, The sample ts calcutated for one load 

increment for one unit, I'f credit for conservation 

efforts or new energy is to be claimed, these 

calculations shall be performed for each load increment 

for each .unit. 

The Following Steps Assume No Replacement Power is 

Available 

A. Determine the hourly emissions in pounds with 

controls applied to each of the 10 load 

'increments for the unit. This value is derived 

from the unit table used for compliance with 

the maximum anowable emissions rate tables in 

Part VI of the Rule assuming no replacement power 

is available. Enter this number in the appropriate 

block in Row A. In the samoJe oroblem, the figure 

is 100 pounds/hour at load increment 7. 
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Example of Calculations for 
Replacement Electrical Energy 

Unit xyz 

Assume N0 Rep1acement Power Ava,. 1 ab1e . 

pJ/ 

• 
B 

C 

E 

LOAD INCREMENT . 

:sum ot 
annual 
emissions 
for unit 3/1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

Hourly emissions 
(pounds) with 
controls applied
assuming no 
reolacement oower 

100 

Average annual 
hours of operation
in 1974 through 
1978* . 

500 

Average annual 
emissions 
without 
rep 1 acemen t 
power 
(A times Bl 

50,000 

. 

o# 

Average annua 1 
emissions from the svstem = sum of unit annual emissions (Dl for all units 

A 1ssume Re, acement Power ,\vai l 1ab e 
Hourly emissions 
(pounds) with 150 
relaxed controls 
assuming re-
placement 
power 
Annual hours 
of operation 200 
in 1984 with 
replacement 

. 

oower ' 
Annual emiss1ons 

I~with replacement 30,000 
power
(F times G) 
Averaoe annual emissions from the svstem = sum of unit annua emissions l J for all units 

H 

J 

1/ Row A from unit tables used for compliance with Part Vof the r.ule. 
2/ Row Fis from unit tables with less stringent controls applied than in Row A.
JI. Annual emissions from a unit equals the sum of annual emissions at each of the 

10 load increments. 

* See Paragraph V(a)(7)(B) 

• 

L 
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B. Esti'mate the average annual hours of operation 

at each of the 10 load increment tn base years 

1974 through 1978 by a method acceptable to 

the Executive Officer/Afr Pollution Control 

Officer. Estimates must agree with actual 

capacity factors for units. Enter this estimate 

in the appropriate block fo Row B. In this 

sample, the hours at load increment 7 are 

500 hours. The number of hours shall be 

consistent with capacity factors in the Common 

Forecasting Methodology III approved by the 

Energy Commission. 

c. Determine the average annual emissions for 

each of the 10 load incre~ents if no replacement 

power is supplied. To do this, multiply the 

appropriate entries in Row A by the appropriate 

entries in Row B. In this sample, 

100 lbs/hr times 500 hrs/yr= 50,000 lbs/yr 
at load increment 7 

D. Determine the average annual emissions for the 

unit. This is done by adding the average annual 

emissions at each of the 10 load increments 

calculated in Step C. 
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E. Determine the systems total average annual 

emissions-· if no :replacement power is available 

and adequate controls are applied to each 

unit to comply with the maximum allowable 

emissions rate table in Part VI of the Rule. 

To do this, add the average annual emissions 

from each unit in the system as calculated 

in Step D. 

The Following Steps Assume Replacement Power is 

Available 

F. Determine the hourly emissions in pounds with 

relaxed controls applied to each of the 10 load 

increments for the unit. This value is derived 

from relaxing controls that are assumed for the 

unit in Step A. Enter this number in the 

appropriate block on Row F. In the sample problem, 

the emissions for the less stringently controlled 

unit at load increment 7 is now 150 pounds/hr. 
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G. Determine the average annual hours of operation 

at each of the 10 load increments in 1984 assuming 

replacement power is available. Enter this 

estimate in the appropriate block in Row G. 

In this sample, the hours at load increment 7 

with replacement power available is 200 hours. 

H. Determine the average annual emissions for each 

of the 10 load increments if replacement power 

is supplied and controls are relaxed. To do 

this, multiply the appropriate entries in Row F 

by the appropriate entries in Row G. In this 

sample, 

150 lbs/hr times 200 hrs= 30,000 lbs/yr 
at load increment 7 

I. Determine the average annual emissions for the 

unit with relaxed controls and new hours of 

operation by adding the average annual emissions 

at each of the 10 load increments calculated 

in Step H. 

J. Determine the system's total annual emissions 

if replacement power is available and controls 

are relaxed on some units. To do this, add the 

annual emissions from each unit as calculated 

in Step I. 
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(BI Vi'olatton Of Cantro1 P11an is a Vte:ilatton of Rule 

A vtolatton of an approval final control plan is a violation of 

this rule. Where the [xecuti've Officer/Air Pollution Control 

Officer determines that a violation of the schedules of equipment 

installation or procurement of new power shown in the Final 

Control Plan has occurred, as a result of circumstances beyond 

the control of the affected utility, a "Notice to Comply" shall 

first be i'ssued to the violating uttl ity before the issuance of 

MY "Notice of Violati'on," Failure to correct the violation 

withtn stxty days from the date of issuance of "Notice to 

Comply" shall be followed by a "Notice of Violation" of the rule 

and enforcement action. 
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(b} Stage n Regutrements and Compliance Schedule 

The owner or operator of an existing e1 ectric power generating 

system shall comply with the following -requirements for 

Stage n. 
f1 J ·Stage· n ·Emissions · Reductions 

Emtss i·ons of oxtdes of nitrogen s ha 11 be reduced to no 

11'10re than the emissions al lowed by the Stage II rates 

in Part VI. This reduction shall be accompanied as 

expeditiously as practicable but not later than 

January 1. 1990 for Options 1 and 3 and January 1, 1988 

for Clpti'on 2. 

Por Options 1, 2, and 3 the following requirements shall 

be fulfi 11 ed: 

(A) li) Prior to July 1, 1984, for Option 1 or July 1, 

1981, for Option 2 or January 1, 1981 for Option 

3. 3ubmit a final control plan to the Executive 

Officer/Air Pollution Control Officer for his 

or her approval. Also submit a copy of this 

final control plan to the Executive Officer of the 

Ai'r Resources Board. 
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(ttJ Por Optton 2, the final control plan shall show 

the completton of all the work that cannot 

be done while the unit is operating but that 

ts necessary for the proper operation of control 

equif'llllent, This work shall be done during the 

first scheduled shutdown of the unit after 

January 1, 1984. 

(iii) Par Option 3, the final control plan shall show 

the comp1eti'on of all the work that cannot be 

done while the unit is operating but that is necessary 

for the proper operation of control equipment. 

Thts work shall be done during the first scheduled 

shutdown of the unit after January 1, 1982. For 

the purpose of this section, a scheduled shutdown 

shall be a scheduled major maintenance shutdown which 

the utility uses for the purpose of preventative 

maintenance and which ts scheduled at least eighteen 

months prior to the shutdown. Postponement of a 

shutdown does not exempt the owner or operator of a 

system from the requirement~ to install controls. 
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I'n the event thltt the owner or operator of such 

ut;,1 i-ty can demonstrate to the District's Hearing 

Beard that controls on a unit cannot be installed 

during the first scheduled shutdown because: 1, 

The control equipment cannot be acquired from 

suppHer(s, in time for the shutdown, or 2, The 

amount of time required for the iniitallation of 

equipment would cause the duration of the shutdown 

to be extended such that the reliability of tne system 

would be jeopardized, then the Hearing Board may 

extend the date by which controls must be installed 

on that unit by not more than two years. Such a 

variance shall not affect the requirement to install 

control equipment on other units. If the provisions 

of this paragraph relating to Option 3 are found to 

be invaltd or unenforceable, Option 3 as specified 

in this Rule shall not be available as a method 

of compliance with the provisions of this Rule. 

Additional Minimum Requirements for a Final Control Plan 

for Stage n include: 
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(iv) · 'A',Bescrf,ptJsm ·of· Comp1 iance •Steps, 

Thts descrtption sha11 include a 1ts t of the 

steps that will be taken at each electric power 

generating unit to comply wir1th<the Stage II 

cornp1i'ance schedule. The description must 

contitn a constructton schedule. The construction 

and equipment installation phases of the final 

control plan will be completed prior to October 1, 

1989, for Option 1, or prior to October 1, 1987, 

for Option 2 or prior to October 1, 1987 for Option 

3, Thts description shall also show that the 

Stage 11111axtmum emission rates allowed by Part VI 

of this •Rule shall be achieved by January 1, 1990, 

for Options 1 and 3 or by January 1, 1988 for Option 

2, 

Cv) Untt Tables 

A unit table shall be submitted for each unit 

in the system. Each unit table shall show the 

estimated emisstons when the controls required 

for S·tage I'! compliance are applied and the unit 

i's burning oi'l • 

Each unit table shall show the rate of emissions 
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oxides of nitrogen at each of 10 equally 

spaced load points from minimum load to 

rated maximum load. The rate shall be 

shown in pounds of oxides of nitrogen 

per net megawatt hour. The rate shown 

shall be the rate to which the unit shall 

be controlled to achieve compliance with 

the Stage II maximum emissions rates in 

Part VI. 

(vi'J S'chedul e of Scheduled Shutdowns 

The plan shall include a schedule of scheduled 

shutdowns of units where such shutdowns have 

a duration of six weeks or more. 

CS) Prtor to January 1. 1985. for Option 1 or prior to 

January 1. 1982. for Option 2 or January 1, 1981 for 

OpHon 3, S·tgn initial contracts for the construction 

and installation of equipment that will lead to the 

achievement of the Stage II maximum emission rates as 

required by· Part VI of this Rule; issue orders for the 

purchase of component parts necessary to accomplish such 

reduct tons. 

(C) Pri'or to October 1, 1989, for Option 1 or prior to 

October 1, 1987, for Option 2 or prior to October 1, 1987 

for Option 3. complete construction and installation of 

emissions control equipment and component parts as. 

indicated on the construction schedule of the final control 

plan. 
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CD) Prior to January 1, 1990, for Options 1 and 3 or prior 

to January 1, 1988, for Option 2. Demonstrate 

compliance by achieving the Stage II maximum emission 

rates of Part VI of tflis Rule, Such demonstration shall 

a1so include the submission to the Executive Officer/Air 

Po11utton Control Officer for his or her approval a 

unit table for each unit. Measured emissions at each 

untt sha11 not exceed the emissions at any point or 

increment on the unit table. In addition, a system-wide 

composite unit table shall show that emissions from the 

system sha11 not exceed the Stage II maximum emission 

rates of Part YI' of this Rule. This system-wide composite 

untt tab1e shall be constructed in accordance with the 

- criteria set forth in VI(a). 

(2) Requirements for an Approval Final Control Plan 

An ,approvable final control plan shall: 

(1) Result in compliance with Stage II emissions reduction 

requirements as expeditiously as practicable; 

(B) Satisfy the minimum requtrements for a description of 

compliance steps pursuant to V(b)(l)(A)(i); satisfy 

the minimum requirements for unit tables pursuant to 

V(b)(l)(A) (ii); and 
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(Cl Wi·th reasonab1 e certainty prevent l OCc\1i'zed viol ations 

of ambient ai'r qualtty standards, 

(D) Show the schedule of conservation efforts, construction 

or procurement of each new source or conservation 

of e1ectrica1 energy whi'ch will result tn a system-wide 

reductton of emisstons of oxides of nitrogen emitted 

in the South Coast .~dr Basin/Ventura County below 

average 1974 through 1978 annual average emissions, 

pursuant to Sections V(b)(6) and V(b)(7). The schedule 

of construction ~r proc~r~mtnt shall show: 

i) the date of approval of officers of the utility 

to proceed with the construction or procurement; 

ii) the date by which contracts shall be signed for 

new electrical energy for which construction is not 

- required; 

iii) the latest dates for the following construction steps: 

• Approval of contracts for construction 

• Commencement of construction 

• Completed installation of major equipment items 

such as turbines or boilers 

• Generation of electrical energy needed to accomplish 

the emission reduction claimed in subsection V(b) (2)(E) 
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(E) For each of the years covered by the final control 

plan state the annual amount of electrical energy 

which wi11 be produced from each new source of energy 

or conservation for the South Coast Air Bc1sin/Ventura 

County. 

(F) State the maximum amount of emissions of oxides of 

nitrogen which shall be emitted from the utility's 

system on any calendar day for each of the years to 

the final date of the plan. Emissions greater than 

the amount approved shall constitute a violation 

of this rule. 

(G) State the maximum amount of electrical energy which 

shall be generated by the utility's combustion units 

in the South Coast Air Basin/Ventura County in each 

of the years covered by the plan. 

(H) Describe the equipment which shall be installed and 

operated on the utility's existing units to reduce 

emissions by the amount claimed for new electrical 

energy or conservation in the event that such new 
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energy or conservation or alternative new energy or 

conservation will not be obtained by the date specified 

in the schedule required by Section V(b)(2)(D). 

Also show the latest date by which such equipment 

shall be installed and operated. 

(3) Unapprovable Final Control Plan is a Violation 

- An owner or operator who submits a final control plan 

that does not meet the criteria specified in V(b)(2) 

above is in violation of this Rule. Such violation shall 

commence on July 1, 1984 for Option l or July 1, 1981 

for Option 2 or January 1, 1981 for Option 3. Such 

violation shall remain in effect until an acceptable 

final control plan has been approved by the Executive 

Officer/Air Pollution Control Officer. 

(4) Reduced Emissions Reduction Requirements for Stage I I 

Compliance 

Section V(b)(4) shall not apply to Option 3 

The emissions reduct~ons required for Stage II compliance 

may be reduced provided all of the following are 

fulfilled: 
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(A) Establishment of Demonstration Unit Performance 

Demonstration unit performance shall be established 

as either: 

(i) The demonstration unit has achieved at least 

90 percent control; or 

(ii) The demonstration unit has been excused from 

compliance pursuant to VIII(a)(7). 

(B) Request by Owner or Operator 

The owner or operator may request from the Executive 

Officer/Air Pollution Control Officer a determination 

as to whether the affected system can achieve the 

Stage II maximum allowable emissions rates required 

by Part VI. 

(C) 'Re9uirement for Public Hearing
<. 

Within 60 days of receiving the request specified 

in V(b}(4)(B} above, the Executive Officer/Air 

Pollution Control Officer shall. conduct a public 

hearing on the matter. The owner or operator or 

any other interested party shall have the right to 

appear and present evidence at such hearing. 
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(D 1 Burden of Proof 

The burden of proof shall be upon the party seeking 

to be excused from compliance with Stage II emission 

rates. This party shall show that compliance with 

these rates is not technically feasible or is not 

cost-effective within the timetable set for compliance 

- by this Rule. 

(E) Determination by Executive Officer 

In making a determination, the Executive Officer/Air 

Pollution Control Officer shall consider the following 

factors: 

(i) The performance and cost-effectiveness of any 

available control measures or combinations of 

control measures including but not limited to 

the technology employed on the demonstration unit; 

(ii) The efforts taken by the owner or operator to 

effect compliance; and 

(iiil The emissions of pollutants other than o.xides 

of nitrogen. 

The Executive Officer/Air Pollution Control Officer 

shall make a determination within 30 days after the 

public hearing. 
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lf the Executive Officer/Air Pollution Control 

Officer determines that compliance with Stage II 

emissions rates is not technically feasible or 

cost-effective, the Executive Officer/Air Pollution 

Control Officer shall modify the Stage II maximum 

allowable emission rates in Part VI of this Rule. 

The modifications shall be made to the extent 

dictated by the evidence. 

(5) Units Exempted from Stage II Compliance 

Existing combined cycle generating units are exempt from 

Stage II requirements. 

Alternative energy projects as defined in VII(g)(l) are 

exempt from Stage II requirements. 

(6) Additional Replacement of In-Basin Generated Electrical 

Energy by New Electical Energy or Conservation is an 

Acceptable Method of Reducing Emissions 

Reduction of South Coast Air Basin/Ventura County 

emissions by the replacement of in-basin generated 

electrical energy by new electrical energy or 

conservation is an acceptable method of achieving" 

emission reductions in the final control plan provided 
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that the electric utility owner or operator demonstrates 

to the satisfaction of the Executive Officer/Air 

Pollution Control Officer that: 

(A} The owner or operator has a legally enforceable 

- entitlement to such replacement power which lasts 

for the period during which the reduction in emissions 

is claimed; 

(B)" Legally enforceable commitments are made in the final 

- control plan to install and operate control equipment 

on in-basin unit(s) or obtain equivalent alternative 

energy to reduce emissions by the amount claimed for 

replacement power in the event that such replacement 

power is not obtained by the date specified in the 

final control plan for achieving such claimed emissions 

reductions; and 

(C) Emissions are reduced by the amounts claimed in the 

final control plan and in accordance with the schedule 

in that plan. 
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(D) The utility will implement programs which will reduce 

consumption of electrical energy by the amount 

claimed. 

Prior to approval of a final control plan the Executive 

Officer/Air Pollution Control Officer may require the 

surrender for modification of permits to construct and/or 

- operate pusuant to subsection VII(e). 

(7) Methodology for Claiming Credit for Conservation Efforts 

or New Electrical Energy 

The owner or operator who claims emission reductions for 

conservation efforts or new energy shall compute such 

reductions according to the method given here. The 

method is described in text form, and an illustration 

is provided. The sample is calculated for one load 

increment for one unit. If credit for conservation efforts 

or new energy is to be claimed, these calculations shall 

be performed for each load increment for each unit. 

The following Steps Assume No Replacement Power is Available 

A. Determine the hourly emissions in pounds with controls 

applied to each of the 10 load increments for the unit. 

This value is derived from the unit table used for 

compliance with the maximum allowable emissions rate 
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tables in Part VI of the Rule assuming no replacement 

power is available. Enter this number in the appropriate 

block in Row A. In the sample problem, the figure is 

100 pounds/hour at load increment 7. 

B. Estimate the average annual hours of operation at 

each of the 10 load increments in base years 1974 

through 1978 by a method acceptable to the Executive 

Officer/Air Pollution Control Offtcer. Estimates 

must agree with the actual capacity factors of the 

units. Enter this estimate in the appropriate block 

in Row B. In this sample, the hours at load increment 

7 are 500 hours. The number of hours shall be 

consistent with capacity factors in the Common 

Forecasting Methodology III approved by the Energy 

Commission. 

C. Determine the average annual emissions for each of 

the 10 load increments if no replacement power is 

supplied. To do this, multiply the appropriate 

entries in Row A by the appropriate entries in Row B. 

In this sample, 

100 lbs/hr times 500 hrs/yr= 50,000 lbs/yr 
at load increment 7 

D, Determine the average annual emissions for the unit. 

This is done by adding the average annual emissions at 

each of the 10 load increments calculated in Step C. 
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Example of Calculations for 
Replacement Electrical Energy 

Unit xyz 

Assume N0 Repl acement power Ava i l ab l e 

rJj 

B 

E 

LOAD ItlCREMENT 
Sum OT 
annual 
emissions 
for unit 3/1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

Hourly emissions 
(pounds) with 
controls applied
assuming no 
replacement power . 

100 

Average annual 
hours of operation
in 1974 through 
1978* 

500 
. 

. 

Average annual 
emissions 
without . 
replacement 
power
(A times B) 

. 

50,000 o1! 

Average annual 
emissions from the system= sum of unit annual emissions (D) for all units 

Assume Re lacement Power Available 
Hourly emissions 

, (pounds) with 
relaxed controls -·· 
assuming re-
placement 
pow~r 
Annual hours of opera-
tion in 1990 for Option 
1 &3 or 1988.for :.t 
Ootion 2 with re-
Placement oower 

Annual emissions 
with replacement 
cower · 

H 

(F times G) 

. ' 
150 L 

200 

I 

r'Y. 30,000 

Il for all unitsAverage annual emissions from the. svstem = sum of unit annual emissionsJ 

1/ Row A from unit tables used for compliance with Part V of the r.ule. 
y Row Fis from unit tables with less stringent controls applied than in Row A. 
~/ Annual emissions from a unit equals the sum of annual emissions at each of the 

10 load increments. 

* See Paragraph V(b)(7){B) 

• 
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E. Determine th.e systems total average annual emissions 

if no replacement power is available and adequate 

controls are applied to each unit to comply with the 

maximum allowable emissions rate table in Part VI 

of th~ Rule. To do this, add the average annual 

emissions from each unit in the system as calculated 

in Step D. 

The Fo 11 owing Steps Assume Replacement Power is Avail ab~ e 

F, Determine the hourly emissions in pounds with relaxed 

controls applied at each of the 10 load increments for the 

unit. This value is derived from relaxing controls 

that are assumed for the unit in Step A. Enter this 

number in the appropriate block on Row F. In the 

sample problem, the emissions for the less 

stringently controlled unit at load increment 7 is 

now 150 pounds/hr. 

G. Determine the average annual hours of operation at 

each of the 10 load increment in 1990 for Option 1 

and 3 or 1988 for Option 2 assuming replacement 

power is available. Enter this estimate in the 

appropriate block in Row G. In the sample, the 

hours at load increment 7 with replacement power 

available is 200 hours. 
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H, Determine the average annual emissions for each of 

the 10 load increments if replacement power is 

supplied and controls are relaxed. To do this, 

multiply the appropriate entries in Row F by the 

appropriate entries in Row G. In this sample, 

150 lbs/hr times 200 hrs= 30,000 lbs/yr 
at load increment 7 

I, Determine the average annual emissions for the unit 

with relaxed controls and new hours of operation by 

adding the average annual emissions at each of the 

10 load increments calculated in Step H. 

J. Determine the system's total annual emissions if 

replacement power is available and controls are 

relaxed on some units. To do this, add the annual 

emissions from each unit as calculated in Step I. 

K. The system's total annual emissions with replacement 

power and relaxed controls shall be less than or 

equal to the system's total annual emissions with 

no replacement power and with adequate controls 

applied to each unit to meet the maximum allowable 

emissions rate tables in Part (VI) of the Rule. 

Specifically J shall be less than or equal to E. 
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(8} Violation of Control Plan is a Violation of Rule 

A violation of an approved final control plan is a 

violation of this rule. Where the Executive Officer/Air 

Pollution Control Officer determines that a violation 

of the schedules of equipment installation or procurement 

of new power shown in the Final Control Plan has occurred, 

as a result of circumstances beyond the control of the 

affected utility, a "Notice to Comply" shall first be 

issued to the violating utility before the issuance 

of any "Notice of Violation." Failure to correct the 

violation within sixty days from the date of issuance 

of "Notice to Comply" shall be followed by a "Notice of 

Violation" of the rule and enforcement action. 
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(9) At any time after January 1, 1982, the owner 

or operator may petition the Air Resources 

Board to amend the requirements of this rule, 

based upon circumstances which have changed since 

the date of adoption of this rule, including, 

but not by way of limitation, the following: 

(A) The cost-effectiveness or techni ca1 feasibility 

of emission control equipment comtemplated 

in any control plan submitted pursuant to 

this ruleo 

• 

(B) The effect of power plant NOx emission on 

federal and state ambient air quality standards 

and the cost-effectiveness of power plant 

NOx reduction to achieve or maintain such 

ambient air quality standards . 

(C} Federal or state law, rules, regulations, or 

policy affecting the utilization of gas or 

oil as power plant fuel. 
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Part VI. MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE EMISSIONS RATE TABLES 

This part does not apply to Option 4. 

(a) Table Criteria 

The criteria set forth here were assumed in the construction 

of the maximum allowable emissions rate tables: 

(11 All existing electric power generating units were 

considered to be available and burning oil; 

(2) Each unit of the syst1em was assumed to have nine 

equal increments of load between the unit's minimum 

load and its rated maximum load and one increment 

of load between zero load and minimum load; 

(J) The incremental rate of emissions was determined for 

each increment of load assumed in Criterion 2 above. 

This rate is based on the assumption that emission 

controls required for compliance with the appropriate 

stage are installed and properly operating on the unit. 

The rate is calculated in incremental pounds of emissions 

of oxides of nitrogen per incremental net megawatt hour; 

(4) A unit table was prepared for each electrical power 

generating unit. Each unit table is based on Criteria 

1, 2, and 3 above. Each unit table was constructed to 

show the rate of emissions at each of 10 equally spaced 

load points from minimum load to maximum rated load; 

(5) The increments of load identified in Criteria 2 and 

3 above were ranked in order of increasing incremental 

pounds per net megawatt hour; 
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(6) Individual unit tables,were combined for each size 

electrical power generating system shown:in the maximum 

allowalbe emissions rate tables; and 

(7) Demand for electrical energy was assumed to be filled 

by changing load in the increments identified in 

Criterion 2 above and in the order determined in Criterion 

5 above. For the purpose of filling the next highest 

system-wide increment of deamnd, no unit was assumed to 

be reduced in load. In addition, no increment of load 

was used unless all lower increments for that same unit 

had been used. 

(b) Construction of Additional Tables 

The construction of any additional maximum allowable 

emissions rate tables or system-wide composite unit tables 

shall be accomplished in accordance with the criteria in 

V(a) above. 

In addition, any other method of adding increments of 

capacity of units to satisfy system-wide load can be 

used provided it is shown to yield equivalent results. 
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Part VI MAXIM.IM ALLOWABLE EMISSIONS RATE T/\BLES 
TABLE I

• 
MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE RATE OF EMISSIONS OF OXIDES 

OF NITROGEN ASSUMING THAT All ELECTRIC POWER GENERATING UNITS IN THE 

SYSTEM ARE AVAILABLE. AS A FUNCTION OF NET SYSTEM LOAD FOR ELECTRIC 

POWER GENERATING SYSTEMS HAVING A TOTAL GENERATING CAPACITY OF 

GREATER THAN 5000 MEGAWATTS AS OF JANUARY 1, 1978 

MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE MAXIMUMALLOWABLE RATE OF 
• RATE OF OXIDES OF OXIDES OF NITROGEN EMISSIONS 

NITROGEN EMISSIONS POUNDS/HOUR, ON OR AFTER 
NET SYSTEM LOAD POUNDS/HOUR, ON OR JANUARY 1, 1990 FOR Options for 1 &3 
IN MEGAWATTS _AFTER DECEMBER 31, 1983 AFTER JANUARY l, 1988 FOR OPTION 2 

Option 1 

500 1-33 
1000 1,234 
1500 I,736 
2000 2,238
2500 2,758 
3000 3,331 

· 3500 3.904 
4000 4,478
4500 5,054 
5000 5,632
5500 6,211
6000 6,800
6500 7,400 
7000 3,210 
7500 9,002
8000 10.370 
8500 12,762
9000 or Greater 30,217 

Option 2·,· 

808 
1,430 
2,052 
2,673 
3,295 
3,917 
4.642 
5,402 
6,197 
7,042 
7,887 
8,732 
9,577 

10,422 
11,267 
12,650 
·1s.115 
36,463 

88 
173 
255 
332 
424 
519 
633 
731 
839 
948 

1071 
1186 
1318 
1459 
1627 
1871 
2312 
5709 

NOTE: To determine the maximum allowable emissions for net system loads 
other than those shown, use linear interpolation between the two 
net system loads that bracket the net system load desired. 

https://MAXIM.IM
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TABLE: lI 

MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE RAll OF tMISS!ONS OF OXIDES 

OF NITROGEN ASSUMING THAT ALL ELECTRIC POWER GENERATING UNITS IN THE 

SYSTEM ARE AVAILABLE, AS A FUNCTION OF NET SYSTEM LOAD FOR ELECTRIC 

POWER GENERATING SYSTEMS HAVING A TOTAL GENERATING CAPACITY OF 

LESS THAN 5000 MEGAWATTS AND EQUAL TO OR MORE 

THAN 500 MEGAWATTS AS OF JANUARY 1, 1978 

.MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE. MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE RATE OF 
RAT£ OF OXIDES OF OXIDES OF NITROGEN EMISSIONS 
NITROGEN EMISSIONS POUNDS/HOUR, ON OR AFTER - NET SYSTEM LOAD POUNDS/HOUR, ON OR JANUARY l, T990 FOR Options 1 & 3 _ 

IN MEGAWATTS AFTER DECEMBER 31 1 1983 AFTER JANUARY 12 1988 FOR OPTION 2 

Option 1 Opt~on 2 

200 271 305 27 
400 482 588 54 - 600 693 871 88 
800 912 1,154 130

TIJQO . 1,133 1,437 159 
1200 1,355 1,720 205 
1400 1,576 2,003 243 
1600 1,790 2,286 290 
1800 1,969 2,570 335 
2000 2,195 2,853 390 
2200 2,407 3,136 439 
2400 2,749 · 3,419 507 
2600 3,281 3,854 581 - 2800 3,945 4.533 674 
3000 4,783 5,372 . 784 
3200 . 5,890 6,479 919 
3400 or 8,401 8,989 1199 

Greater 

NOTE: To determine the maximum allowable emissions for net system loads 
other than those shown, use 1inear i nterpo 1 ati-on between the two 
net system loads that bracket the net system load desired. 
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• 
TABLE III 

MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE RATE OF EMISSIONS OF OXIDES 

OF NITROGEN ASSUMING THAT All ELECTRIC POWER GENERATING UNITS IN THE 

SYSTEM ARE AVAILABLE, AS A FUNCTION OF NET SYSTEM LOAD FOR ELECTRIC 

POWER GENERATING SYSTEMS HAVING A TOTAL.GENERATING CAPACITY OF 

LESS THAN 500 MEGAWATTS AS OF JANUARY l, 1978 

MAXIMUM.ALLOWABLE MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE RATE OF 
RATE OF OXIDES OF OXIDES OF NITROGEN EMISSIONS 
NITFOGEN EMISSIONS POUNDS/HOUR, ON OR AFTER- NET SYSTEM LOAD · POUNDS/HOUR. ON OR JANUARY l, 1990 .FOR Options l & 3 

IN MEGAWATTS AFTER DECEMBER 3lz 1983 AFTER JANUARY 1, 1988 FOR OPTION 2 

02tion l Oetion 2 

-
, 

-

20 64 82 7 
40 103 137 12 
60 154 192 18 
80 206 247 26 

100 257 302 35 
120 311 368 46 
140 370 439 58 

· 160 428 . 510 72 
180 503 581 86 
200 587 681 105 
220 756 850 130 
240 or greater 996 1,090 166 

NOTE: To deterinine the maxinium allowable emissions for net system loads 
other than those shown, use linear interpolation between.the two 
net system loads that bracket the net system load desired. 
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VII . (a) Data Requirements 

Part vn. ADDITIONAL PROVISIONS 
• 

This part does not apply to Option 4. 

{a) Data Requirements 

(1) Data to be Otita i ned by Measurements 

Any oxides of nitrogen emissions data required by this 

Rule shall be based on measurements of emissions on 

applicaole units. Such measurements shall be conducted 

at times and in a manner acceptable to the Executive 

Officer/Air Pollution Control Officer 

The term "Any oxides of ni:trogen emissions datall used 

above includes that data on which unit tables are based. 

(2) Need for Addtttona1 rnformAtton 

··Additional information that is deemed necessary by the 

Executive Officer/Air Pollution Control Officer -rto 

ascertain the validity of submitted data shall be furnished 

to the ExecuUve Officer/1\ir Po1 l ution c&ntrol Officer 

the owner or operator of the effected unit within 

60 days of the Executive Officer's/ Air Po11 ut ion Controij 

Officer's written request. 

(3) Resolving Discrepancies in Data 

If the Executive Officer/ Air Pollution Control Officer 

determines that the rate of emissions of oxides 

of nitrogen from any unit is different from the rate shown 
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VII (c) 11.greement to 
Combined Systems 

in the data submitted for approval, the Executive 

Officer/Air Pollution Control Officershall notify 

in writing the owner or operator that a difference 

exists. The Executive Officer/ Air Po11 ution. 

Contra l Officer may then substitute the data from 

his or her determination for the data submitted. 

( b) Interpolation 

The rate of emissions of oxides of nitrogen at points in the 

operating range of a unit or system that is not coincident 

with data submitted shall be detennJ.ned by linear interpolation 

between the two points that bracket the point desired. 

( g Agreement to Combine Systems 

Owners or operators of electrical power generating systems 

may enter into mutual written agreements to combine systems. 

For the purposes of this Rule, these combined systems shall 

be considered as one. If systems are combined, the maximum 

allowable emissions rate table in Part VI of this Rule anci which 

·;s applicable to said owners or operators shall be superseded 

and replaced by a new ta~le of like form. The new table shall 

reflect such agreement and provide for an identical level of 

system-wide control. Such revised table shall be derived by 

the Executive Officer/Air Pollution Control Officer. 

An agreement to combine systems does not alter the status of 

demonstration units. Units previously selected as demonstration 

units shall continue to serve that purpose, and the provisions 

of VIII shall remain in effect far those units1 
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. vu(e) Permit Provisi•>ns 

(d) Consultation with Other Districts 

Prior to making a detennination regarding the acceptability 

of any plans, data, or. any other information required by this 

Rule, the Executive Officer/Air Pollution Control Officer shall 

consult with the Executive Officer/Air Pollution Control'Officer 

of any other Air Pollution Control District that would be 

affected by this Rule: 

(e) Permit Provisions 

Any person operating basic equipment under permit pursuant to 

this Rule and who plans to make modifications to that 

equipment or related control equipment for the purpose 

of reducing oxides of nitrogen emissions as required by this 

Rule, shall apply for new permits to construct or operate 

both basic and control equipment involved in such reductions 

regardless ·of whether modifications or additions are to be 

made to either basic or control equipment or both. 

Existing permits to operate pertaining to the basic and control 

equipment as specified above shall be surrendered and cancelled 

when such new permits "to operate are· issued. New permits shall 

not be effective unless surrender of such existing permits is 

made. 
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{f} Continuous Monitoring of Alllllonia . 
An owner or operator of an electric power generating unit that 

uses a11U11onia to comply with this Rule shall not operate that 

unit unless the unit is equipped with instruments to 

continuously monitor and record the concentration of ammonia 

in the flue gas. Ammonia concentrations shall be monitored 

when ammonia is being introduced into the flue g~s of the 

unit. The recorded data sha 11 be retained by the owner or 

operator of the affected elect~ic power generating system for 

at least two years from the date of recording. These data 

shall be_ available for inspection and/or reproduction upon 

the request of .the Executive Officer/ Air Pollution Control Officer. 

The Executive Officer/Air Pollution Control Officer shall 

determine the acceptability of any instrument used to comply 

with this Section. Such determination shall be made prior 

to the instrument's installation. 
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VII (g). Exemptions 

(g) Exemptions 

(1) Alternative Energy Projects 

(A) Cogeneration and Alternative Fuel Units 

The provisions of this Rule do net apply to 

cogeneration units or units in which refuse-derived 

fuel or biomass fuel is burned to satisfy at least 

50 percent of the total heat demand of that unit. 

For the purposes of this Rule. a cogeneration unit is 

one that concurrently recovers for sale by the system's 

owner or operator a substantial fraction of tile input 

energy as other forms of energy for industrial or 

commercial heati~g or cooling purposes. The Executive 

Officer shall determine what a substantial fraction 

is, but in no event shall it be less than 25 percent. 

For the purposes of this Rule. cogeneration units 

do not include combined cycle generating units. 

(B) Existing Units Modified to Cogeneration Units 

Existing units modified to cogeneration units that 

do not meet the requirements for cogeneration units 

in VII(g)(l)(A) above on or before August 7, 1978, 

but are thereafter modified to meet those requirements 

shall for the purposes of this Rule be considered as 

new units. These units shall be subject to the new 

source review provisions of Regulation XIII of the 

South Coast Air Quality Management District or 

with Rule 26 of the Ventura County Air Pollution 

Control District, whichever applies. 
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VII (h}. Prohibited 
Modi fi cati on 

(2) Simple Cycle Gas Turbine Units 

The provisions of this Rule do not apply to simple cycle 

gas turbine electric power generating units. 

(3) Existing Combined Cycle Units; PARTIAi FXEMPIIQN 

Electric power generating units that are permitted to operate 

as combined cycle gas turbine units on or before August 7. 

1978 1 al"e exempt from the provisionsof th1s Rule except 

for IV(b)", "Emissions D.ispatch Plan," which applies fully. 

( h} Prohibited Modification 

An existing unit shall not be modified so as to result in a 

net increase in its emissions of oxides of nitrogen. 
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e. Part VIII• ·oEMONSTRATION UNIT 
This part does not apply to Options 3 and 4. 

(a) Demonstration Unit Requirements 

A demonstration unit is a unit selected.to demonstrate control 

technology that can be used to achieve Stage II system-wide 

reductions of 90 percent. 

(1) Applicable Unit 

A demonstration unit is an electric power generating 

unit with an electrical generating capacity equal to 

or greater than: 

(A} 100 megawatts or equivalent flue gas volume: Selection 1; or 

(B) 350 megawatts or equivalent flue gas volume: Selection 2. 

(2) Applicable System 
, 

The requirement for a demonstration unit applies only 

to owners or operators of electric power generating systems 

with power generating capacities equal to or greater than 

500 megawatts. 

{3) Number of f!equired Units · 

Each system of at least 500 megawatts shall have at least 

one demonstration unit. 

(4) Required.Emissions R~ductions 

The owner or operator of the demonstration unit shall 

reduce the rate of emissions of oxides of nitrogen by at 

least 90 percent throughout the demonstration unit's 

operating range. The rate of reduction shall be determined 

from the approved unit table for the affected unit. A 

unit table for a demonstration unit ihall meet the 

minimum requirements stated in the compliance schedule 

https://selected.to
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in VlU(a){5) below. 

(5) .D~nstration Unit Compliance Schedule 

The emission reductions required by VIII(a)(4) above shall 

be achieved as expeditiously as practicable but prior to· 

January 1, 1982, for Selection 1 or October 1. 1983, 

for Selection 2. The owner or operator of a demonstration 

unit shall fulfill the following minimum requirements: 

(A) ·'Prior to May 1, 1980, for both Selection l and 

Selection 2 submit the following to the Executive 

Officer/Air Pollution Control Officer. Also submit 

a copy_ to the Executive Officer of the Air Resources 

Board: 

(i) A final control plan that identifies the unit 

- selected to be the demonstration unit. The final 

control plan shall describe the minimum steps 

that will be ·taken to achieve the required 90 

percent reduction by January 1. 1982, for 

Selection 1 or prior to October 1, 1983, for 

Selection z. 

The final control plan shall also contain a 

construction schedule. The construction schedule 

shall show completion of the construction and 

equipment installation phases prior to October 

1, 1981. for Selection 1 or prior to July 1, 1983, 

for Selection 2. 
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(ii) Uni~ tables as described here. One unit table 

shall show em1ss1on1 upstream of control 

equipment when the unit is burning oil. A second 

unit table shall show 1stimated em'iss1ons oownstream of 

control equipment when the unit is burning oil. 

A comparison of the two unit tables shall be 

made by the Executive Officer/Air Pollution 

&ontrol Officer to determine if the 90 percent 

reduction snall be-achieved. This second 

unit table shal 1 also be used when constructing 

the system-wide composite unit tab1es•required 

for Stage I <;ompliance pursuant to V(a)(l }(D) 
I 

and for Stage II compliance pursuant to 

V(b)(l )(O). 

-(B) Prior to May 1, 1980. Sign initial contracts for the 

construction and installation of equipment that will 

begin to effect the emissions reductions required by 

this Rule; issue orders for the purchase of component 

parts to accomplish such reductions. Such contracts 

and orders sha11 be submitted to the Executive Officer/ 

Air Pollution Control Officer. Also, submit copies 

of such contracts to the Executive Officer of the Air 

Resources Board. 

:c) Prior to October 1, 1981, for Selection 1 or prior to 

July 1, 1983, for Selection 2. Complete construction 

and installation of emissions control equipment 

and component parts as indicated on the construction 

schedule of the final control plan. 
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(D) Prior to January 11 19821 for Selection l or prior to 

October 11 1983 1 for Selection 2. Demonstrate 

COIJl)liance by achieving the required 90 percent 

reduction. Such demonstration shall include the 

submission of unit tables to the Executive Officer/ 

Air Pollution Control Officer for his or her approval. 

(6) CollJlliance 

(A) Inadequate Final Control Plan is a Violation 

An inadequate final control plan is one that will not 

achieve the 90 percent emissions reduction requirement 

as expeditiously as practicable. This criterion applies 

even if the plan ensures colJl)liance by the date 

specified in the compliance schedule. 

If the Executive Officer/Air Pollution Control Officer 

determines at any time that a final control plan is 

-inadequate according to the criteria above. the owner 

or operator of the affected electric power generating 

system shall be in violation of this Rule. Such violation 

shall conmence on the date·the determination was made 

be the Executive Officer/Air Pollution Control Officer. 

Such violation shall remain in effect unttl an 

adequate final control plan has been approved by the 

Executive Officer/Air Pollution Control Officer. 

(B) Noncompliance with Plan is a Violation 

Unless otherwise excused by VIII (aX7) below, any 
. 

fail use-• to achieve and demonstrate the required 90 

percent·reduction shall constitute a violation of·this Rule. 



VI II Demons tratfon 
-65- Unit 

(7) Excusal from ~eguired Emissions Reduction 

Any system owner or operator whfch is required t~ achieve 

such 90 percent reduction shall be excused from this 

requirement if the Executive Officer/Air Pollution Control 

Officer makes a final datermination that: 

(A) The maximum achievable reduction has been demonstrated. 

{B) The maximum achievable reduction is less than 90 

percenti pond 

(C) The owner or operator has taken all reasonably 

available steps to effect such reduction. 
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Part IX Option 4 

This part does not apply to Options l, 2 and 3. 

(a) Emission Reduction Requirements 

The owner or operator of a system shall reduce system-wide annual 

average and daily maximum oxides of nitrogen emissions by 90% and 75%, 

respectively, from the system-wide average of 1974 through 1978 annual 

average and maximum daily amounts respectively b_y January 1990, the 

final compliance date for this rule. The owner or operator shall also 

reduce oxides of nitrogen emissions before 1990 by at least the 

percentages and by the dates shown in Table IX-1 of this section. In 

addition to meeting the percentage reductions identified in Table IX-1, 

the owner or operator shall obtain the further emission reductions which 

will result from compliance with the requirements of pa~agraph (e) 

of this Part IX. Except as required by Section (e), variations may be 

allowed if approved in writing by the Executive Officer/Air Pollution 

Control Officer and if the Exec~tive Officer/Air Pollution Control 

Officer determines that subsequent reductions will be achieved in 

accordance with the schedule in Table IX-1. 

Table IX-1 
NOx Emission Reduction from 

Average of Year, 1974 through 1978 

Year 
Average 

%Reduction 
Daily Maximum 
% Reduction 

1982 18 15 
1983 
1984 

27 
36 

22.5 
30 

1985 45 37.5 
1986 54 45 
1987 63 52.• 5- 1988 72 60 
1989, 81 67.5 
1990 90 75 
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Compliance with these emission reduction requirements shall be based on 

annual average and daily maximum total South Coast Air Basin/Ventura 

County emissions in tons per day, developed using unit NOx concentration 

measurements and calculated exhaust gas flow levels. These values shall 

not exceed emission limits established according to the reductions 

contained in Table IX-1. The utility shall submit on a monthly basis and 

not later than 30 days following the end of each month daily NOx emissions 

data for each unit in the South Coast Air Basin/Ventura County for the 

4lt purpose of determiming compliance. 

(b) Reduction Methods 

Emission reductions shall be accomplished by any method the utility 

- chooses including, but not limited to the following: 

(1) Application of new emission controls 

(2) Modification or optimization of existing emission controls 

(3) Use of cleaner fuels (including natural gas if under firm contract). 

(4) Reduction of generation in the South Coast Air Basin/Ventura County 

by increased generation outside that area. Such electrical energy 

shall be credited to the extent 'it reduces emissions within the 

South Coast Air Basin/Ventura County. 

(5) Least NOx dispatch 

(c) Exceptions 

The owner or operator may, during a system emergency, operates a unit or 

system in excess of the emissions limits in Section ( a) provided that 

total oxides of nitrogen emissions are otherwise minimized. 
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T:he Executive Officer/Air Pollution Control Officer shall be advised of 

any violation, the reason for it, and expected duration within 24 hours 

of the occurrence or within four hours after the start of the next normal 

business day. The utility shall file a written report to the Executive 

Officer/Air Pollution Control Officer within one, week of the occurrence 

and shall include estimated emissions in excess of this rule. The 

utility shall make available for inspection by the Executive Officer/ 

Air Pollution Control Officer such records that establish that there 

was a system emergency. 

For the purpose of this rule, a "system emergency" means a situation when, 

due to unavailability of scheduled generating capacity or due to 

unanticipated peak demand, the projected on-line energy producing capactty 

(including finn purchased power) directly available to the system operator 

is less than five percent of the anticipated system peak load and appears 

to be further decreasing to 2-1/2 percent or less. 

(d) Compliance Plan 

The utility shall submit a compliance plan to the Executive Officer/Air Pollution 

Control Officer no later than June l, 1980, for approval and shall submit 

updated plans annually thereafter. Each plan shall show which methods shall be 

utilized to reduce South Coast Air Basin/Ventura County emissions to meet the 

requirements of Section IX(a). The control plan and each annual update shall 

contain as a minimum: 

(1) A resource plan identifying out-of-South-Coast~Air-Basin/Ventura-County 

generation to be integrated into the utility system and a projection 
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of the resulting South Coast Air Basin/Ventura County emissions reductions 

for each of the remaining years to 1990. 

(2) A description of the control equipment which will be installed on 

units and which will be necessary to comply with final emissions 

reductions requirements of this rule (90 percent annual average and 75 percent 

peak daily emissions reductions) and the respective units on which such 

equipment will be installed. 

(3) A description of all other steps by which emissions will be reduced to 

comply with the final emissions reduction requirements of this rule. 

(4) A construction schedule and date of operation for all equipment installation 

necessary to meet the provisions of this part, consistent with Section (e) 

of this part. 

(5) Contingency plans and implementation dates for achieving the required South 

Coast Air Basin/Ventura County emission reductions in the event the 

generation identified in the resource plan in #1 above is not obtained in 

accordance with the plan. Such contingency plans and/or implementation 

- dates may be amended upon filing of an amended contingency plan or schedule 

and approved by the Executive Officer/Air Pollution Control Officer. 

(6) Oil reduction compliance plans filed with Federal and/or State agencies. 

(7) The compliance schedule shall contain aggregate emission limits for 

all units within the District and shall represent an enforceable daily 

and annual emission limit upon approval of the Compliance Plan. 

(8) A methodology for determining compliance with provisions of this rule. 

Such methodology may be detailed in the form of a Letter of Agreement 

between the Executive Officer/Air Pollution Control Officer. 

(9) A schedule of scheduled shutdowns of units where such shutdowns will have 

a duration of six weeks or more. 
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(e) Dates When Controls Must be Installed 

(1) The controls identified in the compliance plan required to comply 

with the final emissions reductions requirement of this part shall 

be installed as expeditiously as practicable but in no event later 

than during the first regularly scheduled shutdown of each affected 

unit which commences after January l, 1982. For the purpose of this 

section, a scheduled shutdown shall be of six weeks or more duration 

and scheduled at least eighteen months in advance of the shutdown. 

Postponement of a shutdown does not exempt the owner or operator 

of the system from the requirement to install controls. 

(2) In the event that the owner or operator of such utility can demonstrate to 

the District's Hearing Board that controls on a unit cannot be installed 

during the first scheduled shutdown because: l. The control equipment 

cannot be delivered by the supplier(s) in time for the shutdown; or 2. 

The amount of time required for the installation of equipment would cause 

the duration of the shutdown to be extended such that the reliability of the 

system would be jeopardized, then the Hearing Board may extend the date 

controls must be installed on that unit by not more than two years. Slilch 

a variance shall not affect the requirement to install controls on other 

units. 

(3) If this Section IX(e) is found to be invalid or unenforceable, Option 4 

as specified in this Rule shall not be available as a method of compliance 

with the provisions of this Rule. 

(f) Requirement for New Permits 

Any person operating basic equipment under permit pursuant to this 
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Rule and who plans to make modifications to that equipment or related control 

equipment for the purpose of reducing oxides of nitrogen emission as required 

by this Rule, shall apply for new permits to construct or operate both basic 

and control equipment involved in such reductions regardless of whether 

modifications or additions are to be made to either basic or control 

equipment or both. 

Existing permits to operate pertaining to the basic and control equipment as 

specified above shall be surrendered and cancelled when such new permits to 

operate are issued. New permits shall not be effective unless surrender of 

such existing permits is made. 

(g) Right to Petition for Variance 

At any time after January 1, 1982, the owner or operator may petition the 

Air Resources Board to amend the requirements of this rule based upon 

circumstances which have changed since the date of adoption of this rule, 

including, but not by any way of limitation, the following: 

(1) The cost-effectiveness or technical feasibility of emission control 

equipment contemplated in any control plan submitted pursuant to this 

rule. 

(2) The effect of power plant NOx emission on federal and state ambient air 

quality standards and the cost-effectiveness of power plant NOx reductions 

to achieve or maintain such ambient air quality standards. 

(3) Federal or state laws, rules, regulations, or policy affecting the 

utilization of gas or oil as power plant fuel. 
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State of Callfor11la 

Memorandum 

Date , April 14, 1980Huey D. Johnson 
Secretary 

Subjed: Filing of Notice ofRESOURCES AGENCY Decision of the 
Air Resources Board 

From a Air Resources Board 

Pursuant to Title 17, Section 60007(b) and in compliance with 
Air Resources Board certification under section 21080.5 of the 
Public Resources Code, the Air Resources Board hereby forwards 
for posting the attached notice of decision and response to en
vironmental comments raised during the comment period. 

//, ,1· 
,.::,;,( ,_ /(// ) ,'(,,/:_/ 

Sally Rump
BOARD SECRETARY 

Attachments: 
m·1u1r111a 
Resolution 80-23 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Response to Environmental Issues Raised 

ITEM: Adoption of Amendments to Rule 475,1 of the South Coast Air Quality
Management District and Rule 59,1 of the Ventura County Air Pollution 
Control District which Control the Emissions of Oxides of Nitrogen
from Power Plants 

Public Hearing Date: March 27, 1980 
Response Date; March 27, 1980 

Issuing Authority: Air Resources Board 

COMMENT: Efforts to control ozone in the South Coast Air Shed may be 

adversely impacted by further controls upon emissions of nitrogen 

oxides and the relative contribution of nitrogen oxides from 

power plants is extremely small. (The Southern California Edison 

Company). 

RESPONSE: The air quality impacts of controlling emissions of oxides of 

nitrogen are not a significant environmental issue related to 

the proposed action. The Board thoroughly examined and considered 

the air quality need before adopting the existing Rules 495.1 and 

59,1 of the South Coast Air Quality Management District and 

Ventura County, respectively; on August 7, 1978 and May 24; 1979, 

At those times the Board found that such rules were needed to meet 

air quality standards and hence would have a positive environmental 

effect. At this hearing the matter before the Board is the revision 

to the existing rules to make them more compatible with recent 

findings on control techniques and to allow for the reduction of 

fossil fuel burning within the South Coast Air Shed as a way of 

reducing emissions to comply with the rules. The proposed revisions 

do not significantly change the air quality impacts of the existing 

rules. Therefore, the air quality information submitted by Edison 
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State of California• 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 80-22 

March 27, 1980 

WHEREAS, the Air Resources Board (the "Board"} on August 7, 1978, in 
Resolution 78-48 adopted Rule 475. l fer the South Coast Air Quality 
Manage;nent District (the "District"); and 

WHEREAS, the Board, in -Reso1ution 79-2, adopted J2.nuary 23, 1979, in 
response to a Petition for Reconsideration filed by the District, affir8ed 
its adoption of Rule 475.l and also re~anded the Ru1e to the District for 
limited revisions; and 

~HEREAS, the District has not acted to revise the Rule but has reco~~ended 
that the Board itself consider revisions to the Rule; and 

-WHEREAS, Health and Safety Code Section 39605 authorizes the Board to 
provide any assistance to any district; and 

WHEREAS, the Board is authorized pursuant to Health and Safety Code 
Section 40451, after holding a pu~lic hearing, to revise the rules and 
regulations of the District to iP-plement and effectuate the purposes of 
Division 25 of the Health and Safety Code; and 

-WHEREAS, Sections l10(a)(2) and 172(a)(l) of the Clean Air Act reqi;ire 
· that a state implementation plan provide for the attainment of national 

ambient air quality standards in any nonattainment area as expeditiously 
as practicabl~; and 

\..'HEREAS, a commit;:ient was made in the South Coast Air Qua1ity i·'.anagement 
District's nonattainment p1an to reduce emissions of oxides of nitrogen

8Jy means of the mea3ures contained in the Rule adopted by this Resolution; 
Wr.d 

'l•,:-ffRC:AS, the staffs of the District and the Board have \'10rked tosr2ther to 
develop a~endments that are satisfactory to the staff of the District; and 

WHEREAS, the California Environmental Quality Act and ARB regulations 
require that an activity not be adooted as proposed if significant 
environmental irapacts have been identified and where feasible alternatives 
and/or mitigaiion measures exist which would substantially reduce such 
impacts; and 

i-:HE:REJ:.S, the Board has held a public hearing to consider an,end,;;er.ts to 
Rule 475.l of the South Coast Air Quality Manage~ent District; and 

RECEIVED I certify th~t this is a 
Of:'i: 1

.: c/ :~·1 :_~ :-::-_•:-::;-:...:~o~ corrccL copy of th•-' docu;:mont·· 
on file in this office. 

· APR 15 l980 
. Resovrcc,;; '"'~""'-Y or California 

~ s~· 

https://an,end,;;er.ts
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State oi Colifornla ~---·· 
tllemorandum 

Dota , April 14, 1980Huey D. Johnson 
Secretary Si.:bject: Filing of Notice ofRESOURCES AGENCY Decision of the 

Air Resources Board 

From I Air Resources Board 

Pursuant to Title 17. Section 60007(b) and in compliance 1-iith 
Air Resources Board certification under section 21080.5 of the 
Public Resources Code, the Air Resources Board hereby for.·iards 
for posting the attached notice of decision and response to en-

- vironmental comments raised during the comment period. 

fa)A ~(.JO. 

Sally Rump 
BOARD SECRETARY 

Attachments: 
Resolution 80-22 

t,.,,'Resolution 80-23 

REC::IVED 
Office cf ~~1:~ Si;ci~tary I cert_L fy- that t:.lli.:.:; is .::, correct cot_•~: 

of the uocurcnt on file in U1is of EiccJ. 

APR 15 19EO 
Resource~ '"''d~"'-/ or California 



AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Response to Environmental Issues Raised 

ITEM: Adoption of A':iendments to Rule 475. l of the South Co2.st !tir Qc1ality 
Managecent District and Rule 59.1 of the Ventura Coun~y Air Pollution 
Control District 1-,hich Control the Emissions of Oxic:es of flitrogen 
from P01·1er Plants 

Public Hearing Date: March 27, 1930 
Response Date: March 27, l 930 

Issuing Authority: Air Resources Board 

COl!:'·!E/ff: Efforts to control ozone in th2 South Coast Air Shed P.ay be 

adversely impacted by further controls upon emissions of nitrogen 

oxides and the relative contribution of nitrogen oxides from 

power plants is extremely small. (The Southern C2.l ifornia Edi sen 

Company). 

RESPO;lSE: The air qu2lity ir.;pacts of controlling emissions of oxides of 

nitrogen are not a significant environmental issue re1ated to 

the proposed action. The Board thoroughly examiGed and considered 

the air qua1ity need before·adopting the existin; R~ies 495.1 and 
___,. 

-59.1 of the South (;02.st Air Quality Management District 2.nd 

Ventura County, respectively, on August 7, 1978 2.r.d :-:ay 24, 1979 . .. 
At those times the Board found that such rules were needed to Geet 

' air quality standards and hence 1·:ould have a posithe enviror..;;entc1 

effect. At this hearing the matter before the Soard is the revision 

to the existing rules tri make them more compatible with recent 

findings on control techniques and to allow for the reduction of 

fossil fu~l burning withi~ the South Coast Air Shed 2.s a way of 

reducing e~issions to co~ply with the rules. The proposed revisions 

do not significantly ch.:inge the air qua1 ity impact:; of the exi:;tir:~; 

I certify that this is a correct CO[JY 

of the ~ocurent on file in this office._,;:sovrc.,, r..':j-••'-1 or California 
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State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 80-23 

March 27, 1980 

WHEREAS, the Air Resources Board (the "Board") in Resolution 79-49, May 29, 
1979, adopted Rule 59.1 for the Ventura County Air Pollution Control District; 
and 

WHEREAS, Rule 59.1 is complementary to Rule 475.1 of the South Coast Air 
Quality Management District in that one of the utility companies subject to 
both rules has power plants in both districts and the emissions from the 
power plants are controlled systemwide. Therefore both rules must contain 
substantially identical provisions; and 

l>JHEREAS, the Board in Resolution 80-22, dated March 27, 1980, rescinded 
Rule 475.1 of the South Coast Air Quality Management District and replaced 
it with Rule 1135.l, which is in certain respects substantially different 
from Rule 475.1; and 

WHEREAS, Rule 59.1 of the Ventura County Air Pollution Control District 
must now be changed to contain complementary provisions to those of 
Rule 1135.1 of the South Coast Air Quality Management District; and 

WHEREAS, the Board originally adopted Rule 59.1 in response to a request 
from the Ventura County Board of Supervisors, and representatives of the 
County have expressed the desire that the Board at this time consider 
further revisions to the Rule; and 

WHEREAS, Health and Safety Code Section 39605 authorizes the Board to pro
vide any assistance to any district; and 

WHEREAS, Sections 110(a)(2) and 172(a)(l) of the Clean Air Act require that 
a state implementation plan provide for the attainment of national ambient 
air quality standards in any nonattainment area as expeditiously as 
practicable; and 

WHEREAS, a commitment was made in the Ventura County Air Pollution Control 
District's nonattainment plan to reduce emissions of oxides of nitrogen 
by means of the measures contained in the Rule adopted by this Resolution; 
and 

WHEREAS, the staffs of the Ventura County Air Pollution Control District 
and the Board have worked together to develop amendments that are satis
factory to the staff of the Ventura County Air Pollution Control District; 
and 
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WHEREAS, the California Environmental Quality Act and ARB regulations require 
that an activity not be adopted as proposed if significant environmental 
impacts have been identified and where feasible alternatives and/or mitiga
tion measures exist which would substantially reduce such impacts; and 

WHEREAS, the Board has held a public hearing to consider amendments to 
Rule 59.l of the Ventura County Air Pollution Control District; and 

WHEREAS, the Board finds that: 

1. It is technologically and economically feasible for the utilities subject 
to the provisions of Rule 59.l to reduce emissions of oxides of nitrogen 
to the levels required in the amendments to the Rule adopted by this 
Resolution; and 

2. The specified emissions reductions can be achieved by the dates specified 
in the amended Rule; and 

3. The amended Rule provides flexibility to the utilities in complying with 
the Rule and meets the concerns raised by the utilities in a reasonable 
way; and 

4. The provisions of the amended Rule are necessary to meet the requirements 
of the Clean Air Act and to achieve and maintain state ambient air 
quality standards; and 

5. There have been no significant environmental impacts identified which 
would result from adoption of the proposed action. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Board amends Rule 59.l of the 
Ventura County Air Pollution Control District controlling emissions of 
oxides of nitrogen from power plants as set forth in Attachment A hereto. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Officer is directed to transmit 
Rule 59.l adopted by this Resolution to the Environmental Protection Agency 
for inclusion in the California State Implementation Plan. 

I certify that the above is a true 
and correct copy of Resolution 80-23 
as adopted by the Air Resources Board. 



ATTACHMENT A 

Rule 1135. l of the South Coast Air Quality Management District 
Adopted March 27, 1980 

and 

Rule 59. l of the Ventura County Air Pollution Control District 
Adopted March 27, 1980 

for 

Controlling Emissions of Oxides of Nitrogen 
from Electric Power Generating Equipment 

in the 

South Coast Air Basin 

and the 

Ventura County Air Pollution Control District 

Note: The differences between Rule 1135.l and Rule 59.l are: 

1. The term Executive Officer/Air Pollution Control Officer refers to 

the Executive Officer of the South Coast Air Quality Management 

District or the Air Pollution Control Officer of the Ventura County 

Air Pollution Control District, whichever applies. 

2. In Part V. "Maximum Allowable Emissions Rate Tables," only the first 

table for systems of over 5,000 megawatts generating capacity applies 

in Ventura County Air Pollution Control District. 

3. Part VII. "Demonstration Unit," does not apply in the Ventura County 

Air Pollution Control District. 

4. Occasional additional differences are noted in the Rule. 

5. Where the term South Coast Air Basin/Ventura County appears. the 

words, ''South Coast Air Basin" apply to Rule 1135. l and the words 

Ventura County apply to Rule 59.l. 



. ' 

CONTENTS 

Note: This table of contents is solely for the convenience 
of the reader and is not part of the Rule. 

Part Page 

I. Applicability and Severability 1 

(a) Geographical Limitations 1 

(b) Restricted References. 1 

(c) Severabil ity . . . . 1 

(d) Compliance With Other Rules and Regulations Not Excluded 1 

II. Definitions. . . 2 

III. Options for Compliance 4 

IV. Control of Individual Units: Unit Tables and Emissions 6 
Dispatch 

(a) Unit Control: Emissions Allowed by Unit Table 6 

(b) System-Wide Control: Emissions Dispatch Plan 8 

V. Requirements and Compliance Schedules. . . . 12 

(a) Stage I Requirements and Compliance Schedule 12 

(b) Stage II Requirements and Compliance Schedule 30 

VI. Maximum Allowable Emissions Rate Tables 50 

(a) Table Criteria . . . . . 50 

(b) Construction of Additional Tables 51 

(c) Maximum Allowable Emissions Rate Tables 52 

VII. Additional Provisions. 55 

(a) Data Requirements. 55 

(b) Interpolation. 56 

(c) Agreement to Combine Systems 56 

-ii-



Part 

VII. Additional Provisions (Continued) 

(d) Consultation With Other Districts 

( e) Permit Provis ions. . . . 

(f) Continuous Monitoring of Anmonia 

(g) Exemptions . . . . 

(h) Prohibited Modification 

VIII. Demonstration Unit Requirements 

(a) Demonstration Unit Requirements 

IX. Option 4. .. .. . • . .. . . ..... 

(a) Emission Reduction Requirements 

(b) Reduction Methods 

(c) Exceptions 

(d) Compliance Plan 

(e) Dates by Which Controls Must be Installed 

(f) Requirement for New Permits ••••. 

(g) Right to Petition For Variance 

57 

57 

58 

59 

60 

61 

61 

66 

66 

67 

67 

68. 

70 

70 

71 

-iii-

, . 



Part 

VII. Additional Provisions (Continued) 

(d) Consultation With Other Districts 57 

(e) Permit Provisions. . . . . 57 

(f) Continuous Monitoring of Ammonia 58 

(g) Exemptions . . . 59 

(h) Prohibited Modification 60 

VIII. Demonstration Unit Requirements 61 

(a) Demonstration Unit Requirements 61 

IX. Option 4. .. .. . . .. . ..... 66 

(a) Emission Reduction Requirements 66 

(b) Reduction Methods 67 

(c) Exceptions 67 

(d) Compliance Plan 68 

(e) Dates by Which Controls Must be Installed 70 

(f) Requirement for New Permits • . • . 70 

(g) Right to Petition For Variance 71 

-iii-



. ' 

-1- I. Limitations 
and Severability 

Part I. APPLICABILITY AND SEVERABILITY 

(a)· Geographical Limitati~ns 

Unless otherwise stipulated in this Rule, the following 

geographical limitations apply: 

(1) Rule 1135.l applies in the South Coast Air Basin 

only. 

(2) Rule 59.l applies in the Ventura County Air Pollu

tion Control District only. 

(b) Restricted References 

Unless otherwise stipulated in this Rule, all references 

to Parts and Sections of this Rule mean those Parts and 

Sections of th1s Rule only. 

(c} Severability 

Except as otherwise provided in this rule, if any portion 

of this Rule is found to be unenforceable, such finding 

·sha11 have no effect on the enforceability of the remaining 

portions of the Rule. These remaining portions of the Rule 

shall continue to be in full force and effect. 

(d) Compliance l'lith Other Rules and Regulations 

Nothing in this Rule shall relieve a person from complyfog 

with Regulation XIII of the South Coast Air Quality Manage

ment District or with Rule 26 of the Ventura County Air 

Pollution Control District, whichever applies. 
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Part II. DEFINITIONS 

Electric Power Generating System means one or more electric· 

power generating units which have a co1T111on owner or 

operator, and which are located in the South Coast Air 

Basin and/or Ventura County Air Pollution Control District. 

Existing System or Unit means any electric power generating 

system or unit, construction of which commenced prior to 

·August 7, 1978. 

Minimum Load means the minimum rate of electric power genera

tion below which a system or unit cannot be continuously 

and safely operated. Minimum load shall be expressed in 

net megawatts. 

Modified System or Unit means any existing electric power 

generating system or unit on which a modification is 

co11111enced on or after August 7, 1978. However, systems 

or units on which a modification is co1T111enced for the 

purpose of complying with this Rule shall not be considered 

modified systems or units. 

New System or Unit means any electric power generating system 

or unit, the construction of which is commenced on or after 

August 7. 1978. 

Operating Range means all possible rates of electric power 

generation between the minimum load and the rated maximum 

load of any electric power generating system or unit. 

Operating range shall be expressed in net megawatts. 

' . 



-2- II. Definitions 

Part II. DEFINITIONS 

Electric Power Generating System means one or more electric 

power generating units which have a comnon owner or 

operator, and which are located in the South Coast Air 

Basin and/or Ventura County Air Pollution Control District. 

Existing System or Unit means any electric power generating 

system or unit, construction of which commenced prior to 

August 7, 1978. 

Minimum Load means the minimum rate of electric. power genera

tion below which a system or unit cannot be continuously 

and safely operated. Minimum load shall be expressed in 

net megawatts. 

Modified System or Unit means any existing electric power 

generating system or unit on which a modification is 

commenced on or after August 7, 1978. However, systems 

or units on which a modification is commenced for the 

purpose of complying with this Rule shall not be considered 

modified systems or units. 

New System or Unit means any electric power generating system 

or unit, the construction of which is commenced on or after 

August 7, 1978. 

Operating Range means all possible rates of electric power 

generation between the minimum load and the rated maximum 

load of any electric power generating system or unit. 

Operating range shall be expressed in net megawatts. 
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Oxides of Nitrogen Emissions Dispatch means the allocation of 

electric power demand to the various electric power generating 

units in any electric power generating system according to 

a method that will minimize the rate of emissions of oxides of 

nitrogen from the system. 

Rated Maximum Load means the maximum continuous safe electric power 

generating capacity of a system or unit. Rated maximum load 

shall be expressed in net megawatts. 

Rate of Emissions of Oxides of Nitrogen means the mass of oxides 

of nitrogen emitted in pounds per hour. In calculating this 

rate, the mass of oxides of nitrogen shall be expressed as an 

equivalent mass of nitrogen dioxide and shall be measured in a 

manner approved by the Executive Officer/Air Pollution Control 

Officer. 

System means one or more electric power generating units that have 

a common owner or operator. 

System-'-wide Composite Unit Table means a tabular presentation of the 

rate of emissions of oxides of nitrogen throughout the operating 

range of an electric power generating system. Criteria for 

preparing system-wide tables are contained in Vi{a) and (b). 

Unit means the minimum number of fossil fuel fired combustion devices 

or equipment necessary to produce electrical energy for sale 

or exchange. 
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Unit Table means a tabular presentation of the rate of emissions 

of oxides of nitrogen at each of 10 equally spaced.points 

throughout the operating range of an electric power generating 

unit. 

III. (a) Options 

III. Options for Compliance 

An owner or operator of a system must comply with one of the four · 

options in this rule. A short summary of the four options is shown 

in Table 111-1. 

(a) Option Selection Requirements 

(1) The owner or'operator of an electric power generating 

system shall select either Option l or Option 2 or. 

Option 3 or Option 4. Once an option is approved by 

the Executive Officer/Air Pollution Control Officer, 

that selection is final unless a change would not result 

in a delay in the installation of control equipment and 

the change is approved by the Executive Officer/Air Pol

lution Control Officer. 

(2) Selection Notification Date 

The owner or operator shall notify the Executive Officer/ 

Air Pollution Control Officer of the option selected. 

Such selection must be made in writing on or before 

June l, 1980. 



-4- II. Definitions 

Unit Table means a tabular presentation of the rate of emissions 

of oxides of nitrogen at each of 10 equally spaced points 

throughout the operating range of an electric power generating 

unit. 

II I. (a) Options 

III. Options for Compliance 

An owner or operator of a system must comply with one of the four· 

options ir; this ru~e. A short summary of the four options is shown 

in Table III-1. 

(a) Option Selection Requirements 

(1) The owner or'operator of an electric power generating 

system shall select either Option l or Option 2 or . 

Option 3 or Option 4. Once an option is approved by 

the Executive Officer/Air Pollution Control Officer, 

that selection is final unless a change would not result 

in a delay in the installation of control equipment and 

the change is approved by the Executive Officer/Air Pol

lution Control Officer. 

(2) Selection Notification Date 

The owner or operator shall notify the Executive Officer/ 

Air Pollution Control Officer of the option selected. 

Such selection must be .made in writing on or before 

June 1, 1980. 



- -- Table III-1 - .,. -
Option 4Requirement Option 3Ootion 1 Ootion 2 

Number of Stages 2 1 12 
. 

Final Compliance Stage I - 12/31/83 Stage I - 12/31/83 1/1/90 1/1/90
Dates Staqe II - 1/1/90 Staqe II - 1/1/88 

. 

Annual average-
Required 
Reduction Stage I nearly 50% Stage I - much less 90% 

90%; Annual peak 
Staqe II - 90% 
than 50%Stage II - 90% 

day - 75% 

Reduction in total 
Reduction 
8asis for Reduction atReduction at all Reduction at all 

emissions &peak 
emissions

system loads all system loadssystem loads 

Pound 
Reduced 

Relax controlsCredit for Relax controls Relax controls 
for pound 

fossil fuel 
so emissions areso emissions so emissions are 
the same as 

burning 
are same as the same as 

without·without without 
below 74-78 new energy new energy 
levels 

new energy 

First scheduled 
installation 
Date of In time for First scheduledFirst scheduled 

outage of unit 
of controls 

outage of unitfinal outage of unit 
after January 1, 

for final 
after January 1,compliance after 1983 

1982 
compliance 
of 90% 
reduction 

1982in 1990 

. 

I, II, III, & 
parts of 

I, II, III, IV,I,II, III, IV, I, II, III, IV,Applicable 
IX 

rule 
V, VI, VII, & V(b), VI, &V, VI, VII, & 

VIIVIII VIII 

I 
(.J"I 
I 
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Part IV. Control of Individual Units: Unit Tables and Emissions Dispatc 

This part does not apply to Option 4. 

(a) Unit Control: Emissions Allowed by Unit Table 

A unit table is a tabular presentation of the rate of 

emissions of oxides of nitrogen at each of 10 or more 

equally spaced load points throughout the operating 

range of an electric power generating unit. The rate 

shall be shown in pounds of oxides of nitrogen per net 

megawatt hour. 

(1) Compliance With Unit Table 

An owner or operator of an electric power generating 

system shall not operate an electric power generating 

unit if at any point in the unit's operating load 

range the unit emits oxides of nitrogen at a rate 

greater than the rate allowed by the approved unit 

· table. 

(2) Required Tables; Required Approval 

Prior to the operation of any new system or new or 

modified unit, the owner or operator of said system 

or unit shall submit to the Executive Officer/Air 

Pollution Control Officer, for consideration for 

his or her approval, additional or replacement tables 

for the affected units. 



IV(a). Unit Control: 
Emissions Allowed 
by Unit Table 

Part IV. Control of Individual Units: Unit Tables and Emissions Dispatch 

This part does not apply to Option 4. 

(a) Unit Control: Emissions Allowed by Unit Table 

A unit table is a tabular presentation of the rate of 

emissions of oxides of nitrogen at each of 10 or more 

equally spaced load points throughout .the operating 

range of an electric power generating unit. The rate 

shall be shown in pounds of oxides of nitrogen per net 

megawatt hour. 

(1) Compliance With Unit Table 

An owner or operator of an electric power generating 

system shall not operate an electric power generating 

unit if at any point in the unit's operating load 

range the unit emits oxides of nitrogen at a rate 

greater than the rate allowed by the approved unit 

· table. 

(2) Required Tables; Required Approval 

Prior to the operation of any new system or new or 

modified ·unit, the owner or operator of said system 

or unit shall submit to the Executive Officer/Air 

Pollution Control Officer, for consideration for 

his or her approval, additional or replacement tables 

for the affected units. 
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Emissions Allowed 
by Unit Table 

The owner or operator shall prepare unit tables in 

accordance with this Section, and as applicable: 

(A) Stage I compliance requirements: V(a)(7)(I) 

(B) Stage II compliance requirements: V(b)(7)(1) 

(C) Demonstration unit compliance schedule: 

VIII(a)(S)(A)(ii) 

(3) Noncompliance is a Violation 

Operation of a unit in a manner that causes oxides 

of nitrogen to be emitted at a rate greater than 

allowed by the approved unit table is a violation 

of this Rule. Operation in this manner is a viola

tion regardless of the operation of or emissions 

from any other unit in the system. Such violation 

exists regardless of the operation of or emissions 

- from the same unit at any other load. 

(4) Determining Rates of Emissions 

To determine the rate of emissions of oxides of 

nitrogen from a unit, the Executive Officer/Air 

Pollution Control Officer may employ data obtained 

by in-stack monitors, continuous source testing 

equipment, or any other tests or equipment that the 

Executive Officer/Air Pollution Control Officer 
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Emissions Dispatch 

determines are acceptable. The Executive Officer/ 

Air Pollution Control Officer shall consider the. 
accuracy of such equipment and the manner of testing . 

when making this determination°. 

(b) System-wide Control: Emissions Dispatch Pian 

An oxides of nitrogen emissions dispatch plan shall be 

prepared for each system by the owner or operator of that 

system. 

(1) Minimum Contents of Emissions Dispatch Plan 

(A) A detailed methodology for oxides of nitrogen 

emissions dispatch for each unit in the system 

unless exempted by this Rule. The methodology 

shall provide adequate detail for a determination 

at any time by the Executive Officer/Air Pollutio 

Control Officer of whether or not the system is 

being operated in accordance with the dispatch 

plan consistent with .the units available at that 

time. The availability of units shall be deter

mined by the owner or operator, 

Such methodology shall also include a unit table 

for each unit. The unit table shall show actual 

measured emissions for a unit from which the 

ions 
le 

: 
Plan 
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IV(b). System-wide Control: . 
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determines are acceptable. The Executive Officer/ 

Air Pollution Control Officer shall consider the. 
accuracy of such equipment and the manner of testing 

when making this determination-. 

(b) System-wide Control: Emissions Dispatch Pian 

An oxides of nitrogen emissions dispatch plan shall be 

prepared for each system by the owner or operator of that 

system. 

(1) Minimum Contents of Emissions Dispatch Plan 

(A) A detailed methodology for oxides of nitrogen 

emissions dispatch for each unit in the system 

unless exempted by this Rule. The methodology 

shall provide adequate detail for a determination 

at any time by the Executive Officer/Air Pollution_ 

Control Officer of whether or not the system is 

being operated in accordance with the dispatch 

plan consistent with the units available at that 

time. The availability of units shall be deter

mined by the owner or operator. 

Such methodology shall also include a unit table 

for each unit. The unit table shall show actual 

measured emissions for a unit from which the 
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emissions have been measured or estimated 

emissions for a unit from which the emissions 

have not been measured. 

Only the most current, approved emissions data 

shall be used. 

(B) An assurance that available units in the system 

- are dispatched and operated in a manner that 

minimizes the rate of emissions of oxides of 

nitrogen from the system. 

(2) Plan Submittal and Operating Requirements 

(A) Executive Officer Approval 

Each emissions dispatch plan shall be submitted 

to the Executive Officer/Air Pollution Control 

Officer for consideration for approval. 

(B) Initial Plan Submittal; Date of Submittal 

An initial emissions dispatch plan shall be 

submitted to the Executive Officer/Air Pollution 

Control Officer prior to June 1, 1980. 

(C) Revised Plan Submittal 

A revised emissions dispatch plan shall be sub

mitted to the Executive Officer/Air Pollution 

Control Officer within 30 days after a new or 

modified unit .is added to the system. 
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(D) Operational Date of Plan 

Effective 30 days after plan submittal, the 

electric power generating system shall be 

operated according to the submitted plan. 

Effective 30 days after approval by the Execu

tive Officer/Air Pollution Control Officer, the 

system shall be operated according to the approve 

plan. 

· (3) Noncompliance with Approved Plan is a Violation. 

Operation of an electric power generating system 

that is determined by the Executive Officer/Air 

Pollution Control Officer to be not in accordance 

with the approved emissions dispatch is a violation 

of this Rule. 

(4) Requirements for Daily Records 

The owner or operator of a system shall maintain 

daily records of the manner in which the system is 

operated. These daily records are to be maintained 

for the purpose of determining compliance with the 

approved emissions dispatch plan. The type of infor

mation to be recorded and the form in which it is to 

trol: 
tch 

be recorded shall be specified by the Executive Office/ 

Air Pollution Control Officer. Such records shall be 



IV(b) System-wide Control: 
Emissions Dispatch
Plan 

-10-

(D) Operational Date of Plan 

Effective 30 days after plan submittal, the 

electric power generating system shall be 

operated according to the submitted plan. 

Effective 30 days after approval by the Execu

tive Officer/Air Pollution Control Officer, the 

system shall be operated according to the approved 

plan. 

(3) Noncompliance with Approved Plan is a Violation. 

Operation of an electric power generating system 

that is determined by the Executive Officer/Air 

Pollution Control Officer to be not in accordance 

with the approved emissions dispatch is a violation 

of this Rule. 

(4) Requirements for Daily Records 

The owner or operator of a system shall maintain 

daily records of the manner in which the system is 

operated. These daily records are to be maintained 

for the purpose of determining compliance with the 

approved emissions dispatch plan. The type of infor

mation to be recorded and the form in which it is to 

be recorded shall be specified by the Executive Officer/ 

Air Pollution Control Officer. Such records shall be 



I ' 

IV(b) System-wide Control: 
Emissions Dispatch
Plan 

-11-

maintained for at least two. years from the date 

of recording. Such records shall be available 

for inspection and/or reproduction upon the request 

of the Executive Officer/Air Pollution Control Officer 

or his or her authorized representative. 

(5) Units Exempt From Emissions Dispatch: Plan 

Simple cycle gas turbines are exempt from the emis

sions dispatch plan~ see VII(g)(2). 

Alternative energy projects as defined in VII(g){l) 

are exempt from the emissions dispatch plan. 
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V. Requirements. and Compliance Schedules 

This part does not apply to Option 4 

(a} Stage I Requirements and Compliance Schedtfle 

This section \l(a} does not apply to Option 3. 

The owner or operator of an existing electric power generating 

system shall comply with the following requirements for 

Stage I: 

(1) Stage I Emissions Reductions 

Emissions of oxides of nitrogen shall be reduced to 

no more than the emissions allowed by the Stage I rates 

in Part VI. This reduction shall be accomplished as 

expeditiously as practicable but not later than 

December 31, 1983. 

For Option land Option 2, the following requirements shall 

be fulfilled: 

(A} Prior to June 1, 1980, Submit a final control plan 

to the executive Officer/Air Pollution Control Officer 

for his or her approval. Also submit a copy of this 

final control plan to the Executive Officer of the 

Air Resources Board. The final control plan shall 

include as a minimum; 

(i) A description of compliance steps, This descriptio 

shall include a list of the steps that will be 

uirements 
ce 
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V. Requfrements and Compliance Schedules 

This part does not apply to Option 4 

(a) Stage I Requirements and Compliance Schedtfle 

This section V(a) does not apply to Option 3.. 

The owner or operator of an existing electric power generating 

system shall comply with the following requirements for 

Stage I; 

(l} Stage I Emissions Reductions 

Emissions of oxide.s of nitrogen shall be reduced to 

no more than the emissions allowed by the Stage I rates 

in Part VI. This reduction shall be accomplished .as 

expeditiously as practicable but not later than 

December 31, 1983. 

For Option land Option 2, the following requirements shall 

be fulfilled: 

(A) Prior to June 1, 1980. Submit a final control plan 

to the executive Officer/Air Pollution Control Officer 

for his or her approval. Also submit a copy of this 

final control plan to the Executive Officer of the 

Air Resources Board. The final control plan shall 

include as a minimum; 

(i} A description of compliance steps, This description 

· shall include a list of the steps that will be 
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taken at each electric power generating 

unit to comply with the Stage I compliance 

schedule. The description must contain a 

construction schedule. The construction 

schedule must show that the construction and 

equipment installation phases of the final 

control plan will be completed prior to 

September 1, 1983. The description of 

compliance steps must also show that the 

Stage I maximum emission rates allowed by 

Part VI will be achieved by December 31, 1983. 

(ii) Unit tables. A unit table shall be submitted 

for each unit in the system. Each unit table 

shall show the estimated emissions when the 

controls required for Stage I compliance are 

applied and the unit is burning oil. 

Each unit table shall show the rate of emissions 

of oxides of nitrogen at each of 10 equally 

spaced load points from minimum load to rated 

maximum load. The rate shall be shown in pounds 

of oxides of nitrogen per net megawatt hour. The 

.rate shown must be the rate to which the unit 

shall be controlled to achieve compliance with 
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the Stage I maximum emissions rates in Part 

VI for Option 1 or Option 2. 

(Bl Prior to July l, 1980. Sign initial contracts for. 

the construction and installation of equipment that 

will lead to the achievement of the Stage I maximum 

emission rates as required by Part VI of this Rule; 

issue orders for the purchase of component parts 

necessary to accomplish such reductions. 

(C) Prior to September 1, 1983. Complete construction 

and installation of emissions control equipment 

and component parts as indicated on the construction 

schedule for the final control plan. 

(D) Prior to December 31, 1983. Demonstrate compliance 

by achieving the Stage I maximum emission rates of 

Part VI of this Rule. Such demonstration shall also 

include the submission to the Executive Officer/Air 

Pollution Control Officer for his or her approval 

a unit table for each unit. Measured emissions at 

each unit sha 11 not exceed the emissions at any point 

or increment on the unit table, In addition, a 

' ' 
ts 
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the Stage I maximum emissions rates in Part 

VI for Option l or Option 2. 

(B} Prior to July 1, 1980. Sign initial contracts for. 

the construction and installation of equipment that 

will lead to the achievement of the Stage I maximum 

emission rates as required by Part VI of this Rule; 

issue orders for the purchase of component parts 

necessary to accomplish such reductions. 

(C} Prior to September 1, 1983. Complete construction 

and installation of emissions control equipment 

and component parts as indicated on the construction 

schedule for the final control plan. 

(D) Prior to December 31, 1983. Demonstrate compliance 

by achieving the Stage I maximum emission rates of 

Part VI of this Rule. Such demonstration shall also 

include the submission to the Executive Officer/Air 

Pollution Control Officer for his or her approval 

a unit table for each unit. Measured emissions at 

each unit shall not exceed the emissions at any point 

or increment on the unit table. In addition, a 
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system-wide composite unit table shall show that 

emissions from the system shall not exceed the 

Stage I maximum emission rates of Part VI of this 

· Rule. This system-wide composite unit table shall be 

constructed in accordance with the criteria set forth 

in VI(a). 

(2} Requirements for an Approvable Final Control Plan 

An approvable final control plan shall: 

(A) Result in compliance with Stage I emissions reduction 

- requirements as expeditiously as practicable; 

(B) Satisfy the minimum requirements for a description 

of compliance steps pursuant to V(a)(l)(A)(i); satisfy 

the minimum requirements for unit tables pursuant to 

V(a)(l )(A)(ii); and 

(C) With reasonable certainty prevent localized violations 

of ambient air quality standards. 

(D) Show the schedule of conservation efforts, construction 

or procurement of each new .source or conservation of 

electrical energy Which will result in a system-wide 

reduction of emissions of oxides of nitrogen emitted 
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in the South Coast Air Basin/Ventura County below 

average 1974 through 1978 annual average emissions. 

pursuant to §•s V(a)(6) & V(a)(7). The schedule of 

construction or procurement shall show: 

(il the date of approval of officers of the utility 

to proceed with the construction or procurement; 

(ii) the date by which contracts shall be signed for 

new electrical energy for which construction 

is not required; 

(iii) the latest dates for the following construction 

steps: 

Approval of contracts for construction 

Cormnencement of construction 

Completed installation of major equipment items 

such as turbines or boilers 

Generation of electrical energy needed to 

.accomplish the emission reduction claimed in 

subsection V(a)(2)(E). 

(E) For each of the years covered by the final control plan 

state the annual system-wide reduction in nitrogen oxide 

emissions which sha11 be achieved as a result of each 

new ·source of energy or conservation for the South 

Coast Air Basin/Ventura County. 

ents 



-16-
V(a) Stage I Requirements 

and Compliance 
Schedule 

in the South Coast Air Basin/Ventura County below 

average 1974 through 1978 annual average emissions, 

pursuant to § 's V(a){6) & V(a}(7}. The schedule of 

construction or procurement shall show: 

(i) the date of approval of officers of the utility 

to proceed with the construction or procurement; 

(ii) the date by which contra.cts shall be signed for 

new electrical energy for which construction 

is not required; 

(iii) the latest dates for the following.,construction 

steps; 

Approval of contracts for construction 

CollJllencernent of construction 

Completed installation of major equipment items 

such as turbines or boilers 

Generation of electrical energy needed to 

accomplish the emission reduction claimed in 

subsection V(a)(2)(E), 

(E} For each of the years covered by the final control plan 

state the annual system-wide reduction in nitrogen oxide 

.emissions which shall be achieved as a result of each 

new source of energy or conservation for the South 

Coast Air Basin/Ventura County. 
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(Fl State the maximum amount of emissions of oxides of 

nitrogen which shall be emitted from the utility's 

system on any calendar day for each of the years to 

the final date of the plan. Emissions greater than the 

amount approved constitute a violation of this rule. 

(_G) State the maximum amount of electrical energy which 

shall be generated by the utility's combustion units 

in the South Coast Air Basin/Ventura County in each 

of the years covered by the plan. 

(_H) Describe the equipment which shall be installed and 

operated on the utility's existing units to reduce 

emissions by the amount claimed for new electrical 

energy or conservation in the event that such new 

energy or conservation or alternatlve new energy or 

conservation will not be obtained by the date specified 

in the schedule required by §V(a)(2){D). Also show 

the latest date by which such equipment shall be 

installed and operated. 

(3) Unapprovable Final Control Plan is a Violation 

Submission of a final control plan that does not meet the 

criteria specified in IV(b) (2) above is a violation of this 
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Rule. Such vtolation shall cormnence on June 1, 1980. 

Such violation shall remain in effect until an acceptable 

final control plan has been approved by the Executive 

Officer/Air Pollution Control Officer, 

(4) Reduced Emissions Reduction Requirements for Stage I 

Compliance 

The emission reduction requirements for Stage I compliance 

may be reduced for a untt(s) provided all of the following 

are fulfi 11 ed: 

(Al The final control plan meets the requirements of 

V(a)(l )(A) and V(a)(2); 

(B) All of the emissions reduction equipment installed 

to comply with Stage I maximum allowable emissions 

rates of Part VI is operated at its full emissions 

reductions potential; 

(.C) Additional emissions reduction methods have been 

applied to all units if such methods are: 

(i) Capable of being installed within the time 

left for Stage I compliance, that is, by December 

31, 1983; and 

ments 
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Rule, Such vi'olation shall commence on June 1, 1980. 

Such violation shall remain in effect until an acceptable 

final control plan has been approved by the Executive 

Officer/Air Pollution Control Officer. 

(4} Reduced Emissions Reduction Requirements for Stage I 

Compliance 

The emission reduction requirements for Stage I compliance 

may be reduced for a untt(_s) provided all of the following 

are fulfilled: 

(Al The final control plan meets the requirements of 

V(a) (_l }(A) and V (a )(2); 

(B) All of the emissions reduction equipment installed 

to comply with Stage I maximum allowable emissions 

rates of Part VI is.operated at its full emissions 

reductions potential; 

(C) Additional emissions reduction methods have been 

applied to all units if such methods .are: 

(i) Capable of being installed within the time 

left for Stage I compliance, that is, by December 

31, 1983; and 
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(ii) More cost-effective than the least cost-effective 

control that has been installed to comply with 

Stage I other than the use of equipment to inject 

ammonia in the presence of a catalyst (selective 

catalytic reduction). Cost-effectiveness shall 

be computed in terms of 1979 dollars per pound 

of oxides of nitrogen removed. 

(D} The Executive Officer/Air Pollution Control Officer 

has published for at least 30 days a notice asking 

for public comment on the proposal to excuse the 

owner or operator from compliance with unit tables 

for the affected units; 

(E) The Executive Officer/Air Pollution Control Officer 

determines after a review of all comments and all 

evidence that compliance with the subject unit 

table(s) is not reasonably achieveable. This review 

shall include an evaluation of emission control 

techniques used elsewhere in this country and on 

other countries; 

(F) The Executive Officer of the Air Resources Board 
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concurs with th.e determination made by the Executive 

Officer/Air Pollution Control Officer; 

(Gl When the Stage I emission reduction requirements for 

a anit have been reduced under the provisions of 

V(a}(4)(A) through V(a)(4)(F) above, the Stage II 

compliance requirements for the affected unit are 

altered as follows: 

(i} On the first scheduled shutdown after January l , 

1984, control equipment for meeting Stage II 

maximum emissions rates of Part VI shall be 

installed on that unit; 

(ii) Within 90 days of being excused under the 

provisions of V(a)(4)(A) through V(a){4)(F), 

the system owner or operator sha11 submtt a 

plan to the Executive Officer/Air Pollution 

Control Officer, The plan shall show the 

steps to be taken to install the control 

equipment necessary to rneet Stage J'f emission 

rates for the affected unit; and 

(iii) Within 90 days of completion of equipment 

installation to meet Stage Tl emissions rates, 

the system owner or operator shall demonstrate 

compliance with the maximum emissions rates of 

Stage II for the affected unit. 

ements 



-20- V(_a) Stage I Requirements
and Compliance 
Schedule 

concurs with th.e determination made by the Executive 

Officer/Air Pollution Control Officer; 

(G} When the Stage I emission reduction requirements for 

a anit have been reduced under the provisions of 

V{a)(4)(A) through V(a)(4)(F) above, the Stage II 

compliance requirements for the affected unit are 

altered as follows: 

(i) On the first scheduled shutdown after January 1, 

1984, control equipment for meeting Stage II 

maximum emissions rates of Part VI shall be 

· installed on that unit; 

(ii) Within 90 days of being excused under the 

provisions of V(a)(4)(A) through V(a)(4)(F), 

the system owner or operator sha11 submit a 

plan to the Executive Officer/Air Pollution 

Control Clfficer, The p1an shall. show the 

steps to be taken to instal1 the control 

equipment necessary to meet Stage J'I emission 

rates for the affected unit; and 

(iii) Within 90 days of completion of equipment 

installation to meet Stage II emissions rates, 

the system owner or operator shall demonstrate 

compliance with the maximum emissions rates of 

Stage II for the affected unit. 
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(5) Units Exempted from Stage I Compliance 

Existing combined cycle generating units are exempt 

from Stage I requirements. 

Alternative energy projects as defined in VII(g)(l) 

are exempt from Stage I requirements. 

(6) Additional Replacement of In-Basin Generated Electrical 

Energy by New Electrical Energy or Conservation is an 

Acceptable Method of Reducing Emissions 

Reduction of South Coast Air Basin/Ventura County emissions 

by the replacement of in-basi'n generated electrical 

energy by new electrical energy or conservation is an 

acceptable method of achi-evtng emission-reductions in 

the final control plan provi'ded that the electric 

utility owner or operator demonstrates to the satisfaction 

of the Executive Officer/Air Pollution Control Officer 

that: 

(AJ The owner or operator has a 1ega11y enforceable 

entitlement to such replacement power whi'ch lasts 

for the peri·Dd during which the reduction in 

emissions is claimed; 
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(B) Legally enforceable commitments are made fo the 

final control plan to tnsta11 and operate 

control equipment on in-basin unit(s) or 

obtain equivalent alternative energy to reduce 

emissions by the amount claimed for replacement 

power in the event that such replacement 

power is not obtained by the date specified 

in the final control plan for achtevtng such 

claimed emissions reductions; and 

(C) Emissions are reduced by the amounts claimed 

in the final control plan and in accorda~ce with 

the schedule in that pl~n. 

(D) The uti 1 tty wi 11 tmp1 ement programs which wi 11 

reduce consumption of electrical energy by the 

amount claimed. 

Prior to approval of a final control plan the Executive 

Officer/Air Pollution Control Officer may require the 

surrender for modificatfon of permits to construct 

and/or operate pursuant to subsection VH(e). 

ents 
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(B) Legally enforceable commitments are made in the 

final control plan to install and operate 

control equipment on tn-basin unit[s) or 

obtain equivalent alternative energy to reduce 

emissions by the amount claimed for rei:,lacement 

power in the event that such replacement 

power is not obtained by the date spectfted 

in the final control p1an for achtevtng such 

claimed emissions reductions; and 

(C) Emissions are reduced by the amounts claimed 

in the final control plan and in accorda~ce with 

the schedule tn that pl~n. 

(D) The utiltty wi11 implement programs which will 

reduce consumption of electrical energy by the 

amount claimed. 

Prior to approval of a final control plan the Executive 

Officer/Air Pollution Control Officer may require the 

surrender for modificati'on of permits to construct 

and/or operate pursuant to subsection vrr(e). 
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(7) Methodology for Clatmtng Credi.t for Conservation 

Efforts or New El ectrtca1 Energy 

The owner or operator who claims emtssion reductfons 

for conservation efforts or new energy sha11 compute 

such reductions according to the method gi'ven here. 

The method is described in text form. and an illustration 

is provided, The sample is calcuhted for one 1oad 

increment for one unit, lf credit for conservation 

efforts or new energy is to be claimed, these 

calculations shall be perfonned for each load increment 

for each .unit. 

The Fol1owtng Steps Assume No Replacement Power is 

Available 

A. Determine the hourly emissions in pounds with 

controls applied to each of the 10 load 

increments for the unit. This value is derived 

from the unit table used for compliance with 

the maximum allowable emissions rate tables in 

Part VI of the Rule assuming no replacement power 

is available. Enter thts number in the appropriate 
- -·----------, ------·-------•-,~-

block in Row A. In the samole oroblem, the figure 

is 100 pounds/hour at load increment 7. 
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Example of Calculations for 
Replacement Electrical Energy 

Unit xyz 

Assume No Reolacement Power Availa.ble 
Sum Of 

. LOAD INCREMENT . . annual 
emissions 

1 for unit 3 
Hourly·emissions
(pounds) with 

2 4 7 8 9 103 5 6 

100
controls applied
assuming no 
replacement Power 
Average annual 
hours of operation 500 
fn 1974 through 
1978k 
1wera9e annual 
emissions ~50,000
without 
replacement 
power 

.(A times B}
Average annual 
emissions from the svstem = sum of unit annual emissions (D) for all units 

Assume Reilacement Power Available 
nour1y emissions 
(pounds) with 150 

.relaxed controls 
assuming re-
placement 
nnwer 
Annual hours 
of operation 200 
in 1984 wfth 

.replacement 
nnwer 
Annual emissions 

1'lfwith replacement 30,000 
oower 
(F Hmes G) 
Avera11e annual emissions from the svstem =sumot unit annua IJ for all unitsemissions 

¥✓ Row A from unit tables used for compliance with Part V of the r.ule. 
f✓ Row Fis from unit tables with less stringent controls applied than in Row A. 
_I Annual emissions from a unit equals the sum of annual emissions at each of the 

10 load increments. · 

* See Paragraph V(a)(7)(B) 

·- .... -- . 
.I 

. . . I• ..• 

L 
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Example of Calculations for 
Replacement Electrical Energy 

Unit xyz 

Assume No Replacement Power Available 

Assume Re,1acement power A.ya,·1 abl e 

V(a) Stage I Requirements
and Compliance
Schedule 

LOAD INCREMENT 
:sum Ot 
annual 
emissions 
for unit 3/1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

Hourly emissions 
(pounds) with 
controls applied
ass1m1ing no 
reolacement power 

100 

Average annual 
hours of operation
in 1974 through
1978* 

500 

Average annual 
emissions 
without 
replacement 
power
·cA times Bl 

50,000 ~ 

Average annual 
emissions from the system= sum of unit annual emissions (D) for all units 

Hourly em1ssions 
(pounds) with ' relaxed controls 
assuming re-
placement 
oower 
Annual hours 
of operation
in 1984 with 
replacement 
nnwer 

G 

Annual emissions 
with replacement 
power 

H 

(F times G) 

150 
. 

200 

rY30,000 

J I Averaae annual emissions· from the system = sum of unit annua emissions 1 I for a11 units 

Y Row A from unit tables used for compliance with Part V of the r.ule. 
2/ Row Fis from unit tables with less stringent controls applied than in Row A. 
3/ Annual emissions from a unit equals the sum of annual emissions at each of the 
- · 10 load increments. · 

~ * See Paragraph V(a)(7)(B) 

L 
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B. Estimate the average annua1 hours of operation 

at each of the 10 load increment in base years 

1974 through 1978 by a method acceptable to 

the Executive Officer/Air Pollution Control 

Officer. Estimates must agree with actual 

capacity factors for units. Enter this estimate 

in the appropriate block tn Row B. In this 

sample, the hours at load increment 7 are 

500 hours. The number of hours shall be 

consistent with capacity factors in the Common 

Forecasting Methodology III approved by the 

Energy Commission. 

C. Determine the average annual emissions for 

each of the 10 load incre~ents if no replacement 

power is supplied. To do this, multiply the 

appropriate entries in Row A by the appropriate 

entries in Row B. In this sample, 

100 lbs/hr times 500 hrs/yr= 50,000 lbs/yr 
at load increment 7 

D. Determine the average annual emissions for the 

unit. This is done by adding the average annual 

emissions at each of the 10 load increments 

calculated in Step C. 
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E. Detennine the systems total average annual 

emissions- if no replacement power is available 

and adequate controls are applied to each 

unit to comply with the maximum allowable 

emissions rate table in Part VI of the Rule. 

To do this, add the average annual emissions 

from each unit in the system as calculated 

in Step D. 

The Following Steps Assume Replacement Power is 

Available 

F. Determine the hourly emissions in pounds with 

relaxed controls applied to each of the 10 load 

increments for the unit. This value is derived 

from relaxing controls that are assumed for the 

unit in Step A. Enter this number in the 

appropriate block on Row F. In the sample problem, 

the emissions for the less stringently controlled 

unit at load increment 7 is now 150 pounds/hr. 

ents 
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E. Determine the systems total average annual 

emissions-· if no;replacement power is available 

and adequate controls are applied to each 

unit to comply wi.th the maximum allowable 

emissions rate table in Part VI of the Rule. 

To do this, add the average annual emfssions 

from each unit in the system as calculated 

in Step D. 

The Following Steps Assume Replacement Power is 

Available 

F. Determine the hourly emissions in pounds with 

relaxed controls applied to each of the 10 load 

increments for the unit. This value is derived 

from relaxing controls that are assumed for the 

unit in Step A. Enter this number in the· 

appropriate block on Row F. In the sample problem, 

the emissions for the less stringently controlled 

unit at load increment 7 is now 150 pounds/hr. 
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G. Determine the average annual hours of operation 

at each of the 10 load increments in 1984 assuming 

replacement power is available. Enter this 

estimate in the appropriate block in Row G. 

In this sample, the hours at load increment 7 

with replacement power available is 200 hours. 

H. Determine the. average annual emissions for each 

of the 10 load increments if replacement power 

is supplied and controls are relaxed. To do 

this, multiply the appropriate entries in Row F 

by the appropriate entries in Row G., In this 

sample, 

150 lbs/hr times 200 hrs= 30,000 lbs/yr 
at load increment 7 

I. Determine the average annual emissions for the 

unit with relaxed controls and new hours of 

operation by adding the average annual emissions 

at each of the 10 load increments calculated 

in Step H. 

J. Determine the system's total annual emissions 

if replacement power is available and controls 

are relaxed on some units. To do this, add the 

annual emissions from each unit as calculated 

in Step I. 
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(8) Vi'o1atton of Cl'lntro1 r1an ts a Violation of Rule 

A violatton of an approval fi'nal control plan is a violation of 

this rule. Where the Executive Officer/Air Pollution Control 

Officer determi'nes that a violation of the schedules of equipment 

installation or procurement of new power shown in the Final 

Control Plan has occurred, as a result of circumstances beyond 

the control of the affected utility, a 11 Nottce to Comply" shall 

first be i'ssued to the viol a ting utility before the issuance of 

any "Notice of Violati'on." Failure to correct the violation 

within stxty days from the date of issuance of "Notice to 

Comply" shall be followed by a "Notice of Violation" of the rule 

and enforcement actton, 



V(b) Stage II Requ
and Complianc 
Schedule 

(bl Stage n Regutrements and CompHance Schedule 

The owner or operator of an extsttng electric power generating 

system sha11 comply with the following requirements for 

Stage II. 

fl} Stage II· Emtssions Reductions 

E111tsstons of oxides of nitrogen shall be reduced to no 

111ore than the emissions allowed by the Stage II rates 

in Part VI. This reduction shall be accompanied as 

expeditiously as practicable but not later than 

January 1, 1990 for Options 1 and 3 and January 1, 1988 

for (;)pti'on 2. 

For Options 1, 2, and 3 the following requirements shall 

be fulfilled: 

(A) {i) Prior to Ju1y 1, 1984, for Option 1 or July 1, 

1981, for Option 2 or January 1, 1981 for Option 

3. Submit a final control plan to the Executive 

Officer/Air Pollution Control Officer for his 

or her approva 1. A 1 so submit a copy of this 

ftnal control plan to the Executive Officer of th 

Air Resources Board. 

rements 
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(bJ S'tage fl' Regutrements and CompHance Schedule 

The owner er operator of an exi'sting electric power generating 

system sha11 comply with the fo11owing requirements for 

Stage n. 
fl) Stage n Emtssions Reductions 

Erntss tons of oxtdes of nitrogen sha 11 be reduced to no 

inore than the emissions allowed by the Stage II rates 

in Part VI. This reduction shall be accompanied as 

expeditiously as practicable but not later than 

January 1. 1990 for Options 1 and 3 and January 1, 1988 

for Clpti'on 2. 

For Options 1, 2, and 3 the following requirements shall 

be fulfilled: 

(A) {t) Prtor to July 1, 1984, for Option 1 or July 1, 

1981, for Option 2 or January 1, 1981 for Option 

3. Submit a final control plan to the Executive 

C)fficer/Air Pollution Control Officer for his 

or her approval. Also submit a copy of this 

ftna1 control plan to the Executive Officer of the 

Air Resources Board. 
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(tt) For Opti-on 2, the final control plan shall show 

the completton of all the work that cannot 

be done while the unit is operating but that 

ts necessary for the proper operation of control 

e~uipment. This work shall be done during the 

first scheduled shutdown of the unit after 

January 1, 1984. 

(iit) Por Option 3, the final control plan shall show 

the completton of all the work that cannot be 

done wht1e the unit is operating but that is necessary 

for the proper operation of control equipment. 

Thts work shall be done during the first scheduled 

shutdown of the unit after January 1, 1982. For 

the purpose of this section, a scheduled shutdown 

shall be a scheduled major maintenance shutdown which 

· the uti l tty uses for. the purpose of preventative 

maintenance and which is scheduled at least eigh:lleen 

months prior to the shutdown. Postponement of a 

shutdown does not exempt the owner or operator of a 

system from the requirement~ to install controls. 
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In the event th~t the owner or operator of such 

uti'l tty can demonstrate to the District's Hearing 

Beard that controls on a unit cannot be· installed 

during the first scheduled shutdown because: 1, 

The eontro1 equipment cannot be acquired from 

s-uppHer{sJ in time for the shutdown, or 2, The 

1ltllount of time required for the installation of 

equipment would cause the duration of the shutdown 

to be extended such that the reliability of the s 

wou1d be jeopardized, then the Hearing Board may 

extend the date by which controls must be installe 

on that unit by not more than two years. Such a 

vartance shall not affect the requirement to insta l 

control equipment on other units. If the provisi s 

of this paragraph relating to Option 3 are found 

be invaltd or unenforceable, Option 3 as specifie 

tn thts Rule shall not be available as a method 

of compliance with the provisions of this Rule. 

Mdittonal Minimum Requirements for a Final Control Pla 

for Stage l'l tncl ude: 
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I'n the event thllt the owner or operator of s.uch 

uti'li'ty can demonstrate to the District's Hearing 

Beard that controls on a unit cannot be installed 

during the first scheduled shutdown because: 1, 

The control equipment cannot be acquired from 

s'tlpplter(s) in time for the shutdown, or 2, The 

amount of time required for the installation of 

equipment would cause the duration of the shutdown 

to be extended such that the re1 i abi_ 1 i ty of the sys tern 

would be jeopardized, then the Hearing Board may 

extend the date by which controls must be installed 

on that unit by not more than two years. Such a 

variance shall not affect the requirement to install 

control equipment on other units. If the provisions 

of thts paragraph relating to Option 3 are found to 

be tnva1td or unenforceable, Option 3 as specified 

in this· Rule shall not be available as a method 

of compliance with the provisions of this Rule. 

~cldittonal Minimum Requirements for a Pinal Control Plan 

for Stage n include: 
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(iv) A'Descrtptton of eomp1tance Steps, 

Tht-s descrtption shall include a ltst of the 

steps that will be taken at each electric power 

generati'ng unit to comply wt:th the Stage II 

compli'ance schedule. The .description must 

contatn a construction schedule. The construction 

and equipment installation phases of the final 

control plan will be completed prior to October 1, 

1989, for Option 1, or prior to October 1, 1987, 

for l'lptton 2 or prior to October 1, 1987 for Option 

3, Thts description shall also show that the 

!Hage rt maximum emission rates allowed by Part VI 

of this 0 Rule shall be achieved by January 1, 1990, 

for Opti'ons 1 and 3 or by January 1, 1988 for Option 

2. 

(v) Untt Tab1 es 

A unit table shall be submitted for each unit 

in the system. Each unit table shall show the 

estimated emissions when the controls required 

for Stage II compliance are applied and the unit 

i-s bur1Hn9 oi'l. 

Each unit table shall show the rate of emissions 
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oxides of nitrogen at each of 10 equally 

spaced load points from minimum load to 

rated maximum load. The rate shall be 

shown in pounds of oxides of nitrogen 

per net megawatt hour. The rate shown 

shall be the rate to which the unit shall 

be controlled to achieve compliance with 

the Stage II maximum emissions rates in 

Part VI. 

(vtJ · Schedule of Scheduled Shutdowns 

The plan shall include a schedule of scheduled 

shutdowns of units where such shutdowns have 

a duratton of six weeks or more. 

(B) Prtor to January 1, 1985, for Option 1 or prior to 

January 1, 1982, for Option 2 or January 1, 1981 for 

Optton 3, Stgn tntttal contracts for the construction 

and tnsta11atton of equipment that will lead to the 

achievement of the Stage II maximum emission rates as 

requtred by Part VI of this Rule; issue orders for the 

purchase of component parts necessary to accomplish such 

reducttons. 

(C) Prtor to October 1, 1989, for Option 1 or prior to 

October 1, 1987, for Option 2 or prior to October 1, 1987 

for (')ption 3. complete construction and installation of 

emissions control equipment and component parts as. 

tndtcated on the construction schedule of the final contr 

plan. 

ements 
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oxides of nitrogen at each of 10 equally 

spaced load points from minimum load to 

rated maximum load. The rate shall be 

shown in pounds of oxides of nitrogen 

per net megawatt hour. The rate shown 

shall be the rate to which the unit shall 

be controlled to achieve compliance with 

the Stage II maximum emissions rates in 

Part VI. 

(vtJ Schedule of Scheduled Shutdowns 

The plan shall include a schedule of scheduled 

shutdowns of units where such shutdowns have 

a durati'on of six weeks or more. 

(BJ Prtor to January 1, 1985, for Option 1 or prior to 

January- 1, 1982, for Option 2 or January 1, 1981 for 

Optt-on 3, S·tgn ini'tial contracts for the construction 

and tnsta11atton of equipment that will lead to the 

achtevernent of the Stage II maximum emission rates as 

required by Part VI of this Rule; issue orders for the 

purchase of component parts necessary to accomplish such 

reductions. 

(C) Pri'or to October 1, 1989, for Option 1 or prior to 

October 1, 1987, for Option 2 or prior to October 1, 1987 

for Clption 3. complete construction and installation of 

emissions control equipment and component parts as. 

i'ndtcated on the construction schedule of the final control 

plan. 
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(D) Prtor to January 1, 1990, for Options 1 and 3 or prior 

to January 1, 1988, for Option 2. Demonstrate 

compliance by achieving the Stage II maximum emission 

rates of Part VI of this Rule. Such demonstration shall 

a1 so include the submission to the Executive Officer/Air· 

Po1lutton Control Officer for his or her approval a 

unit table for each unit. Measured emissions at each 

untt sha11 not exceed the emissions at any point or 

i'ncrement on the unit table. In addition, a system-wide 

composite unit table shall show that emissions from the 

system shall not exceed the Stage II maximum emission 

rates of Part ,YI of this Rule. This system-wide composite 

unit tab1e shall be constructed in accordance with the 

crtterta set forth in VI(a). 

(2) Requirements for an Approval Final Control Plan 

An,approvab1e final control plan shall: 

(J) Result in compliance with Stage II emissions reduction 

requirements as expeditiously as practicable; 

(B) Satisfy the minimum requirements for a description of 

compliance steps pursuant to V(b)(l)(A)(i); satisfy 

the minimum requirements for unit.tables pursuant to 

V(b) (l)(A)(i i); and 
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(CI Wi'th reasonable certainty prevent 1oca1i'zed violations 

of ambi'ent atr qualtty standards, 

(D) Show the schedule of conservation efforts, construction 

or procurement of each new source or conservation 

of e1 ectrica 1 energy whi'ch wi 11 result in a system-wide 

reducti'on of emissions of oxides of nitrogen emitted 

in the South Coast Air Basin/Ventura County below 

average 1974 through 1978 annual average emissions, 

pursuant to Sections V(b)(6) and V(b)(7). The schedule 

of construction ~r procJff_~l)lJ!nt shall show: 

i) the date of approva 1 of officers of the uti 1 i ty 

to proceed with the construction or procurement; 

ii) the date by which contracts sha11 be signed for 

new electrical energy for which construction is not 

requirelll; · 

iii) the latest dates for the following construction ste 

• Approval of contracts for construction 

• Commencemer.t of construction 

• Completed installation of major equipment items 

such as turbines or boilers 

, Generation of electrical energy needed to accompl 

s: 

sh 

the emission reduction claimed in subsection V(b) 2)(E) 

• 
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(CI Wi'th reasonable certa'inty prevent locc1l i'zed violations 

of ambient a i'r qua l Hy standards, 

(D) Show the schedule of conservation efforts, construction 

or procurement of each new source or conservation 

of e1ectrica1 energy whi'ch will result in a system-wide 

reduction of emissions of oxides of nitrogen emitted 

tn the South Coast Air Basin/Ventura County below 

average 1974 through 1978 annual average emissions, 

pursuant to Sections V{b)(6) and V(b)(7). The schedule 

of construction ~r proc_ur_gJJJ~nt sha11 show: 

i) the date of approval of officers of the utility 

to proceed with the construction or procurement; 

ii) the date by which contracts shall be signed for 

new electrical energy for which construction is not 

requirelll;- · 

iii) the latest dates for the following construction steps: 

• Approva1 of contracts -for construction 

• Commencement of construction 

• Completed installation of major equipment items 

such as turbines· or boilers 

• Generation of electrical energy needed to accomplish 

the emission reduction claimed in subsection V(b)(2)(E) 
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(E) Por each of the ~ars covered by the final control 

plan state the annual amount of electrical energy 

which w111 be produced from each new source of energy 

or conservation for the South Coast Air Basin/Ventura 

County. 

(F) State the maximum amount of emissions of oxides of 

nitrogen which shall be emitted from the utility's 

system on any calendar day for each of the years to 

the final date of the plan. Emissions greater than 

the amount approved shall constitute a violation 

of this rule. 

(G) State the maximum amount of electrical energy which 

shall be generated by the utility's combustion units 

in the South Coast Air Basin/Ventura County in each 

of the years covered by the plan. 

(H) Describe the equipment which shall be installed and 

operated on the utility's existing units to reduce 

emissions by the amount claimed for new electrical 

energy or conservation in the event that such new 
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energy or conservation or alternative new energy or 

conservation will not be obtained by the date specifi 

in the schedule required by Section V(b)(2)(D). 

Also show the latest date by which such equipment 

shall be installed and operated. 

(3) Unapprovable Final Control Plan is a Violation 

An owner or operator who submits a final control plan 

that does not meet the criteria specified in V(b)(2) 

above is in violation of this Rule. Such violation shall 

coJIJllence on July 1, 1984 for Option l or July 1, 1981 

for Option 2 or January l, 1981 for Option 3. Such 

violation shall remain in effect until an acceptable 

final control plan has been approved by the Executive 

Officer/Air Pollution Control Officer. 

(4) Reduced Emissions Reduction Requirements for Stage II 

Compliance 

Section V(b){4) shall not apply to Option 3 

The emissions reductrions required for Stage II compliance 

may be reduced provided all of the following are 

ful fi 11 ed: 

ements 

d 
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energy or conservation or alternative new energy or 

conservation will not be obtained by the date specified 

in the schedule required by Section V(b)(2}(D). 

Also show the latest date by which such equipment 

shall be installed and operated. 

(3) Unapprovable Final Control Plan is a Violation 

An owner or operator who submits a final control plan 

that does not meet the criteria specified in V(b)(2) 

above is ih violation of this Rule. Such violation shall 

commence on July l, 1984 for Option l or July l, 1981 

for Option 2 or January l, 1981 for Option 3. Such 

violation shall remain in effect until an acceptable 

final control pl~n has been approved by the Executive 

Officer/Air Pollution Control Officer. 

(4) Reduced Emissions Reduction Requirements for Stage II 

Compliance 

Section V(b)(4) shall not apply to Option 3 

The emissions reduct,ions required for Stage II compliance 

may be reduced provided all of the following are 

fulfi 11 ed; 
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(A) Establishment of Demonstration Unit Performance 

Demonstration unit performance shall be established 

as either: 

(i) The demonstration unit has achieved at least 

90 percent control; or 

(ii} The demonstration unit has been excused from 

compliance pursuant to VIII(a)(7). 

(B) Request by Owner or Operator 

The owner or operator may request from the Executive 

Offi.cer/Air Pollution Control Officer a determination 

as to whether the affected system can achieve the 

Stage II maximum allowable emissions rates required 

by Part VI. 

(C} --R29uirement for Public Hearing 

Within 60 days of receiving the request specified 

in V(b)(4)(B) above, the Executive Officer/Air 

Pollution Control Officer shall conduct a public 

hearing on the matter. The owner or operator or 

any other interested party shall have the right to 

appear and present evidence at such hearing. 
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lD} Burden of Proof 

The burden of proof shall be upon the party seeking 

to be excused from compliance with Stage II emission 

rates. This party shall show that compliance with 

these rates is not technically feasible or is not 

cost-effective within the timetable set for complianc 

by this Rule. 

(_E) Detennination by Executive Officer 

In making a determination, the Executive Officer/Air 

Pollution Control Officer shall consider the followin 

factors: 

(.i) The perfonnance and cost-effectiveness of any 

available control measures or combinations of 

control measures including but not limited to 

the technology employed on the demonstration uni 

(ii} The efforts taken by the owner or operator to 

effect compliance-; and 

(iii l The emissions of pollutants other than oxides 

of nitrogen. 

The Executive Officer/Air Pollution Control Officer 

sha 11 make a determination within 30 days after the 

public hearing. 

ements 

; 
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(D) Burden of Proof 

The burden of proof shall be upon the party seeking 

to be excused from compliance with Stage II emission 

rates. This party shall show that compliance with 

these rates is not technically feasible or is not 

cost-effective within the timetable set for compliance 

by this Rule. 

(E} Determination by Executive Officer 

In making a determination, the Executive Officer/Air 

Pollution Control Officer shall consider the following 

factors: 

(i} The performance and cost-effectiveness of any 

available control measures or combinations of 

control measures including but not limited to 

the technology employed on the demonstration unit; 

(ii) The efforts taken by the owner or operator to 

effect compliance; and 

(iiil The emissions of pollutants other than oxides 

of nitrogen. 

The Executive Officer/Air Pollution Control Officer 

shall make a determination.within 30 days after the 

p.u bl i c hear i ng . 
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lf the Executive Officer/Air Pollution Control 

-Officer determines that compliance with Stage II 

emissions rates is not technically feasible or 

cost-effective, the Executive Officer/Air Pollution 

Control Officer shall modify the Stage II maximum 

allowable emission rates in Part VI of this Rule. 

The modifications shall be made to the extent 

dictated by the evidence. 

(5) Units Exempted from Stage II Compliance 

Existing combined cycle generating units are exempt from 

Stage II requirements. 

Alternative energy projects as defined in VII(g)(l) are 

exempt from Stage II requirements. 

(6) Additional Replacement of In-Basin Generated Electrical 

Energy by New Electical Energy or Conservation is an 

Acceptable Method of Reducing Emissions 

Reduction of South Coast Air Basin/Ventura County 

emissions by the replacement of in-basin generated 

electrical energy by new electrical energy or 

conservation is an acceptable method of achieving 

emission reductions in the final control plan provided 
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that the electric utility owner or operator demonstrates 

to the satisfaction of the Executive Officer/Air 

Pollution Control Officer that: 

(A) The owner or operator has a legally enforceable 

entitlement to such replacement power which lasts 

for the period during which the reduction in emission 

is claimed; 

(BJ Legally enforceable commitments are made in the final 

control plan to install and operate control equipmen 

on in-basin unit(s) or obtain equivalent alternative 

energy to reduce emissions by the amount claimed for 

replacement power in the event that such replacement 

power is not obtained by the date specified in the 

final control plan for achieving such claimed emissi 

reductions; and 

(C) Emissions are reduced by the amounts claimed in the 

final control plan and in accordance with the schedu 

in that plan. 

ments 

ns 

e 
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that the electric utility owner or operator demonstrates 

to the satisfaction of the Executive Officer/Air 

Pollution Control Officer that: 

(A) The owner or operator has a legally enforceable 

entitlement to such replacement power which lasts 

for the period during which the reduction in emissions 

is claimed; 

{Bl Legally enforceable commitments are made in the final 

control plan to install and operate control equipment 

on in-basin unit(s) or obtain equivalent alternative 

energy to reduce emissions by the amount claimed for 

replacement power in the event that such replacement 

power is not obtained by the date specified in the 

final control plan for achieving such claimed emissions 

reductions; and 

(C) Emissions are reduced by the amounts claimed in the 

final control plan and in .accordance with the schedule 

in that plan. 
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(D) The utility wil 1 imp1ement programs which wi 11 reduce 

consumption of electrical energy by the amount 

claimed. 

Prior to approval of a final control plan the Executive 

Officer/Air Pollution Control Officer may require the 

surrender for modification of permits to construct and/or 

operate pusuant to subsection VII(e). 

(7) Methodology for Claiming Credit for Conservation Efforts 

or New Electrical Energy 

The owner or operator who claims emission reductions for 

conservation efforts or new energy shall compute such 

reductions according to the method given here. The 

method is described in text form, and an illustration 

is provided. The sample is calculated for one load 

increment for one unit. If credit for conservation efforts 

or new energy is to be claimed, these calculations shall 

be performed for each load increment for each unit. 

The Following Steps Assume No Replacement Power is Available 

A. Determine the hourly emissions in pounds with controls 

applied to each of the 10 load increments for the unit. 

This value is derived from the unit table used for 

compliance with the maximum allowable emissions rate 
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tables in Part VI of the Rule assuming no replacement 

power is available. Enter this number in the approp 

block in Row A. In the sample problem, the figure is 

100 pounds/hour at load increment 7. 

B. Estimate the average annual hours of operation at 

each of the 10 load increments in base years 1974 

through 1978 by a method acceptable to the Executive 

Officer/Air Pollution Control Officer. Estimates 

must agree with the actual capacity factors of the 

units. Enter this estimate in the appropriate block 

in Row B. In this sample, the hours at load incremen 

7 are 500 hours. The number of hours shall be 

consistent with capacity factors in the Common 

Forecasting Methodology III approved by the Energy 

Corrmission. 

C. Determine the average annual emissions for each of 

the 10 load increments if no replacement power is 

supplied. To do this, multiply the appropriate 

entries in Row A by the appropriate entries in Row B. 

In this sample, 

100 lbs/hr times 500 hrs/yr= 50,000 lbs/yr 
at load increment 7 

D, Determine the average annual emissions for the unit. 

This is done by adding the average annual emissions a 

each of the 10 load increments calculated in Step C. 

rements 

·ate 
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tables in Part VI of the Rule assuming no replacement 

power is available. Enter this number in the appropriate 

block in Row A. In the sample problem, the figure is 

100 pounds/hour at load increment 7. 

B. Estimate the average annual hours of opera.tion at 

each of the 10 load increments in base years 1974 

through 1978 by a method acceptable to the Executive 

Officer/Air Pollution Control Officer. Estimates 

must agree with the actual capacity factors of the 

units. Enter this estimate in the appropriate block 

in Row B. In this sample, the hours at load increment 

7 are 500 hours. The number of hours shall be 

consistent with capacity factors in the Common 

Forecasting Methodology III approved by the Energy 

Cammi ss ion. 

C. Determine t.he average annual emissions for each of 

the 10 load increments if no replacement power is 

supplied. To do this, multiply the appropriate 

entries in Row A by the appropriate entries in Row B. 

In this sample, 

100 lbs/hr times 500 hrs/yr= 50,000 lbs/yr 
at load increment 7 

D. Determine the average annual emissions for the unit. 

This is done by adding the average annual emissions at 

each of the 10 load increments calculated in Step C. 
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Example of Calculations for 
Replacement Electrical Energy 

Unit xyz 

Assume No Replacement Power Available 

V(b) Stage II Requirements
and Compliance
Schedule 

LOAD HICREMENT 
::.um of 
annual 
emissions 
for unit 3/1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

Hourly emissions 
(pounds) with 
controls.applied
assuming no 
reolacement cower 

100 

Average annual 
hours of ooeration 
in 1974 through
1978* 

500 

Average annual 
emissf ons 
without 
replacement 
power
{A times B) 

50,000 ~ 

Average.annual
emissions from the svstem = sum of unit annual emissions (Dl for all units 

• 

-G 
H 

. 

J 

Assume Re>lacement Power Available 
Hourly emissions 
(pounds) with 150 
relaxed controls 
assuming re- ..placement 
oower 
Annual hours of opera-
tion in 1990 for Option 200 
1 ! 3 or 1988.for :r 
Ootion 2 with re-
olacement oower 

Annual emissions Iywith r~placement 30,000 
oower - · 
IF times G) . 
Averacie annual emissions tram the svstem = sumot unit annual emssions Il for all units 

1/ Row A from unit tables used for compliance with Part V of the r.ule. 
"'l_/ Row Fis from unit tables with less stringent controls applied than in Row A.
J/ Annual emissions from a unit equals the sum of annual emissions at each of the 

10 load increments. 

* See Paragraph V(b)(7)(B) 
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E. Determine the systems total average annual emissions 

if no replacement power is available and adequate 

controls are applied to each unit to comply with the 

maximum allowable emissions rate table in Part VI 

of the Rule. To do this, add the average annual 

emissions from each unit in the system as calculated 

in Step D. 

The Followin Re 1acement Power is Avail ab1l e 

F. Determine the hourly emissions in pounds with relaxed 

controls applied at each of the 10 load increments fo the 

unit. This value is derived from relaxing controls 

that are assumed for the unit in Step A. Enter this 

number in the appropriate block on Row F. In the 

sample problem, the emissions for the less 

stringently controlled unit at load increment 7 is 

now 150 pounds/hr. 

G. Determine the average annual hours of operation at 

each of the 10 load increment in 1990 for Option 1 

and 3 or 1988 for Option 2 assuming replacement 

power is available. Enter this estimate in the 

appropriate block in Row G. In the sample, the 

hours at load increment 7 with replacement power 

available is 200 hours. 
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E. Determine the systems total average annual emissions 

if no replacement power is available and adequate 

controls are applied to each unit to comply with the 

maximum allowable emissions rate table in Part VI 

of the Rule. To do this, add the average annual 

emissions from each unit in the system as calculated 

in Step D. 

The Following Steps Assume Replacement Power is Availab~e 

F. Determine the hourly_ emissions in pounds with relaxed 

controls applied at each of the 10 load increments for the 

unit. This value is derived from relaxing controls 

that are assumed for the unit in Step A. Enter this 

number in the appropriate bfock on Row F. In the 

sample problem, the emissions for the less 

stringently controlled unit at load increment 7 is 

now 150 pounds/hr. 

G. Determine the average annual hours of operation at 

each of the 10 load increment in 1990 for Option 1 

and 3 or 1988 for Option 2 assuming replacement 

power is available. Enter this estimate in the 

appropriate block in Row G. In the sample; the 

hours at load increment 7 with. replacement power 

available is 200 hours. 
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H, Determine the average annual emissions for each of 

the 10 load increments if replacement power is 

supplied and controls are relaxed. To do this, 

multiply the appropriate entries in Row F by the 

appropriate entries in Row G. In this sample, 

150 lbs/hr times 200 hrs= 30,000 lbs/yr 
at load increment 7 

I' Determine the. average annual emissions for the unit 

with relaxed controls and new hours of operation by 

adding the average annual emissions at each of the 

10 load increments calculated in Step H. 

J. Determine the system's total annual emissions if 

replacement power is available and controls are 

relaxed on some units. To do this, add the annual 

emissions from each unit as calculated in Step I. 

K. The system's tota1 annual emissions with replacement 

power and relaxed controls shall be less than or 

equal to the system's total annual emissions with 

no replacement power and with adequate controls 

applied to each unit to meet the maximum allowable 

emissions rate tables in Part (VI) of the Rule. 

Specifically J shall be less than or equal to E. 



-48- V(b} Stage II Requi
and Complianc
Schedule 

(8} Violation of Control Plan is a Violation of Rule 

A violation of an approved final control plan is a 

violation of this rule. Where the Executive Officer/Air 

Pollution Control Officer determines that a violation 

of the schedules of equipment installation or procurement 

of new power shown in the Final Control Plan has occurred, 

as a result of circumstances beyond the control of the 

affected utility, a "Notice to Comply" shall first be 

issued to the violating utility before the issuance 

of any "Notice of Violation." Failure to correct the 

violation within sixty days from the date of issuance 

of "Notice to Comply" shall be followed by a "Notice of 

Violation" of the rule and enforcement action. 

ements 
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(Bl Violation of Control Plan is a Violation of Rule 

A violation of an approved final control plan is a 

violation of this rule. Where the Executive Officer/Air 

Pollution Control Officer determines that a violation 

of the schedules of equipment installation or procurement 

of new power shown in the Final Control Plan has occurred, 

as a result of circumstances beyond the control of the 

affected utility, a "Notice to Comply!' shall first be 

issued to the violating utility before the issuance 

of any ''Notice of Violation.'' Failure to correct the 

violation within sixty days from the date of issuance 

of "Notice to Comply" shall be followed by a "Notice of 

Violation" of the rule and enforcement action. 
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(9) At any time after January 1, 1982, the owner 

or operator may petition the Air Resources 

Board to amend the requirements of this rule, 

based upon circumstances which have changed since 

the date of adoption of this rule, including, 

but not by·way of limitation, the following: 

(A) The cost-effectiveness or technical feasibility 

of emission control equipment comtemplated 

in any control plan submitted pursuant to 

this ruleo 

(B) The effect of power plant NOx emission on 

federal and state ambient air quality standards 

and the cost-effectiveness of power plant 

NOx reduction to achieve or maintai,n such 

ambient air quality standards. 

(C) Federal or state law, rules, regulations, or 

policy affecting the utilization of gas or 

oil as power plant fuel. 
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Part VI. MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE EMISSIONS RATE TABLES 

This part does not apply to Option 4. 

(a) Table Criteria 

The criteria set forth here were assumed in the construction 

of the maximum allowable emissions rate tables: 

(1) All existing electric power generating units were 

considered to be available and burning oil; 

(2) Each unit of the syst1em was assumed to have nine 

equal increments of load between the unit's minimum 

load and its rated maximum load and one increment 

of load between zero load and minimum load; 

(1) The incremental rate of emissions was determined for 

each increment of load assumed in Criterion 2 above. 

This rate is based on the assumption that emission 

controls required for compliance with the appropriate 

stage are installed and properly operating on the unit 

The rate is calculated in incremental pounds of emissi 

of oxides of nitrogen per incremental net megawatt hou 

(4) A unit table was prepared for each electrical power 

generating unit. Each unit table is based on Criteria 

l, 2, and 3 above. Each unit table was constructed to 

show the rate of emissions at each of 10 equally space 

load points from minimum load to maximum rated load; 

(5) The increments of load identified in Criteria 2 and 

3 above were ranked in order of increasing incremental 

pounds per net megawatt hour; 

s -
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Part VI. MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE EMISSIONS RATE TABLES 

This part does not apply to Option 4. 

(a) Table Criteria 

The criteria set forth here were assumed in the construction 

of the maximum allowable emissions rate tables: 

(1) All existing electric power generating units were 

considered to be available and burning oil; 

(2) Each unit of the systiem was assumed to have nine 

equal increments of load between the unit's minimum 

load and its rated maximum load and one increment 

of load between zero load and minimum load; 

(3") The incrementa 1 rate of emissions was determined for 

each increment of load assumed in Criterion 2 above. 

This rate is based on the assumption that emission 

controls required for compliance with the appropriate 

stage are installed and properly operating on the unit. 

The rate is calculated in incremental pounds of emissions 

of oxides of nitrogen per incremental net megawatt hour; 

(4) A unit table was prepared for each electrical power 

generating unit. Each unit table is based on Criteria 

1, 2, and 3 above. Each unit table was constructed to 

show the rate of emissions at each of 10 equally spaced 

load points from minimum load to maximum rated load; 

(5) The increments of load identified in Criteria 2 and 

3 above were ranked in order of increasing incremental 

pounds per net megawatt hour; 
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(6) Individual unit tables.were combined for each size 

electrical power generating system shown:in the maximum 

allowalbe emissions rate tables; and 

(7) Demand for electrical energy was assumed to be filled 

by changing load in the increments identified in 

Criterion 2 above and in the order determined i-n Criterion 

5 above. For the purpose of filling the next highest 

system-wide increment of deamnd, no unit was assumed to 

be reduced in load. In addition,. no increment of load 

was used unless all lower increments for that same unit 

had been used. 

(b) Construction of Additional Tables 

The construction of any additional maximum allowable 

emissions rate tables or system-wide composite unit tables 

shall be accomplished in accordance with the criteria in 

V(a) above. 

In addition, any other method of adding increments of 

capacity of units to satisfy system-wide load can be 

used provided it is shown to yield equivalent results. 
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Part .VI l4AXIKJM ALLC7wABLE EMISSIOOS RATE TABLES 
- TABLE I• 

MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE RATE OF EMISSIONS OF OXIDES 

OF NITROGEN ASSUMING THAT ALL ELECTRIC POWER GENERATING UNITS IN THE 

SYSTEM ARE AVAILABLE, AS A FUNCTION OF NET SYSTEM LOAD FOR ELECTRIC 

POWER GENERATING SYSTEMS HAVING A TOTAL GENERATING CAPACITY OF 

GREATER THAN 5000 MEGAWATTS AS OF JANUARY 1, 1978 

MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE RATE OFMAXIMUM ALLOWABLE OXIDES OF NITROGEN EMISSIONSRATE OF OXIDES OF POUNDS/HOUR, ON OR AFTERNITROGEN EMISSIONS ·-3JANUARY 1, 1990 FOR Options for 1POUNDS/HOUR, ON ORNET SYSTEM LOAD AFTER JANUARY 1988 FOR OPTION 2AFTER DECEMBER 31 1 1983 11IN MEGAWATTS 
Option 2' ,·Option 1 

888081-33500 173 
1000 1,234 1,430 2551,736 2,0521500 3322,238 2,6732000 424 -
2500 2,758 3,295 

519 
3000 3,331 3,917 633 

· 3500 3,904 4,642 7314,478 5,4024000 839 
4500 5,054 6,197 

9487,0425,6325000 
6,211 7,887 1071 

5500 11868,7326,8006000 13189,5777,4006500 14598,210 10,4227000 16279,002 11,2677500 187110,370 12,6508000 231212,762 15,1158500 570936,4639000 or Greater 30,217 

NOTE: To determine the maximum allowable emissions for net system loads 
other than those shown, use linear interpolation between the two 
net system loads that bracket the net system load desired. 
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Part .VI MAXIPfJM ALLCMABLE EMISSIOOS AATE TABLES 
-- TABLE I

• 
MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE RATE OF EMISSIONS OF OXIDES 

OF NITROGEN ASSUMING THAT ALL ELECTRIC POWER GENERATING UNITS IN THE 

SYSTEM ARE AVAILABLE. AS A FUNCTION OF NET SYSTEM LOAD FOR ELECTRIC 

POWER GENERATING SYSTEMS HAVING A TOTAL GENERATING CAPACITY OF 

GREATER THAN 5000 MEGAWATTS AS OF JANUARY 1, 1978 

MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE RATE OF 
RATE OF OXIDES OF OXIDES OF NITROGEN EMISSIONS 
NITROGEN EMISSIONS POUNDS/HOUR, ON OR AFTER 

NET SYSTEM LOAD POUNDS/HOUR, ON OR JANUARY 1, 1990 FOR Options for 1 &3 
IN MEGAWATTS AFTER DECEMBER 31 1 1983 AFTER JANUARY 1 1 1988 FOR OPTION 2 

Option 1 Option f; 

500 133 808 88 
1000 1,234 1,430 173 
1500 1,736 2,052 255 
2000 2,238 2,673 332 
2500 2,758 3,295 424 
3000 3,331 3,917 519 

· 3500 3,904 4,642 633 
4000 4,478 5,402 731 
4500 5,054 6,197 839 
5000 5,632 7,042 948 
5500 6,211 7,887 1071 
6000 6,800 8,732 1186 
6500 7,400 9,577 1318 
7000 8,210 10,422 1459 
7S00 9,002 11,267 1627 
8000 10.370 12,650 1871 
8500 12 •762 15 • 115 2312 
9000 or Greater 30,217 36,463 5709 

NOTE: To determine the maximum allowable emissions for net system loads 
other than those shown, use 1inear i·nterpolati on between the two 
net system loads that bracket the net system load desired. 
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TABLE I I 

MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE RA1l OF !MISSIONS OF OXIDES 

OF NITROGEN ASSUMING THAT ALL ELECTRIC POWER GENERATING UNITS IN THE 

SYSTEM ARE AVAILABLE. AS A FUNCTION OF NET SYSTEM LOAD FOR ELECTRIC 

POWER GENERATING SYSTEMS HAVING A TOTAL GENERATING CAPACITY OF 

LESS THAN 5000 MEGAWATTS AND EQUAL TO OR MORE 

THAN 500 MEGAWATTS AS OF JANUARY l, 1978 

NET SYSTEM LOAD 
IN MEGAWATTS 

200 
400 
600 
800 

JflOO 
1200 
1400 
1600 
1800 
2000 
2200 
2400 
2600 
2800 
3000 
3200 . 
3400 or 

Greater 

MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE. 
RATE OF OXIDES OF 
NITROGEN EMISSIONS 
POUNDS/HOUR, ON OR 

AFTER DECEMBER 31, 1983 

Option l Option 2 

271 305 
482 588 
693 871 
912 1,154 

1 • 133- 1,437 
1, 355 1,720 
1,576 2,003 
1,790 2,286 
1,969 2,570 
2,195 2,853 
2,407 3,136 
2,749 · 3,419 
3,281 3,854 
3,945 4,533 
4,783 5,372 
5,890 6,479
8,401 8,989 

MAXIf.lllM ALLOWABLE RATE OF 
OXIDES OF NITROGEN EMISSIONS 
POUNDS/HOUR, ON OR AFTER 
JANUARY"l, T990 FOR Options 1 &3 

·AFTER JANUARY 1988 FOR OPTION 2.11 

27 
54 
88 

130 
159 
205 
243 
290 
335 
390 
439 
507 
581 
674 

. 784 
919 

1199 

NOTE: To determine the maximum allowable emissions for net system loads 
other than those shown, use linear interpolati-on between the two 
net system loads that bracket the net system load desired. 
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MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE RATE OF EMISSIONS OF OXIDES 

OF NITROGEN ASSUMING THAT ALL ELECTRIC POWER GENERATING UNITS IN THE 

SYSTEM ARE AVAILABLE. AS A FUNCTION OF NET SYSTEM LOAD FOR ELECTRIC 

POWER GENERATING SYSTEMS HAVING A TOTAL.GENERATING CAPACITY OF 

LESS THAN 500 MEGAWATTS AS OF JANUARY 1, 1978 

MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE RATE OFMAXIMUM ALLOWABLE OXIDES OF NITROGEN EMISSIONSRATE OF OXIDES OF POUNDS/HOUR, ON OR AFTERNITROGEN EMISSIONS JANUARY l, 1990 .FOR Options 1 &NET SYSTEM LOAD · POUNDS/HOUR, ON OR AFTER JANUARY l, 1988 FOR OPTIONIN MEGAWATTS AFTER DECEMBER 31 1 1983 

Oetion 1 Oetion 2 . 
20 64 82 7 
40 103 137 12 
60 154 192 18 
80 206 247 26 

100 257 302 35 -46120 311 368 
140 370 439 58 

72160 428 510 
86180 503 581 

681 105 ·200 587 
130220 756 850 

240 or greater 996 1,090 166 -
NOTE: To detennine the maximum allowable emissions for net system loads 

other than those shown, use linear interpolation between the two 
net system loads that bracket the net system load desired. 
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• 
TABLE III 

MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE RATE OF EMISSIONS OF OXIDES 

OF NITROGEN ASSUMING THAT ALL ELECTRIC POWER GENERATING UNITS IN THE 

SYSTEM ARE AVAILABLE. AS A FUNCTION OF NET SYSTEM LOAD FOR ELECTRIC 

POWER GENERATING SYSTEMS HAVING A TOTAL.GENERATING CAPACITY OF 

LESS THAN 500 MEGAWATTS AS OF JANUARY 1 , 1978 

NET SYSTEM LOAD · 
IN MEGAWATTS 

20 
40 
60 
BO 

100 
120 
140 

· 160 
180 
200 
220 
240 or greater 

M'\XIMUM ALLOWABLE 
RATE OF OXIDES.OF 
NITROGEN EMISSIONS 
POUNDS/HOUR, ON OR 

AFTER DECEMBER 31, 1983 

Option l Option 2 

64 82 
103 137 
154 192 
206 247 
257 302 
311 368 
370 439 
428 510 
503 581 
587 681 
756 850 
996 1,090 

MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE RATE OF 
OXIDES OF NITROGEN EMISSIONS 
POUNDS/HOUR, ON OR AFTER 
JANUARY 1, 1990 .FOR Options l & 3 
AFTER JANUARY 1, 1988 FOR OPTION 2 

7 
12 
18 
26 
35 
46 
58 
72 
86 

105 · 
130 
166 

NOTE: To detennine the maximum allowable emissions for net system loads 
other than those shown, use linear interpolation be.tween the two 
net system loads that bracket the net system load desired. 

https://OXIDES.OF
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VII {a) Data Requ i remen ts 

Part VII. ADDITIONAL PROVISIONS 
• 

This part does not apply to Option 4. 

(a) Data Requirements 

(1) Data to be Obtained by Measurements 

Any oxides of nitrogen emissions data required by this 

Rule shall be based on measurements of emissions on 

applica61e units. Such measurements shall be conducted 

at times and in a manner acceptable to the Executive 

Officer/..!\ir Pollution Control Officer 

The term ~Any oxides of ni:trogen emissions data" used 

above includes that data on which unit tables are based. 

· (2) Need for f,ddtttonal Xnformatton 

· ·Additional information that is deemed necessary by the 

Executive Officer/ Air Pollution Control Officer ·rto 

ascertain the validity of submitted data shall be furnished 

to the Executtve Officer,/1\ir Po1luticin Cd'ntrol Officer 

the owner or operator of the effected unit within 

60 days of the Executive Officer's/ Air Pollution Controij 

Officer's written request. 

(3) Resolving Discrepancies in Data 

If the Executive Officer/ Air Pollution Control Officer 

determines that the rate of emissions of oxides 

of nitrogen from any unit is different from the rate shown 



VII (b) Interpolation 

VII (c) Agreement to 
Combined Systems 

in the data submitted for approval, the Executive 

Officer/Air Pollution Control Officer shall notify 

in writing the owner or operator that a difference 

exists. The Executive Officer/ Air Pollution 

Control Officer may then substitute the data from 

his or her determination for the data submitted. 

( b) Interpolation 

The rate of emissions of oxides of nitrogen at pofots in the 

operating range of a unit or system that is not coincident 

with data submitted shall be detenni~ed by linear interpolation. 
between the two points that bracket the point desired. 

( ~ Agreement to Combine Systems 

Owners or operators of electrical power generating systems 

may enter into mutual written agreements to combine systems. 

For the purposes of this Rule, these combined systems shall 

be considered as one. If systems are combined, the maximum 

allowable emissions rate table in Part VI of this Rule anci which 

·;s applicable to said owners or operators shall be superseded 

and replaced by a new ta~le of like form. The new table shall 

reflect such agreement and provide for an identical level of 

system-wide control. -Such revised table shall be derived by 

the Executive Officer/Air Pollution Control Officer. 

An agreement to combine systems does not alter the status of 

demonstration units. Units previously selected as demonstration 

units shall continue to serve that purpose, and the provisions 
of VII I sha11 remain in effect for those uni ts, 



VII (b) Interpolation 

vII (c) Agreement to 
Combined Systems 

in the data submitted for approval, the Executive 

Officer/Air Pollution Control Officer shall notify 

in writing the owner or operator that a difference 

exists. The Executive Officer/Air Pollution 

Control Officer may then substitute the data from 

his or her determination for the data submitted. 

( b) Interpolation 

The rate of emissions of oxides of nitrogen at points in the 

operating range of a unit or system that is not coincident 

with data submitted shall be detennJ~ed by linear interpolation 

between the two points that bracket the point desired. 

( g Agreement to Combine Systems 

Owners or operators of electrical power generating systems. 

may enter into mutual written agreements to combine systems. 

For the purposes of this Rule, these combined systems shall 

be considered as one. If systems are combined, the maximum 

allowable emissions rate table in Part VI of this Rule anci which 

·is applicable to said owners or operators shall be superseded 

and replaced by a new ta~le of like form. The new table shall 

reflect such agreement and provide for an identical level of 

system-wide control. Such revised table shall ~e derived by 

the Executive Officer/Air Pollution Control Officer. 

An agreement to combine systems does not alter the status of 

demonstration units. Units previously selected as demonstration 

units shall continue to serve that purpose, and the provisions 

of VIII shall remain in effect for those units1 



-57- vu(d) Consultation 
with Other 
Districts 

vu(e) Permit Provi si•>ns 

(d) Consultation with Other Districts 

Prior to making a_ determination regarding the acceptability 

of any plans, data, or any other information required by this 

Rule, the Executive Officer/Air Pollution Control Officer shall 

consult with the Executive Officer/Air Pollution Control'Officer 

of any other Air Pollution Control District that would be 

affected by this Rule: 

(e) Permit Provisions 

Any person operating basic equipment under permit pursuant to 

this Rule and who plans to ma~e modifications to that 

equipment or related control equipment for the purpose 

of reducing oxides of nitrogen emissions as required by this 

Rule, shall apply for new permits to construct or operate 

both basic and control equipment involved in such reductions 

regardless ·of whether modifications or additions are to be 

made to either basic or control equipment or both. 

Existing permits to operate pertaining to the basic and control 

equipment as specified above shall be surrendered and cancelled 

when such new permits "to operate are issued. New permits shall 

not be effective unless surrender of such existing permits is 

made. 
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(f) Continuous Monitoring of Arrmonia . 
An owner or operator of an electric power generating unit that 

· uses a111110nia to comply with this Rule shall not operate that 

unit unless the unit is equipped with instruments to 

continuously monitor and record the co_ncentration of ammonia 

in the flue gas. Ammonia concentrations shall be monitored 

when anmonia is being introduced into the flue g~s of the 

unit. The recorded data shall be retained by the owner or 

operator of the affected electrjc power generating system for 

at least two years from the date of recording. These. data 

shall be available for inspection and/or reproduction upon 

the request of the Executive Officer/ Air Pollution Control Offic 

The Executive Officer/Air Pollution Control Officer shall 

determine the acceptability of any instrument used to comply 

with this Section. Such determination shall be made prior 

to the instrument's installation. 

• 
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(f) Continuous Monitoring of Anmonia . 
An owner or operator of an electric power generating unit that 

· uses ammonia to comply with this Rule shall not operate that 

unit unless the unit is equipped with instruments to 

continuously monitor and record the concentration of ammonia 

in the flue gas. Ammonia concentrations shall be monitored 

when anmonia is being introduced into the flue 911s of the 

unit. The recorded data shall be retained by the owner or 

operator of the affected elect~ic power generating system for 

at least two years from the date of recording. These data 

shall be_ available for inspection and/or reproduction upon 

the request of the Executive Officer/ Air Pollution Control Officer. 

The Executive Officer/Air Pollution Control Officer shall 

determine the acceptability of any instrument used to comply 

with this Section. Such determination shall be made prior 

to the instrument's installation. 
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VII (g) • Exemptions 

(g) Exemptions 

(1) Alternative Energy Projects 

(A) Cogeneration and Alternative Fuel Units 

The provisions of this Rule do net apply to 

cogeneration units or units in which refuse-derived 

fuel or biomass fuel is burned to satisfy at least 

50 percent of the total heat demand of that unit. 

For the purposes of this Rule. a cogeneration unit is 

one that concurrently recovers for sale by the system's 

owner or operator a substantial fraction of the input 

energy as other forms of energy for industrial or 

commercial heati~g or cooling purposes. The Executive 

Officer shall determine what a substantial fraction 

is. but in no event shall it be less than 25 percent. 

For the purposes of this Rule. cogeneration units 

do not include combined cycle generating units. 

(B) Existing Units Modified to Cogeneration Units 

Existing units modified to cogeneration units that 

do not meet the requirements for cogeneration units 

in VII(g)(l)(A) above on or before August 7, 1978, 

but are thereafter modified to meet those requirements 

shall for the purposes of this Rule be considered as 

new units. These units shall be subject to the new 

source review provisions of Regulation XIII of the 

South Coast Air Qualtty Management District or 

with Rule 26 of the Ventura County Air Pollution 

Control District, whichever applies. 
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VII (g). Exemptions 

VII (h). Prohibited 
Modification 

(2) Simple Cycle Gas Turbine Units 

The provisions of this Rule do not apply to simple cycle 

gas turbine electric power generating units. 

(3) Existing Combined Cycle Unjts: PARTIAi fXEMPIIDN . 

Electric power generating units that are permitted to operate 

as combined cycle gas turbine units on or before August 7, 

1978, are exempt from the provisions of th.is Rule except 

for IV(b)', "Emissions D.ispatch Plan," which applies fully. 

(h ).Prohibited Modification 

An existing unit shall not be modified so as to result in a 

net increase in its emissions of oxides of nitrogen, 
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Part VIII• .DEMONSTRATION UNIT 
This part does not apply to Options 3 and 4. 

(a) Demonstration Unit Requirements 

.A demonstration unit is a unit selected.to demonstrate control 

technology that can be used to achieve Stage II system-wide 

.reductions of 90 percent. 

(1) Applicable Unit 

A demonstration unit is an electric power generating 

unit with an electrical generating capacity equal to 

or greater than: 

(A) 100 megawatts or equivalent flue gas volume: Selection 1; or 

(B) 350 megawatts or equivalent flue gas volume: Selection 2. 

(2) Applicable System 

The requirement for a demonstration unit applies only 

to owners or operators of electric power generating systems 

·. with power generating capacities equal to or greater than 

500 megawatts. 

(3) Number of f!equired Units 

Each system of at least 500 megawatts shall have at least 

one demonstration unit. 

(4) Required.Emissions R~ductions 

The owner or operator of .the demonstration unit shall 

reduce the rate of emissions of oxides of nitrogen by at 

least 90 percent throughout the demonstration unit's 

operating range. The rate of reduction shall be determined 

from the approved unit table for the affected unit. A 

unit table for a demonstration unit shall meet the 

minimum requirements stated in the compliance schedu.le 

https://schedu.le
https://selected.to
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in VIII(a}(5) below. 

(5) .Demnnstration Unit Compliance Schedule 

The emission reductions required by VIII(a)(4) above shall 

be achieved as expeditiously as practicable but· prior to· 

January 1
1 

1982, for Selection 1 or October 1. 1983. 

for Selection 2. The owner or ooerator of a demonstration 

unit shall fulffll the following minimum requirements: 

(A) 'Prior to May 1, 1980, for both Selection l and 

Selection 2 submit the following to the Executive 

Officer/Air Pollution Control Officer. Also submit 

a copy_ to the Executive Officer of the Air Resources 

Board: 

(i) A final control plan that identifies the unit 

se1ected to be the demonstration unit. The final 

control plan shall describe the minimum steps 

that will be ·taken to achieve the required 90 

percent reduction by January 1, 1982. for 

Selection 1 or prior to October 1, 1983, for 

Selection ~. · 

The final control plan shall also contain a 

construction schedule. The construction schedule 

shall show completion of the construction and 

equipment installation phases prior to October 

1, 1981, for Selection 1 or prior to July 1, 1983, 

for Selection 2. 
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in VIII(a){S) below. 

(5) .Demonstration Unit Compliance Schedule 

The emission reductions required by VIII(a)(4) above shall 

be achieved as expeditiously as practicable but prior to 

January 1, 1982, for Selection 1 · or October 1, .1983, 

for Selection 2. The owner or operator of a demonstration 

unit shall fulfill the following minimum requirements: 

(A} "Prior to May 1, 1980, for both Selection 1 and 

Selection 2 submit the tollowing to the Executive 

Officer/Air Pollution Control Officer. Also submit 

a copy_ to the Executive Officer of the Air Resources 

Board: 

(i) A final control plan that identifies the unit 

selected to be the demonstration unit. The final 

control plan shall describe the minimum steps 

that will be ·taken to achieve the required 90 

percent reduction by January 1, 1982, for 

Selection l or prior to October 1, 1983, for 

Selection l!, 

The final control plan shall also contain a 

construction schedule. The construction schedule 

shall show completion of the construction and 
' . 

equipment installation phases prior to October 

1, 1981, for Selection 1 or prior to July 1, 1983, 

for.Selection 2. 
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(11) Unit tables as described here. One unit table 

shall show em1ss1ons upstream of control 

equipment when the unit is burning oil. A second 

unit table shall show •stimated emlssions oownstream of 

control equipment when the unit is burning oil. 

A comparison of the two unit tables shall be 

made by the Executive Officer/Air Pollution 

tontrol Officer.to detennine if the 90 percent 

reduction slia11 .. be -achieved. This second 

unit table shall elso be used when constructing 

the system-wide coq,osite unit teb-les• required 

for Stage I 1;oq:,11ance pursuant to V{a}(l)(D) 
, 

and for Stage II compliance pursuant to 

V(b)(l )(D) . 

.(B) Prior to May 1, 1980. Sign initial contracts for the 

construction and installation of equipment that will 

begin to effect the emissions reductions required by 

this Rule; issue orders for the purchase of component 

parts to accomplish such reductions. Such contracts 

and orders ·shall be submitted to the Executive Officer/ 

Air Pollution Control Officer. Also, submit copies 

of such contracts to the Executive Officer of the Air 

Resources Board. 

:c) Prior to October 1, 1981, for Selection 1 or prior to 

July 1, 1983, for Selection 2. Complete construction 

and installation of emissions- control equipment 

and component parts as indicated on the construction 

. schedule of the final control plan. 

https://Officer.to
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(D) Prior to January 1, 1982, for Selection 1 or prior to 

October 1. 1983, for Selection 2. Demonstrate 

co~liance by achieving the required 90 percent 

reduction, Such demonstration shall include the 

submission of unit tables to the Executive Officer/ 

Air Pollution Control Officer for his or her approval. 

(6) Co11J>liance 

(A) Inadequate Final Control Plan is a Violation 

An inadequate fina·l control plan is one that wil 1 not 

achieve the 90 percent emissions reduction requirement 

as expeditiously as practicable. This criterion applies 

even if the plan ensures co~liance by the date 

specified in the compliance schedule. 

If the Executive Officer/Air Pollution Control Officer 

determines at any time that a final control plan is 

,inadequate according to the criteria above. the owner 

or operator of the affected electric power generating 

system shall be in violation of this Rule. Such violation 

shall co11111ence on the date·the determination was made 

be the Executive Officer/Air Pollutfon Control Officer.· 

Such violation shall remain in effect unttl an 

adequate final control plan has been approved by the 

Executive Officer/Air Pollution Control Officer. 

(B) Noncompliance with Plan is a Violation 

Unless otherwise excused by VIII (al7) below, _any 
. 

failu..,.to achieve and demonstrate 'the required 90 

percent·reduction shall constitute a violation of-this Rul • 
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(D) Prior to January 1. 1982, for Selection l or prior to 

October 1, 1983, for Selecti.on 2. Demonstrate 

co~liance by achieving the required 90 percent 

reduction, Such demonstration shall include the 

submission of unit tables to the Executive Officer/ 

Air Pollution Control Officer for his or her approval. 

(6) CoRpliance 

(A) Inadequate Final Control Plan is a Violation 

An ina·dequate fina-1 control plan is one that w1l l not 

achieve the 90 percent emissions reduction requirement 

as expeditiously as practicable. This criterion applies 

even if the plan ensures co~liance by the date 

specified in the compliance schedule. 

If the Executive Officer/Air Pollution Control Officer 

determines at any time that a final control plan is 

-inadequate according to the criteria above. the owner 

or operator of the affected electric power generating 

system shall be in violation of this Rule, Such violation 

shall conmence on the dateithe determination was made 

be the Executive Officer/Air Pollution ContrQl Officer. 

Such vfolatio·n shall remain in effect unttl an 

adequate final control plan has been approved by the 

Executive Officer/Air Pollution Control Officer. 

(B) Noncompliance with Plan is a Violation 

Unless otherwise excused by VIII (a Pl below, _any 
. 

failu..,.to achieve and demonstrate 'the required 90 

percent·reduction shall constitute a violation of-this Rule. 

https://Selecti.on
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(7) Excysal from ~eguired Emissions Reduction 

Any system owner or operator wtifch is required to achieve 

such 90 percent reduction shall be excused from this 

requirement if the Executive Officer/Air Pollution Control 

Officer makes a final dtltermination that: 

(A) The maximum achievable reduction has been demonstrated; 

(B) The maximum achievable reduction is less than 90 

percent; ~nd 

(C) The owner or operator has taken a11 reasonably 

available steps to effect such reduction. 
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Part IX Option 4 

This part does not apply to Options 1, 2 and 3. 

(a) Emission Reduction Requirements 

The owner or operator of a system shall reduce system-wide annual 

average and daily maximum oxides of nitrogen emissions by 90% and 75% 

respectively, from the system-wide average of 1974 through 1978 annua 

average and maximum daily amounts respectively by January 1990, the 

final compliance date for this rule. The owner or operator shall als 

reduce oxides of nitrogen emissions before 1990 by at least the 

percentages and by the dates shown in Table IX-1 of this section. In 

addition to meeting the percentage reductions identified in Table IX- , 

the owner or operator shall obtain the further emission reductions wh ch 

will result from compliance with the requirements of pa~agraph (e) 

of this Part IX. Except as required by Section (e), variations may b 

allowed if approved in writing by the Executive Officer/Air Pollution 

Control Officer and if the Exec~tive Officer/Air Pollution Control 

Officer determines that subsequent reductions will be achieved in 

accordance with the schedule in Table IX-1. 

Table IX-1 
NOx Emission Reduction from 

Average of Year$' 1974 through 1978 

Year 
Average

%Reduction 
Daily Maxim 
% Reductio 

m 

1982 18 15 
1983 27 22.5 
1984 36 30 
1985 45 37.5 
1986 54 45 
1987 63 52.5 
1988 72 60 
1989 81 67. 5 
1990 90 75 
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Part IX Option 4 

This part does not apply to Options 1, 2 and 3. 
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respectively, from the system-wide average of 1974 through 1978 annual 
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percentages and by the dates shown in Table IX-1 of this section. In 

addition to meeting the percentage reductions.identified in Table IX-1, 

the owner or operator shall obtain the further emission reductions which 

will result from compliance with the requirements of pa~agraph (e) 

of this Part IX. Except as required by Section (e), variations may be 

allowed if approved in writing by the Executive Officer/Air Pollution 

Control Officer and if the Exec~tive Officer/Air Pollution Control 

Officer determines that subsequent reductions will be achieved in 

accordance with the schedule in Table IX-1. 

Table IX-1 
NOx Emission Reduction from 

Average of Year~ 1974 through 1978 

Year 
Average 

%Reduction 
Daily Maximum 
%Reduction 

1982 18 15 
1983 
1984 

27 
36 

22.5 
30 

1985 45 37.5 
1986 54 45 
1987 63 52.5 
1988 72 60 
1989, 81 67 .5 
1990 90 75 
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Compliance with these emission reduction requirements shall be based on 

annual average and daily maximum total South Coast Air Basin/Ventura 

County emissions in tons per day, developed using unit NOx concentration 

measurements and calculated exhaust gas flow levels. These values shall 

not exceed emission limits established according to the reductions 

contained in Table IX-1. The utility shall submit on a monthly basis anrt 

not later than 30 days following the end of each month daily NOx emissions 

data for each unit in the South Coast Air Basin/Ventura County for the 

purpose of determining compliance. 

(b} Reduction Methods 

Emission reductions shall be accomplished by any method the utility 

chooses including, but not limited to the following: 

(1) Application of new emission controls 

(2) Modification or optimization of existing emission controls 

(3) Use of cleaner fuels (including natural gas if under firm contract). 

(4) Reduction of generation in the South Coast Air Basin/Ventura County 

by increased generation outside that area. Such electrical energy 

shall be credited to the extent it reduces emissions within the 

South Coast Air Basin/Ventura County. 

(5) Least NOx dispatch 

(c) Exceptions 

The owner or oper.ator may, during a system emergency, operates a unit or 

system in excess of the emissions 1 imits in Section Ca) provided that 

total oxides of nitrogen emissions are otherwise minimized. 
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The Executive Officer/Air Pollution Control Officer shall be advised of 

any violation, the reason for it, and expected duration within 24 hours 

of the occurrence:or within four hours after the start of the next normal 

business day. The utility shall file a written report to the Executive 

Officer/ Air Pollution Control Officer within one, week of the occurrence 

and shall include estimated emissions in excess of this rule. The 

utility shall make available for inspection by the Executive Officer/ 

Air Pollution Control Officer such records that establish that there 

was a system emergency. 

For the purpose of this rule, a "system emergency" means a situation when 

due to unavailability of scheduled generating capacity or due to 

unanticipated peak demand, the projected on-line energy producing capacit 

(including firm purchased power) directly avai.lali>le to the system operato 

is less than five percent of the anticipated system peak load and appears 

to be further decreasing to 2-1/2 percent or less. 

(d) Compliance Plan 

The utility shall submit a compliance plan to the Executive Officer/Air Pollut on 

Control Officer no later than June 1, 1980, for approval and shall submit 

updated plans annually thereafter. Each plan shall show which methods shall b 

utilized to reduce South Coast Air Basin/Ventura County emissions to meet the 

requirements of Section IX(a). The control plan and each annual update shall 

contain as a minimum: 

(1) A resource plan identifying out-of-South-Coast-Air-Basin/Ventura-County 

generation to be integrated into the utility system and a projection 
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of the resulting South Coast Air Basin/Ventura County emissions reductions 

for each of the remaining years to 1990. 

(2) A description of the control equipment which will be installed on 

units and which will be necessary to,comply with final emissions 

reductions requirements of this rule (90 percent annual average and 75 percent 

peak daily emissions reductions) and the respective units on which such 

equipment wi 11 be ins ta 11 ed. 

(3) A description of all other steps by which emissions will be reduced to 

comply with the final emissions reduction requirements of this rule. 

(4) A construction schedule and date of operation for all equipment installation 

necessary to meet the provisions of this part, consistent with Section (e) 

of this part. 

(5) Contingency plans and implementation dates for achieving the required South 

Coast Air Basin/Ventura County emission reductions fn the event the 

generation identified in the resource plan in #1 above is not obtained in 

accordalilcewith the plan. Such contingency plans and/or implementation 

dates may be amended upon filing of an amended contingency plan or schedule 

and approved by the Executive Officer/Air Pollution Control Officer. 

(6) Oil reduction compliance plans filed with Federal and/or State agencies. 

(7) The compliance schedule shall contain aggregate emission limits for 

all units within the District and shall represent an enforceable daily 

and annual emission limit upon approval of the Compliance Plan. 

(8) A methodology for determining compliance with provisions of this rule. 

Such methodology may be detailed in the form of a Letter of Agreement 

between the Executive Officer/Air Pollution Control Officer. 

- (9) A schedule of scheduled shutdowns of units where such shutdowns will have 

a duration of six weeks or more. 
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(e) Dates When Controls Must be Installed 

(1) The controls identified in the compliance plan required to comply 

with the final emissions reductions requirement of this part shall 

be installed as expeditiously as practicable but in no event later 

than during the first regularly scheduled shutdown of each affected 

unit which coonnences after January l, 1982. For the purpose of this 

section, a scheduled shutdown shall be of six weeks or more duration 

and scheduled at least eighteen months in advance of the shutdown. 

Postponement of a shutdown does not exempt the owner or operator 

of the system from the requirement to insta11 controls. 

(2) In the event that the owner or operator of such utility can demonstrate to 

the District's Hearing Board that controls on a unit cannot be installed 

during the first scheduled shutdown because: l. The control equipment 

cannot be delivered by the supplier(s) in time for the shutdown; or 2. 

The amount of time required for the installation of equipment would cause 

the duration of the shutdown to be extended such that the reliability of th 

system would be jeopardized, then the Hearing Board may extend the date 

controls must be installed on that unit by not more than two yfars. Slilch 

a variance shall not affect the requirement to install controls on other 

units. 

(3)If this Section IX(e) is found to be invalid or unenforceable, Option 4 

as specified in this Rule shall not be available as a method of compliance 

with the provisions of this Rule. 

(f) Reguirement for New Pennits 

Any person operating basic equipment under permit pursuant to this 
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Rule and who plans to make modifications to that equipment or related control 

equipment for the purpose of reducing oxides of nitrogen emission as required 

by this Rule, shall apply for new permits to construct or operate both basic 

and control equipment involved in s-uch reductions regardless of whether 

modifications or additions are to be made to either basic or control 

equipment or both. 

- Existing permits to operate pertaining to the basic and control equipment as 

specified above sha11 be surrendered and cancelled when such new pennits to 

operate are issued. New permits shall not be effective unless surrender of 

such existing permits is made. 

(g) Right to Petition for Variance 

At any time after January l, 1982, the owner or operator may petition the 

Air Resources Board to amend the requirements of this rule based upon 

circumstances which have changed since the date of adoption of this rule, 

including, but not by any way of limitation, the following: 

(1) The cost-effectiveness or technical feasibility of emission control 

equipment contemplated in any control plan submitted pursuant to this 

rule. 

(2) The effect of power plant NOx emission on federal and state ambient air 

qualHy standards and the cost;.effectiveness of power plant NOx reductions 

to achieve or maintain such ambient air quality standards. 

(3) Federal or state laws, rules, regulations, or policy affecting the 

utilization of gas or oil as power plant fuel. 



.. State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Response to Environmental Issues Raised 

ITEM: Adoption of Amendments to Rule 475,l of the South Coast Air Quality
Management District and Rule 59.l of the Ventura County Air Pollution 
Control District which Control the Emissions of Oxides of Nitrogen
from Power Plants 

Public Hearing Date: March 27, 1980 
Response Date; March 27, 1980 

Issuing Authority: Air Resources Board 

COMMENT: Efforts to control ozone in the South Coast Air Shed may be 

adversely impacted by further controls upon emissions of nitrogen 

oxides and the relative contribution of nitrogen oxides from 

power plants is extremely small,· (The Southern California Edison 

Company). 

RESPONSE: The air quality impacts of controlling emissions of oxides of 

nitrogen are not a significant environmental issue related to 

the proposed action, The Board thoroughly examined and considered 

the air quality need before adopting the existing Rules 495.l and 

59.1 of the South Coast Air Quality Management District and 

Ventura County, respectively; on August 7, 1978 and May 24; 1979, 

At those times the Board found that such rules were needed to meet 

air quality standards and hence would have a positive environmental 

effect. At this hearing the matter before the Board is the revision 

to the existing rules to make them more compatible with recent 

findings on control techniques and to allow for the reduction of 

fossil fuel burning within the South Coast Air Shed as a way of 

reducing emissions to comply with the rules. The proposed revisions 

do not significantly change the air 9uality impacts of the existing 

rules. Therefore, the air quality information su6mittea by Edison 
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State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 80-23 

March 27. 1980 

WHEREAS, the Air Resources Board (the ''Board'') in Resolution 79-49, May 29, 
1979, adopted Rule 59.l for the Ventura County Air Pollution Control District;
and · 

WHEREAS, Rule 59.1 is compler.i::>ntary to Rule 475.1 of the South Coast Air 
Quality Manager.!ent District in that one of the utility cor.ipanies subject to 
both rules has power plants in both districts and the emissions from the 
power plants are controlled systezvide. Therefore both rules must contain 
substantially identical provisions; and 

WHEREAS, the Board in Resolution 80-22, dated March 27, 1980, rescinded 
Rule 475.1 of the South Coast Air Quality Management District and replaced 
it with Rule 1135.1. which is in certain respects substantially different 
from Rule 475.1; and 

WHEREAS, Rule 59.1 of the Ventura County Air Pollution Control District 
must now be changed to contain coii'plementary provisions to those of 
Rule 1135.1 of the South Coast P,ir Quality Management District; and 

- WHEREAS, the Board originally adopted Rule 59.1 in response to a request 
from the Ventura County Board of Supervisors, and representatives of the 
County have expressed the desire th::t the Board at this tirr:e consider 
further revisions to the Rule; and 

WHEREAS, HeaJth and Safety Code Section 39605 authorizes the Board to pro
vide any assistance to any district; and 

- WHEREAS, Sections l10{a)(2) and 172(a)(1) of the Clean Air Act require that 
a state implementation plan provide for the attain~ent of national ambient 
air quality standards in any nonattainment area as expeditiously as 
practicable; and 

WHEREAS, a corrmitment was made in the Ventura County Air Pollution Control 
District's nonattainment plan to reduce emissions of oxides of nitrogen 
by mean? of the measures contained in the Rule adopted by this Resolution; 
and · 

WHEREAS, the staffs of the Ventura County Air Pollution Control District 
and the Board have worked together to develop arr.end.r.ents that are satis
factory to the staff of the Ventura County Air Pollution Control District;
and , 

RECEIVED I certify that this is a correct 
Office of lhe S•xr::tary copy of this document on fi1e .. 

in this office.APR 15 i980 
Resource:; ,-.g.:ncy ot California ~ {?_ ~ 
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fossil fuel burning within the South Coast Air Shed as a \·lay of 

reducing emissions to co~ply with the rules. The proposed revisions 

significantly change the air quality irn;:iacts of the existir:; 

Therefor2, thc:c <'.ir q•,,::,.1i:.y infon>:tion s•./:.;;iittcd by Edison 

APR 151SSO 
I certify that this is a correct copy 

!50urc.,, ,...~- ..cy o, Colifornia of the C:ocur,ent on file in this office. 

~- .. ~ ,?,-~. ~--s~ 



State of Californla o· 
Pil ·e m o r on d u m 

From 1 

Huey D. Johnson 
Secretary
RESOURCES AGENCY 

Air Resourtos BOClrd 

Dc:rlit , Apri 1 14, 1980 

s~~ect: Filing of Notice of 
Decision of the 
Air Resources Board 

Pursuant to Title 17, Section 60007(b) and in compliance with 
Air Resources Board certification under section 21080.5 of the 
Public Resources Code, the Air Resources Board hereby fon·:3. rds 
for posting the attached notice of decision and response to en
vironmental comments raised during the corrr;ient period. 

fa;/, /t_kr!c;/.?. 
Sally Rur:ip 
BOARD SECRETARY 

Attachments: 
Resolution 80-22 

t.,-'Resolution 80-23 

REC::IVED 
I cc:rti.. fy that t:11._!_; i:..~ .:: Cl)~rect cor··.~OT~ice cf ~:,.~ S·Jc,2tary 
of the c.locurcnt 011 file in t:1is offi,:r•. 

AP~ 151920 
R,:sourc<::~ ,...'d~'•'-/ or California 

C. ..~"'--......>.. -'-<-~.._,._~,._.,.,,. 
{/ 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 80-24 

May 22, 1980 

WHEREAS, Section 39601 of the Health and Safety Code authorizes the 
Air Resources Board to adopt standards, rules, and regulations necessary 
for the proper execution of the powers and duties granted to and imposed 
upon the Board~by-lc1.w; 

WHEREAS, Sections 43101 and 43104 of the Health and Safety Code authorize 
the Board to adopt vehicle emission standards and test procedures in 
order to control or eliminate air pollution caused by motor vehicles; 

WHEREAS, the Environmental Protection Agency recently promulgated new 
heavy-duty engine gaseous emission regulations to be implemented beginning 
in 1984 based upon transient testcycle_procedures; 

WHEREAS, the heavy-duty engine manufacturers are preparing to make 
substantial changes to their testing facilities in order to comply with 
the new federal heavy-duty emission regulations; 

WHEREAS, the manufacturers' facilities changeover activities may result 
in reduced capacity to certify a complete line of heavy-duty engines 
for California in 1983; 

WHEREAS, extending the 1980 heavy-duty emission standards to include 
1983 would reduce the manufacturers' burden during the transition period 
and would avoid adversely affecting California heavy-duty truck sales; 

WHERFAS, the California Environmental Quality Act and Board regulations 
require that no project having adverse environmental impacts.be adopted 
as originally proposed if feasible alternatives or mitigation measures 
are available; 

WHEREAS, the Board·finds that the 1980 California certified heavy-duty
engine families are on the average close to meeting the more stringent 
1983 standards based on actua 1_ certi fi cat ion da_ta; 

WHEREAS, the Board has quantified the air quality impacts of the proposed 
action and finds that such impacts are minimal and that feasible 
mitigation measures are not available; 

WHEREAS, the Board finds that the proposed standards are more stringent 
than applicable federal standards; 

WHEREAS, the Board finds that imposition of currently adopted 1983 heavy-duty 
standards would result in a one model year recertification and therefore 
would not be cost effective; 

https://impacts.be


.. 

WHEREAS, a public hearing and other administrative proceedings have been · 
held in accordance with the provisions of the Administrative Procedure Act 
(Governme~t Code, Title 2, Division 3, Part 1, Chapter 4.5); 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IJ RESOLVED, that the Board hereby amends 
. Section 1956.7, Article 2, Subchapter 1. Chapter~ of Title 13, 

California Administrative Code as follows: 

Amend Subsection (a) to read: 

(a) The exhaust emissions from new 1981 and subsequent
model heavy-duty engines, except engines used in 
medium-duty vehicles, shall not exceed: 

Exhaust Emissions Standards 
{grams per brake-horsepower-hour) 

Hydrocarbons 
Carbon plus Oxides of 

Model Year Hydrocarbons Monoxide Nitrogen (NOx) 

1981-1983 1.0 .25 6.0 
OR* 25 5 

l982 :j..,.Q 2§ 6.,-Q 
QR:t 2§ § 

:J.986 1984 0.5 25 4.5 
and subsequent- *The two sets of standards for each model year are alternatives. A 
manufacturer has this option for each engine family of showing compliance 
with either set•.Separate deterioration factors shall be established, 
where applicable. for tiC, CO, NOx and/or the combined emissions of HC 
and NOx. • 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board hereby adopts the "California 
Exhaust Emission Standards and Test Procedures for 1982 ·and Subsequent 
Model Heavy-Duty Engines and Vehicles," adopted October 5, 1976, amended 
April 23, 1980, and as last amended May ·22~ 1980. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board hereby determines that the exhaust 
emission standards adopted herein are, in the aggregate, at least as 
protective of public health and welfare as applicable federal standards. 

I certify that the above is a true 
and correct copy of Resolution 80-24 
as passed by the Air Resources Board. 



-StatE'_-of California 

Memorandum 

Huey D. Johnson Date : June 6, 1980 
Secretary 
Resources Agency Subiect: Filing of Notice 

of Decision of the 
Air Resources Board 

From Air Resources Board 

Pursuant to Title 17, Section 60007(b), and in compliance with 
Air Resources Board certification under Section 21080.5 of the 
Public Resources Code, the Air Resources Board hereby forwards 
for posting the attached notice of decision and response to 
environmental comments raised during the comment period. 

Diana Pencin 
Acting Board Secretary 

Attachments 
Resolution 80-24 
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State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Response to Significant Environmental Issues 

Item: Extension of California's 1980 Heavy-Duty Engine and Vehicle 
Exhaust Emission Standards Through the 1983 Model Year. 

Public Hearing Date: May 22, 1980 

Response Date: May 22, 1980 

Issuing Authority: Air Resources Board 

Comment: None raised. 

Response: None . 
CERTIFIED: ~eBtwd

BoardSecretary 

Date: ~A~t,.N.., LJ [9'i 0 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution No. 80-25 

April 24, 1980 

WHEREAS, the Air Resources Board ("Board") believes that its 
relations with elected officials of local, state, and regional agencies 
are important in addressing California's air quality concerns; 

WHEREAS, the Board finds that planning programs need to be 
consistent and well-defined among local, state, and regional agencies
and must be monitored and supported within each locality; 

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, the Board supports the desire of 
local, state, and regional agencies to strengthen their partnership with 
the Board in environmental management; 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, the Board encourages and supports the 
above participation of local, state, and regional agencies in the 
planning process and in the preparation of the State/EPA Agreement for 
Fiscal Year 1981 to insure that local and regional priorities will be 
considered. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, the Board supports the concept of a 
Memorandum of Understanding among local, state, and regional agencies,
if appropriate, to implement portions of the State/EPA agreement for 
Fiscal Year 1981; 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, the Board intends to work closely with 
local, state, and regional agencies in order to accomplish these goals. 

I certify that the above is a true 
and correct copy of Resolution 80-25 
as passed by the Air Resources Board. 

Sally Rump, Bo 

~! <1/ 19£0 



State dfCallfornla · 

Mem-o rand um 

Dafe I May 8, 1980Huey D. Johnson 
Secretary 

Subject: Filing of NoticeResources Agency of Decision of the 
Air Resources_Board 

From I Air Resources Board 

Pursuant to Title 17, Section 60007(b), and in compliance with 
Air Resources Board certification under section 21080.5 of the 
Public Resources Code, the Air Resources Board hereby forwards 
for posting the attached notice of decision and response to en
vironmental comments raised during the comment period. 

~~? 
Sally Rump
BOARD SECRETARY 

attachments 
Resolution 80-6 
Resolution 80-8 
Res~lution 80-10 



, , 

State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Response to Significant Environmental Issues 

Item: 

Public 
Hearing Date: 

Response Date: 

Issuing
Authority: 

Corrment: 

Response: 

CERTIFIED: 

Date: 

Consideration of Resolution Regarding the Relation
ship between the Air Resources Board and Local 
Governments and their Regional Agencies in Efforts 
to Improve California's Air Quality 

April 24, 1980 

April 24, 1980 

J\fr~kesources Board' 

N/A 

N/A 

Board Secretary 
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State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 80-26 

June 26, 1980 

WHEREAS, Section 39601 of the Health and Safety Code authorizes the 
Air Resources Board to adopt standards, rules, and regulations necessary
for the proper execution of the powers and duties granted to and imposed 
upon the Board by law. · 

WHEREAS, Sections 43101 and 43107 of the Health and Safety Code authorize 
the Board to adopt vehicle emission standards and test procedures for 
new motor vehicles, including motorcycles, in order to control or 
eliminate the air pollution caused by such vehicles. 

WHEREAS, Section 43824, of the Health and Safety Code, authorizes the 
Board to adopt, by regulation, evaporative emission standards and test 
procedures for new motor vehicles in the absence of any such federal 
regulations. 

WHEREAS, Section 39605 of the Health and Safety Code authorizes the Board 
to hold public hearings to carry out Division 26 of the Health and 
Safety Code which relates to statewide air pollution control. 

WHEREAS, California's evaporative emission standards for motorcycles,
amended by the Board in October 1979, are 6.0 grams per SHED test for 
1983-84 model years and 2.0 grams per SHED test for 1985 and later model 
years. 

WHEREAS, major technical problems have arisen during the manufacturers' 
programs to develop and certify Class III (280 cc and larger) motor
cycles that would meet the evaporative emission standards currently set 
by the Board. 

WHEREAS, the California Environmental Quality Act and Board Regulations
require that no project having adverse environmental impacts be adopted 
as originally proposed if feasible alternatives or mitigation measures 
are available. 

WHEREAS, the Board finds that a one year extension on both the 1983 
and the 1985 motorcycle evaporative emission standards for Class III 
motorcycles will not have an adverse effect on air quality statewide 
and it will not require any alternatives or mitigation. 

WHEREAS, the Board finds that even with the proposed extension, the 
evaporative emission standards will remain more strinqent than federal 
standards. 

RECEIVED l3Y 
Office of the s..c,.,tory 

JUL O11980 

Resources Agency of California 



WHEREAS, a public hearing and other administrative proceedings have 
been held in accordance with the provisions of the Administrative 
Procedure Act (Government Code, Title 2, Division 3, Part l Chapter 
4.5); 

Now, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Board hereby amends Section 
1976, Article 2, Subchapter 1, Chapter 3 of Title 13 California 
Administrative Code as follows: 

Amend Section 1976 (b) to read: 

(b) Evaporative emissions for gasoline-powered motor vehicles 
shall not exceed: 

Vehicle Type Model Year 
Hydrocarbons 

(grams per test) 

Passenger cars 
Light-duty trucks 
Medium-duty vehicles 
Heavy-duty vehicles 

1978 and 1979 6.0 

Passenger cars 
Light-duty trucks 
Medium-duty vehicles 
Heavy-duty vehicles 

1980 and sub
sequent 

2.0 

l!leteioeye+es 

1Reteioeye+es +986-aRe-sYase~YeRt 

Motorcycles 

Class I and II (50-279 cc) 1983 and 1984 6.0 
1985 and subsequent 2.0 

Class III (280 cc and larger) 1984 and 1985 6.0 
1986 and subsequent 2.0 

The standards set forth above shall apply only to those gasoline-powered 
motor vehicles which are subject to exhaust emission standards under this 
Article. 

NOTE: Authority cited: Health and Safety Code Sections 39600, 
39601. Reference: Health and Safety Code Sections 43100, 
43101, 43104, 43107, 43824. 

Adopt a new Section 1976 (c) to read: 

(c) The procedure for determining .compliance with these standards 
is set forth in the "California Evaporative Emission Standards and Test 
Procedures for 1978 and Subs.equent Model Gasoline- Powered Motor Vehicles," 
adopted by the Air Resources Board on April 16, 1975, as last amended 
June 26, 1980. 



• 

NOTE: Authority cited: Health and Safety Code Sections 39600, 39601 
Reference: Health and Safety Code Sections 43100, 43101, 43104, 
43107, 43824. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board hereby adopts the "Ca1 i forni a 
Evaporative Emission Standards and Test Procedures for 1978 and Subsequent 
Model Gasoline Powered Vehicles" dated June 26, 1980. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board thereby determines that the exhaust 
emission standards adopted herein are, in the aggregate, at least as 
protective of public health and welfare as applicable federal standards. 

I hereby certify that the above 
is a true and correct copy of 
Resolution 80-26, as passed by
the Air Resources Board. 

~/d<~'f?_
Sally Rump
Board Secretary 



State otpntomia. 
~ 

Memorandum 

To : Huey D. Johnson Date • July 1, 1980 
Secretary 

Subied, Filing of NoticeResources Agency 
of Decision of the1416 - 9th Street 

Sacramento, CA 95814 Air Resources Board 

From , Air Resources Board 

Pursuant to Title 17, Section 60007(b), and in compliance with 
Air Resources Board certification under section 21080.5 of the 
Public Resources Code, the Air ~esources Board hereby forwards 
for posting the attached notice of decision and response to en
vironmental comments raised during the comment period. 

~~ Sally Rump
Board Secretary 

• 



State of California 

AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Response to Significant Environmental Issues 

Item: Amendments to Title 13, California Administrative Code, regarding 

the extension of the compliance date for class three motorcycles 

with the Evaporative Emission Standard. 

Public Hearing Date: June 26, 1980 

Response Date: June 26, 1980 

Issuing Authority: Air Resources Board 

Comment: No comment was received. 

Response: N/A 

·RECEIVED l3Y 

CERTIFIED: 
JUL O 1 i98u 

Resources Agency of California 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 80-27 

June 26, 1980 

WHEREAS, Secttons 39600 and 39601 of the Health and Safety Code authorize 
the Air Resources Board (ARB) to adopt standards, rules and regulations 
necessary for the proper execution of the powers and duties granted to 
and imposed upon the Board by 1aw; 

WHEREAS, Section 43830 of the Health and Safety Code directs the ARB to 
establish maximum standards for the volatility of gasoline at nine 
pounds per square inch Reid vapor pressure (RVP) as determined by the 
American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM) test Method D 323-58 
or by an appropriate test determined by the ARB; 

WHEREAS, Section 2251 of Title 13 of the California Administrative Code, 
entitled Rei'd Vapor Pressure of Gasoline, has previously been promulgated
in accordance with the provisions of the Health and Safety Code and 
provides that RVP be determined in accordance with ASTM Method D 323-58; 

WHEREAS, paragraph 4(b) of the RVP test method, ASTM Method D 323-58, 
states that sampling shall be done in accordance with ASTM Method D 270, 
entitled Standard Method of Sampling Petroleum and Petroleum Products; 

WHEREAS, ASTM Method D 270 provtdes specific sampling procedures for 
obtaining gasoline samples under certain circumstances but, paragraph 
7.1 of this method states that directions for sampling cannot be made 
explicit enough to cover all cases; 

WHEREAS, the staff of the ARB determined that enforcement of Section 
43830 of the Health and Safety Code requires taking gasoline samples at 
the point of sale or supply to motor vehicles and therefore employed a 
form of tap or continuous sampling during its inspection program during
August 1977; 

WHEREAS, sales of gasoline with a RVP greater than nine pounds per 
square inch were documented in August 1977 and complaints were filed 
against oil companies found to be selling such gasoline; and a lawsuit 
filed against Mobil Oi'l Corporation was brought to trial and-heard in 
the Los Angeles Superior Court by Judge Max Wisot and the court's decision 
stated that the staff of the ARB did not strictly follow ASTM Method 
D 270 since in the court's opinion the bottle sampling method should have 
been utilized; 

WHEREAS, the bottle sampling method specified in ASTM D 270 is 
infeasible as an enforcement tool to sample gasoline in underground 
storage tanks at service stations; 



WHEREAS, the ARB has determined that as a result of the potential 
confusion stemming from the litigation arising from the August 1977 
inspection, a specifl'c regulation on obtaining gasoline samples from 
servi'ce stat,\on pump nozzles would provide useful clarification of the 
applicable test procedures; 

WHEREAS, Section 43830 of the Health and Safety Code directs that the 
ARB has the option to establish an appropriate test method to determine 
the volattltty of the gasoline sold in this state; 

WHEREAS, the Board finds that Section 2251 as amended and Section 2261 
of Ti'tle 17, California Administrative Code, are an appropriate test to 
determine the Re1'd vapor pressure of gasoline sold in this state; and 

WHEREAS, notice of a public hearing to consider the proposed amendments 
to the RVP of Gasoline regulation and the proposed adoption of a gasoline
sampling procedure for the purpose of vapor pressure testing has been 
given and a public hearing held in accordance with the provisions of the 
Health and Safety Code and the Administrative Procedure Act (Government
Code Section 11371 et seq); 

WHEREAS, it is necessary that the changes to regulations contained in 
Title 13, California Administrative Code, become effective as soon as 
possible after their adoption so that they will apply to the Board's 
enforcement of regulatory and statutory provisions governing the volatility
of gasoline ,·n the summer months of this year when air pollution problems 
are at their worst; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Board amends Section 2251 and 
adopts Section 2261 of Subchapter 5, Chapter 3, Title 13, California 
Administrative Code, as set forth in the attachment hereto, as the test 
to determine the Reid vapor pressure of gasoline sold in this state; 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board directs the Executive Officer to 
file with the Secretary of State the regulations adopted herein to 
become effective as soon as possible; 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the ARB delegates to the Executive Officer 
of the ARB the authority to make further changes to the vapor pressure 
test and/or sampling methods for gasoline sold in this state based on 
suitable scientific and/or technical evidence; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that notwithstanding the amendments to Section 
2251 and the addition of Section 2261, Title 17, California Administrative 
Code, adopted June 26, 1980, the provisions of Section 2251 as they
existed prior to the effective date of these amendments shall continue 
to be operative and effective with respect to the sale or supply of fuel 
for motor vehicles prior to the effective date of said amendments. 

I certify that the above is a true 
and correct copy of Resolution 80-27 
as adopted by the Air Resources Board, 

Board Secretary 
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Repeal Subchapter 5, Section 2251 in Title 13, California 
Administrative Code. 

NOTE: Authority cited: 
and Safety Code. 
Health and Safety 

§§ 39600 
Reference: 
Code. 

and 39601 Health 
§ 43830 

Adopt Subchapter 5, Article 1, Section 2251 and Article 
2, Section 2261 in Title 13, California Administrative 
Code. 

Subchapter 5. Standards for Motor Vehicle Fuels 

Article 1. Standards 

2251. Reid Vapor Pressure for Gasoline. No 

person shall sell or supply as a fuel for motor vehicles 

as defined by the Vehicle Code of the State of California 

a gasoline having a Reid vapor pressure greater than 

nine pounds per square inch as sampled pursuant to 

Section 2261 and tested by ASTM Method D 323-58, deleting 

paragraph 4(b) concerning sampling, beginning in 1971 in 

the following air basins established by the State Air 

Resources .Board. 

(a) April 1 through October 31: 

South Coast Air Basin (as defined on January 1, 

1976). 

Southeast Desert Air Basin 

(b) May 1 through September 30: 

Great Basin Valley Air Basin 

(c) May 1 through October 31: 

San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin 

San Diego Air Basin 

Sacramento Valley Air Basin 
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San Joaquin Valley Air Basin 

Mountain Counties Air Basin 

Lake Tahoe Air Basin 

(d) June 1 through September 30: 

North Coast Air Basin 

Lake County Air Basin 

(e) June 1 through October 31: 

North Central Coast Air Basin 

South Central Coast Air Basin 

January 1, 1976). 

(as defined on 

This section shall not be applicable to gasoline 

delivered to retail outlets more than 14 days immediately 

preceding the periods set forth for each basin herein. 

Notwithstanding the amendments to this section adopted 

June 26, 1980, the provisions of this section as they 

existed prior to the effective date of these amendments 

. shall continue to be operative and effective with respect 

to the sale or supply of fuel for motor vehicles prior 

to the effective date of said amendments. 

NOTE: Authority cited: §§ 39600 and 39601 
Health and Safety Code. Reference: 
§ 43830 Health and Safety Code. 
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Adopt Section 2261 in Title 13, California Administrative 
Code. 

Article 2. Sampling and Testing Procedures 

2261. Gasoline Sampling Procedures for Reid Vapor 

Pressure. (a) "Scope." This method covers procedures 

for obtaining representative samples of gasoline for 

motor vehicles pursuant to Section 2251 for the purpose 

of testing for Reid vapor pressure (RVP). 

(b) "Summary of method." It is necessary that the 

samples be truly representative of the gasoline in 

question. The precautions required to ensure the 

representative character of the samples are numerous and 

depend upon the tank, carrier, container or line from 

which the sample is being obtained, the type and cleanliness 

of the sample container, and the sampling procedure that 

is to be used. A summary of the sampling procedures and 

their application is presented in Table 1. Each procedure 

is suitable for sampling a material under definite 

storage, transportation, or container conditions. The 

basic principle of each procedure is to obtain a sample 

in such manner and from such locations in the tank or 

other container that the sample will be truly representative 

of the gasoline. 

(c) ''Description of terms.'' 

(1) "Average sample" is one that consists of 

proportionate parts from all sections of the container. 

https://Fll.1/.JG
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(2) "All-levels sample'' is one obtained by 

submerging a stoppered beaker or bottle to a point as 

near as possible to the draw-off level, then opening the 

sampler and raising it at a rate such that it is about 

3/4 full (maximum 85 percent) as it emerges from the 

liquid. An all-levels sample is not necessarily an 

average sample because the tank volume may not be 

proportional to the depth and because the operator may 

not be able to raise the sampler at the variable rate 

required for proportionate filling. The rate of filling 

is proportional to the square root of the depth of 

immersion. 

(3) "Running sample" is one obtained by 

lowering an unstoppered beaker or bottle from the top of 

the gasoline to the level of the bottom of the outlet 

connection or swing line, and returning it to the top of 

the gasoline at a uniform rate of speed such that the 

beaker or bottle is about 3/4 full when withdrawn from 

the gasoline. 

(4) "Spot sample'' is one obtained at some 

specific location in the tank by means of a thief 

bottle, or beaker. 

(5) ''Top sample'' is a spot sample obtained 6 

inches (150 mm) below the top surface of the liquid 

(Figure 1). 

(6) "Upper sample" is a spot ~ample taken at 

the mid-point of the upper third of the tank contents 
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(7) "Middle sample" is a spot sample obtained 

from the middle of the tank contents (Figure 1). 

(8) "Lower sample" is a spot sample obtained 

at the level of the fixed tank outlet or the swing line 

outlet (Figure 1). 

(9) "Clearance sample" is a spot sample taken 

4 inches (100 mm) below the level of the tank outlet 

(Figure 1). 

(10) "Bottom sample" is one obtained from the 

material on the bottom surface of the tank, container, 

or line at its lowest point. 

(11) "Drain sample" is one obtained from the 

draw-off or discharge valve. Occasionally, a drain 

sample may be the same as a bottom sample, as in the 

case of a tank car. 

C' 
;z (12) "Continuous sample" is one obtained from 

a pipeline in such manner as to give a representative 

average of a moving stream. 

(13) "Mixed sample" is one obtained after 

mixing or vigorously stirring the contents of the 

o~iginal container, and then pouring out or drawing off 

the-quantity desired. 

(14) "Nozzle sample" is one obtained from a 

gasoline service stati6n pump nozzle which dispenses 

ga~oline from an underground storage tank. 

(d) "Sample containers.'' 
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(1) Sample containers may be clear or brown 

glass bottles, or cans. The clear glass bottle is 

advantageous because it may be examined visually for 

cleanliness, and also allows visual inspection of the 

sample for free water or solid impurities. The brown 

glass bottle affords some protection from light. The 

only cans permissible are those with the seams soldered 

on the exterior·surface with a flux of rosin in a 

suitable solvent. Such a flux is easily removed with 

gasoline, whereas many others are very difficult to 

remove. 

(2) ''Container 6losure.'' Cork or glass 

stoppers, or screw caps of plastic or metal, may be used 

for glass bottles; screw caps only shall be used for 

cans to provide a vapor-tight closure seal. Corks must 

be of good quality, clean and free from holes and loose 

bits of cork. Never use rubber stoppers. Contact of 

the sample with the cork may be prevented by wrapping 

tin or aluminum foil around the cork before forcing it 

into the bottle. Glass stoppers must be a perfect fit. 

Screw caps must be protected by a cork disk faced with 

tin or aluminum foil, or other material that will not 

affect petroleum or petroleum products. 

(3) "Cleaning procedure." All sample containers 

must be absolutely clean and free of water, dirt, lint, 

washing compounds, naphtha, or other solvents, soldering 

fluxes or acids, corrosion, rust, and oil. Before using 
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a conta.iner, rinse it with Stoddard sol.vent or other 

naphtha of similar volatility. (It may be necessa.ry to 

use sludge solvents to remove all traces of sediment and 

sludge from containers previously used.) Then wash 

the container with strong soap solution, rinse it 

thorougly with tap water, and finally with distilled 

water. Dry either by passing a current of clean, warm 

air through the container or by placing it in a hot 

dust-free cabinet at 104 degrees Fahrenheit (40 degrees 

centigrade) or higher. When dry, stopper or cap the 

container immediately. 

(e) "Sampling apparatus" is described in detail 

under each of the specific sampling procedures. Clean, 

dry, and free all sampling apparatus from any substance 

that might contaminate the material, using the procedure 

,, descri~ed in (d) (3). 
c' 

(f) "Time and place of sampling." When loading or ,. 
discharging gasoline, take samples from both shipping

! and receiving tanks, and from the pipeline if required.
i 
I (1) "Ship or barge tanks." Sample each 

·product a.fter the vessel is loaded or just before 

unloading. 

(2) "Tank cars." Sample the product after 

the car is loaded or just before unloading. 

NOTE: When taking samples from tanks suspected 
of containing flammable atmospheres, 
precautions should be taken to guard 
against ignitions due to static electricity. 
Metal or conductive objects, such as gage 

.. 

https://necessa.ry
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tapes, sample containers, and thermometers, 
should'not be lowered into or suspended 
in a compartment or tank which is being 
filled or.immediately after cessation of 
pumping. A waiting period of approximately 
one minute will generally permit a sub
stantial relaxation of the electrostatic 
charge; under certain conditions a longer 
period may be deemed advisible. 

{g) "Obtaining samples." 

(1) Directions for sampling cannot be made 

explicit enough to cover all cases. Extreme care and 

good judgment are necessary to ensure samples that 

represent the general character and average condition 

of the material. Clean hands are important. Clean 

gloves may be worn but only when absolutely necessary, 

such as in cold weather, or when handling materials at 

high temperature, or for reasons of safety. Select 

wiping cloths so that lint is not introduced, c,ontaminating 

samples. 

(2) As many petroleum vapors are toxic and 

flammable, avoid breathing them or igniting them from 

an open flame or a spark produced by static. 

(3) When sampling relatively volatile 

2products (more than 2 pounds (0.14 kgf/cm) RVP), the 

sampling apparatus shall be filled and allowed to drain 

before drawing the sample. If the sample is to be 

transferred to another container, this container shall 

also be rinsed with some of the volatile product and 

then drained. When the actual sample is emptied into 

this container, the sampling apparatus should be upended 

.J 
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into the opening of the sample container and remain in 

this position until the contents have been transferred 

so that no unsaturated air will be entrained in the 

transfer- of the sample. 

(h) "Handling samples.'' 

(1) "Volatile samples -11 It is necessary to 

protect all volatile samples of gasoline from evaporation. 

Transfer the product from the sampling apparatus to the 

sample container immediately.·· Keep the container 

closed except when the material is being transferred. 

2
When samples of more than 16 pounds (1.12 kgf/cm) RVP 

are being obtained, be sure to use containers strong 

enough to meet local safety regulations. After delivery 

to the laboratory, volatile samples should be cooled 

before the container is opened. 

(2) ''Container outage." Never completely 

fili a sample container, but ailow adequate room for 

expansion, taking into consideration the temperature of 

the liquid at the time of filling and the probable 

maximum temperature to which the filled container may 

be subjected. 

{i) "Shipping samples.'' To prevent loss of 

liquid and vapors during shipment, and to protect 

against moisture and dust, cover the stoppers of glass 

bottles with plastic caps that have been swelled in 

water, wiped dry, placed over the tops of the stoppered 

bottles, and allowed to shrink tightly in place. The 
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caps of metal containers must be screwed down tightly 

and checked for leakage. Postal and express office 

regulations applying to-the shipment of flammable liquids 

must be observed. 

(j) "Labeling sample containers." 

(1) Label the container immediately after a 

sample is obtained. Use waterproof and oilproof ink or 

a pencil hard enough to dent the tag, since soft pencil 

and ordinary ink markings are subject to obliteration 

from moisture, oil smearing, and handling. Include the 

following information: 

(A) Date and time (the period elapsed 

during continuous sampling), 

(B) Name of the sample, 

(C) Name or number and owner of the 

vessel, car, or container, 

(D) Brand and grade of material, and 

(E) Reference symbol or identification 

number. 

(k) · "Sampling procedures." The standard sampling 

procedures described in this method are summarized in 

Table 1. Alternative sampling procedures may be used if 

a mutually satisfactory agreement has been reached by 

the parties involved and such agreement was put in 

writing and signed by authorized officials. 

(1) "Bottle or beaker sampling." The bottle 

or beaker sampling procedure is applicable for sampling 
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2liquids of 16 pounds (1. 12 kgf/cm ) RVP or less in tank 

cars, tank trucks, shore tanks, ship tanks, and barge 

tanks. 

(A) "Apparatus." A suitable sampling 

bottle or beaker as shown in Figure 2 is required. 

Recommended diameter of opening in the bottle or beaker 

is 3/4 inch (19 mm). 

(B) "Procedure." 

1. "All-levels sample." Lower the 

weighted, stoppered bottle or beaker as near as possible 

to the draw-off level, pull out the stopper with a sharp 

jerk of the cord or chain and raise the bottle at a 

uniform rate so that it is about 3/4 full as it emerges 

from the liquid. 

2. 11 Running sample. " Lower the 

unstoppered bottle or beaker as near as possible to the 

level of the bottom of the outlet connection or swing 

line and then raise the bottle or beaker to the top of 

the gasoline at a uniform rate of speed such that it 

is about 3/4 full when withdrawn from the gasoline. 

3. ''Upper, middle, and lower 

sam~les." Lower the weighted, stoppered bottle to the 

proper depths (Figure 1) as follows: 

Upper sample middle of upper third of the tank 
contents 

Middle sample middle of the tank contents 

Lower sample level of the fixed t~nk outlet or 
the swing-line outlet 
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Pull out the stopper with a sharp jerk of the cord or 

chain and allow the bottle or beaker to fill completely 

at the selected level, as evidenced by the cessation of 

air bubbles. When full, raise the bottle or beaker, 

pour off a small amount, and stopper immediately. 

4. "Top sample." Obtain this 

sample (Figure 1) in the same manner as specified in 

(j) (1) (B)3. but at 6 inches (150 mm) below the top 

surface of the tank contents. 

5. "Handling." Stopper and label 

bottle samples immediately after taking them, and 

deliver to the laboratory in the original sampling 

bottles. 

(2) "Tap sampling." The tap sampling procedure 

is applicable for sampling liquids of 26 pounds (1.83 

2kgf/cm) RVP or less in tanks which are equipped with 

suitable sampling taps or lines. This procedure is 

recommended for volatile stocks in tanks of the breather 

and balloon roof type, spheroids, etc. (Samples may be 

taken from the drain cocks of gage glasses, if the tank 

:i,s not equipped with sampling taps.) The assembly for 

tap.sampling is shown in Figure 3. 

(A) "Apparatus." 

1. "Tank taps." The tank should 

be equipped with at least three sampling taps placed 

equidistant throughout the tank height and extending at 

least three feet (one m) inside the ·tank shell. A 

standard 1/4 inch pipe with suitable valve is satisfactory. 
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2. "Tube." A delivery tube that 

will not contaminate the product being sampled and long 

enough to reach to the bottom of the sample container 

is required to allow submerged filling. When a cooling 

bath is used while tap sampling, a similar suitable tube 

should be used between the tank tap and the cooler 

.inlet. 

3. "Sample containers." Use 

clean, dry glass bottles of convenient size and strength 

to receive the samples. In some cases, metal containers 

may be used instead of glass bottles. 

(B) "Procedure~" 

1. Before a sample is drawn, flush 

the tap (or gage glass drain cock) and line until they 

are purged completely. Connect the clean deliv.ery tube 

to the tap. Draw upper, middle, or lower samples 

directly from the respective taps after the flushing 

operation. Stopper and label the sample container 

immediately after filling, and deliver it to the laboratory. 

2. When a :sample cooler is used 

during the tap sampling operation, flush the tap (or 

gage glass drain cock). Then, using a section of clean 

tubing, connect the tap to the cooler inlet. Flush the 

cooler thoroughly, after which connect the clean delivery 

tube to the cooler outlet and proceed with the sampling 

oper·ation. 
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( 3) "Continuous sampling." The continuous 

sampling procedure is applicable for sampling liquids of 

16 pounds (1.12 kgf/cm2 )·. RVP or less and semiliquids in 

pipelines, filling lines, and transfer lines. The 

continuous sampling may be done manually or by using 

automatic devices. 

(A) "Apparatus." 

1. "Sampling probe. " The function 

of the sampling probe is to withdraw from the flow 

stream a portion that will be representative of the 

entire stream. The apparatus assembly for continuous 

sampling is shown in Figure 4. Probe designs that are 

commonly used are as follows: 

a. A tube extending to the 

center of the line and beveled at a 45 degree ~ngle 

facing upstream (Figure 4(a)). 

b. A long-radius forged elbow 

or pipe bend extending to the center line of the pipe 

and facing upstream. The end of the probe should be 

reamed to give a sharp entrance edge (Figure 4(b)). 

c. A closed-end tube with a 

round orifice spaced near the closed end which should be 

positioned in such a way that the orifice is in the 

center of the pipeline and is facing the stream as shown 

in Figure 4(c). 

2. Since the fluid pumped may not 

in all cases be homogeneous, the position and size of 
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the sampling probe should·be such as to minimize strat

ification or dropping out of heavier particles within 

the tube or the displacement of the product within the 

tube as a result of variation in gravity of the flowing 

stream. The sampling probe should be located preferably 

in a vertical run of pipe and as near as practicable to 

the point where the product passes to the receiver. The 

probe should always be in a horizontal position. 

a. The sampling lines should 

be as short as practicable and should be cleared before 

any samples are taken. 

b. A suitable device for 

mixing the fluid flow to ensure a homogeneous mixture at 

all rates of flow and to eliminate stratification 

should be installed upstream of the sampling tap. Some 

effective devices for obtaining a homogeneous mixture 

are as follows: Reduction in pipe size; a series of 

baffles; orifice or perforated plate; and a combination 

of any of these methods. 

c. The design or sizing of 

~hese devices is optional with the user, as long as the 

flow past the sampling point is homogeneous and stratification 

is eliminated. 

3. To control the rate at which 

the sample is withdrawn, the probe or probes should be 

fitted with valves or plug cocks. 
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4. "Automatic sampling devices'' that 

meet the standards set out in (3) (A)S. may be used in 

obtaining samples of gasoline. The quantity of sample 

collected must be of sufficient size for analysis, and 

its composition shouid be identical with the composition 

of the batch,flowing in the line while the sample is 

being taken. An automatic sampler installation necessarily 

includes not only the automatic sampling device that 

extracts the samples from the line, but also a suitable 

probe, connecting lines, auxiliary equipment, and a 

container in which the sample is collected. Automatic 

< samplers may be classified as follows: 

a. "Continuous sampler, time 

cycle (nonproportional) types." A sampler designed and 

operated in such a manner that it transfers equal 

increments of liquid from the pipeline to the_ sample 

container at a uniform rate of one or more increments 

per minute is a c·ontinuous sampler. 

b. "Continuous sampler, flow-

responsive (proportional) type.'' A sampler that is 

designed and operated in such a manner that it will 

automatically adjust the quantity of sample in proportion 

to the rate of fl~w is a flow-responsive (proportional) 

sampler. Adjustment of the quantity of sample may be 

made either by varying the frequency of transferring 

equal increments of sample to the sample .container, or 

by varying the volume of the increments while maintaining 

• 
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i a constant frequency of transferring the increments to 

the sample container. The apparatus assembly for 

continuous sampling is iihown in Figure 4. 

c. "Intermittent sampler." A 

sampler that is designed and operated in such a manner 

that it transfers equal increments of liquid from a 

pipeline to the sample container at a uniform rate of 

less than one increment per minute is an intermittent 

sampler. 

5. ''Standards of installation." 

Automatic sampler installations should meet all safety 

requirements in the plant or area where used, and 

:(: 
J i: should comply with American National Standard Code for ... '. 

?: ; ' 
l.,: 
. Pressure Piping, and other applicable codes (ANSI 

,_ ' 

r:_: B31.1). The sampler should be so installed as to:: i 
I I 
f;1 provide ample access space for inspection and maintenance. 
c; l 
(. . 

I 
I a. Small lines connecting 

I. 
1· various elements of the installation should be so
I 
I 

arranged that complete purging of the automatic sampler 

and of all lines can be accomplished effectively. All 

__fluid remaining in the sampler and the lines from the 

preceding sampling cycle should be purged immediately 

before the start of any given sampling operation. 

b. In those cases where the 

sampler design i.s such that complete purging of the 

sampling lines and the sampler is not possible, a small 

pump should be installed in order to circulate a continuous 

.. 
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stream from the sa,mpling tube past or through the 

sampler and back into the line. The automatic sampler 

should then withdraw the sample from the sidestream 

through the shortest possible connection. 

c. Under certain conditions, 

there may be a tendency for water and.heavy particles 

to drop out in the discharge line from the sampling 

device and appear in the sample container during some 

subsequent sampling period. To circumvent this possibility, 

the discharge pipe from the sampling device should be 

free of pockets or enlarged pipe areas, and preferably 

should be pitched downward to the sample container. 

d. To ensure clean, free

flowing lines, piping should be designed for periodic 

cleaning. 

6. 11Field calibration." Composite 

samples obtained from the automatic sampler installation 

should be verified for quantity performance in a manner 

that meets with the approval of all parties concerned, 

at least once a month and more often if conditions 

warrant. In the case of time-cycle samplers, deviations 

in-quantity of the sample taken should not exceed+ 

five percent for any given setting. In the case of 

flow-responsive samplers, the deviation in quantity of 

sample taken per 1,000 barrels of flowing stream should 

not exceed+ 5 percent. For the purpose of field

calibrating an installation, the composite sample 

'• 
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obtained from the automatic sampler under test should 

be verified for quality by comparing on the basis of 

physical and chemical properties, with either a properly 

secured continuous nonautomatic sample or tank sample. 

The tank sample should be taken under the following 

conditions: 

a. The batch pumped during 

the test interval should be diverted into a clean tank 

and a sample taken within one hour after cessation of 

pumping. 

b. If the sampling of the 

delivery tank is to be delayed beyond one hour, then 

the tank selected must be equipped with an adequate 

mixing means. For valid comparison, the sampling of 

the delivery tank must be completed within eight hours 

after cessation of pumping, even though the tank is 

equipped with a motor-driven mixer. 

c. When making a normal 

full-tank delivery from a tank, a properly secured 

sample may be used to check the results of the sampler 

.if the parties mutually agree to this procedure. 

7. "Receiver." The receiver must 

be a clean, dry container of convenient size to receive 

the sample. All connect:lons from the sample probe to 

the sample container must be free of leaks. Two types 

of container may be used, depending upon service requirements . 
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a. "Atmospheric container." 

The atmospheric container shall be constructed in such 

a way that it retards ev_aporation loss and protects the 

sample from extraneous material such as rain, snow, 

dust, and trash. The construction should allow cleaning, 

interior inspection, and complete mixing of the sample 

prior to removal. The container should be provided 

with a suitable·vent. 

b. "Closed container." The 

closed container shall be constructed in such a manner 

I! 
l, 

< 
L
'. 

that it prevents evaporation loss. The construction 

must allow cleaning, interior inspection and complete 

mixing of the sample prior to removal. The container 

should be equipped with a pressure-relief valve. 

(B) "Procedure." 

' 1. "Nonautomatic sample." 

a. Adjust the valve or plug 

cock from the sampling probe so that a steady stream is 

drawn from the probe. Whenever possible,· the rate of 

sample withdrawal should be such that the velocity of 

-liquid flowing through the probe is approximately equal 

to the average linear velocity of the stream flowing 

through the pipeline. Measure and record the rate of 

sample withdrawal as gallons per hour. Divert the 

sample stream to the sampling container continuously or 

intermittently to provide a quantity of sample that 

will be of sufficient size for analysis . 

.
• 
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2. "Automatic sa.mpling." Purge 

the sampler and the sampling lines immediately before 

the start of a sampling _operation. If the sample 

design is such that complete purging is not possible, 

circulate a continuous stream from the probe past or 

through the sampler and back into the line. Withdraw 

the sample from the side stream through the automatic 

sampler using the shortest possible connections. 

Adjust the sampler to deliver not less than 1 and not 

more than 40 gallons (151 liters) of sample during the 

desired sampling period. For time-cycle samplers, 

record the rate at which sample increments were taken 

per minute. For flow-responsive samplers, record the 

proportion of sample to total stream. Label the samples 

and deliver them to the laboratory in the containers in 

which they were collected. 

(4) "Nozzle sampling." The nozzle sampling 

procedure is applicable for sampling gasoline from a 

service station underground storage tank. 

(A) "Apparatus.". Sample containers 

~onforming with (d) (1) should be used. A spacer, if 

appropriate, and nozzle extension as shown in Figures G 

and 7 shall be used when nozzle sampling. 

(B) "Procedure." Immediately after 

gasoline has been delivered from pump and pump has been 

reset, deliv<=r a small amount of product into the 

sample container, using spacer (Figure G}, if needed, 

·. 
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I 
on the pump nozzle (vapor recovery type), Rinse sample 

container a.nd dump product into waste container. 

Insert nozzle extension (Figure 7) into sample container 

and insert pump nozzle into extension with slot over 

air ble.ed hole. Replace sample container in chilling 

medium and fill slowly through nozzle extension to 70-

80 percent full (Figure 8). Remove nozzle extension. 

Cap container at once. Check for leaks. Discard 

container and resample if leak occurs. If container is 

leak tight, place container in a cold chest of ice water. 

(1) ''Special precautions and instructions.'' 

(1) ''Precautions." Vapor pressures are 

extremely sensitive to evaporation losses and to slight 

changes in composition. When obtaining, storing, or 

handling samples, observe the necessary precautions to 

ensure samples representative of the product and satisfactory 

for RVP tests. Official samples should be taken by, or 

! under the immediate supervision of a person of judgment, 

I.. skill, and sampling experience. Never prepare composite 

samples for this test. Make certain that containers 

-which are to be shipped by common carrier conform to 

Interstate Commerce Commission, state, or local regulations. 

When flusl1ing or purging lines or containers, observe 

the pertinent regulations and precautions against fire, 

explosion, and other hazards. 

(2) "Cooling bath.'' A bath ~Figure 5) of 

sufficient size ~o hold the sample container and a 

•. 
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cooling coil of about 25 feet (8 m) of copper tubing 

(3/8 inch (9 nvn) or less outside diameter) shall be 

required when using the procedure described in (1) (7). 

One end of the coil is provided with a connection for 

attaching it to the tank sampling tap or valve. The 

other end is fitted with a suitable valve (outlet) of 

good quality. A removable copper tube of 3/8 inch or 

less outside diameter and of sufficient length to reach 

the bottom of the sample container shall be connected to 

the open end of the outlet valve. 

(3) "Sample containers.'' Use containers of 

not less than 1 quart (1 liter) nor more than 2 gallons 

(7.5 liter) capacity, of sufficient strength to withstand 

the pressures to which they may be subjected, and of a 

type that will permit replacement of the cap or stopper 

with suitable connections for transferring the sample to 

the gasoline chamber of the vapor pressure apparatus. 

Open-type containers have a single opening which permits 

sampling by immersion. Closed-type containers have two 

openings, one in each end (or the equivalent thereof), 

fitted with valves suitable for sampling by water 

displacement or by purging. 

(4) "Transfer connections.'' The transfer 

connection for the open-type container consists of an 

air tube and a. Llquid delivery tube assembled in a cap 

or stopper. The air tube extends to the bottom of the 

containe~. One end of the liquid deliv~ry tube is flush 

with the inside face of tl1c cap or stopper and the tube 
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is long enough to rea.ch the bottom of the gasoline 

chamber while the sample is being transferred to the 

chamber. The transfer connection for the closed-type 

container consists of a single tube with a connection 

suitable for attaching it to one of the openings of the 

sample container. The tube is long en·ough to reach the 

bottom of the gasoline chamber while the sample is being 

transferred. 

(5) 11 Sampling open tanks." Use clean containers . 

of the open type when sampling open tanks and tank cars. 

An all-level sample obtained by the bottle procedure, 
' .. 
< (k) (1) is recommended. Before taking the sample, flush 
' . 

the container by immersing it in the product to be 

sampled. Then obtain the sample immediately. Pour off 

; enough so that the container will be 70-80 percent full 

' .::. ' and close it promptly. Label the container and deliver 

it to the laboratory. 

(6) 11 S.ampling closed tanks. 11 Containers of 

either the open or closed type may be used to obtain 

samples from closed or pressure tanks. If the open type 

is used, follow the cooling bath procedure described in 

(1) (7) or (1) (10). If the closed type is used, obtain 

the sample using the water displacement procedure, 

(1) (8), or the purging procedure, (1) (9). The water 

displacement procedure is preferable because the flow of 

product involved in the purging procedure may be hazardous. 
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(7} "Cooling bath procedure." When using a 

container of the open type, keep it at a temperature of 

32 degrees to 40 degree~ Fahrenheit (0 degrees to 4.5 

degrees centigrade) during the sampling operation by 

using the cooling bath (Figure S), Connect the coil to 

the tank sampling tap or valve and flush it with a 

sufficient amount of product to ensure complete purging. 

When obtaining a sample, ·throttle the outlet valve so 

that the pressure in the coil will be approximately the 

same as that in the tank. Fill the container once to 

wash and cool it, and discard the wash product. Then 

draw the sample immediately. Pour off enough so that 

the container will be 70-80 percent full and close it 

promptly. Label the container and deliver it to the 

laboratory. 

(8) "Water displacement procedure." Completely 

fill the closed-type container with water and close the 

valves. The water should be at the same temperature or 

lower than that of the product to be sampled. While 

permitting a small amount of product to flow through the 

·fittings, connect the top or inlet valve of the container 

to the tank sampling tap or valve. Then open all valves 

on the inlet side of the container. Open the bottom or 

outlet valve slightly to allow the water to be displaced 

slowly by the sample entering the container. Regulate 

the flow so that there is no appreciable change in 

pressure within the container. Clo'sc the outlet valve 

.. 



as soon as gasoline discharges from the outlet; then in 

succession close the inlet valve and the sampling valve 

on the tank. Disconnect the container and withdraw 

enough of the contents so that it will be 70-80 percent 

full. If the vapor pressure of the product is not high 

enough to force liquid from the container, open both the 

upper and lower valves slightly to remove the· excess. 

Promptly seal and label the container, and deliver it to 

the laboratory. 

(9) ''Purging procedure.'' Connect the inlet 

valve of the closed-type container to the tank sampling 

tap or valve. Throttle the outlet valve of the container 

so that the pressur~ in it will be approximately equal 

to that in the container being sampled. Allow a volume 

of product equal to at least twice that of the container 

to flow through the sampling system. Then close all 

val~es, the outlet valve first, the inlet valve of the 

container second·, and the tank sampling valve last, and 

disconnect the container immediately. Withdraw enough 

of the contents so that the sample container will be 70-

-80 percent full. If the vapor pressure of the product 

is not high enough to force liquid from the container, 

open both the upper and lower valves slightly to remove 
• 

the excess. Pro111ptly seal and label the container and 

deliver it to the laboratory. 

(10) "Nozzle sampling procedure." When using 

u container of the open type, keep it at a temperature 
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of 32 degrees to 40 degrees Fahrenheit (0 degree to 4.5 

degrees centigrade) when sampling by the nozzle sampling 

procedure. The container may be chilled by placing it 

into an ice chest containing ice (frozen water). The 

sampling is accomplished following the procedure in 

(k) ( 4) • 

Table 1 

Summary of gasoline sampling procedures and applicability. 

Type of container Procedure Paragraph 

Storage tanks, ship and Bottle sampling (k) (1) 
barge tanks, tank cars, 
tank trucks 

Storage tanks with taps Tap sampling (k) ( 2) 

Pipes and lines Continuous line (k) ( 3) 
samplingL:,_ 

Service station under Nozzle sampling (k) {4) 
ground storage tanks 
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State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 80-27 

June 26, 1980 

WHEREAS, Sections 39600 and 3960·1 of the Health and Safety Code authorize 
the Air Resources Board (ARB) to adopt standards, rules and regulations 
necessary for the proper execution of the pov::::rs and duties granted to 
and imposed upon the Board by law; 

WHEREAS, Section 43830 of the Health and Safety Code dii0 ects the ARB to 
establish maximum standt1.rds for the volatility of 9asoline at nine 
pounds per square inch Reid vapor pressure (RVP) as determined by tile 
American Society for Testing and Materials (PSfM) test Method D 323-53 
or by an appropriate test determined by the ARB; 

WHEREAS, Section 2251 of Title 13 of tl1e California Admir1istrative Code, 
entitled Reid Vapor Pressure of Gasoline, has previously been promulgated 
in accordance v:Hh thrJ provisions of the Health and Safety Code and 
provides that RVP be determined in accordance with ASTM Method D 323-58; 

WHEREAS, paragraph 4(b) of the RVP test method, ASTM Method D 323-58, 
states that sampling shall be done in accordance with ASTM Method D 270, 
entitled Standard Method of Sampling Petroleum and Petroleum Prnducts; 

WHER~AS, ASTM Method D 270 provides specific sarapling procedures for 
obtaining gasoline samples und2r certain circurrstances but, paragraph 
7.1 of this method states that directions for sampling cannot be made 
explicit enough to cover all cases; 

WHEREAS, the staff of the ARB determined that enforcement of Sectio1 
43830 of the Health and Safety Code requires taking gasoline samples at 
the point of sale or supply to motor vehicles u.n:l therefore emp1oyed a 
form of tap or continuous sampling during its inspection program dt•ring 
August 1977; 

WHEREAS, sales of gasoline with a RVP greater than nine pour1ds per 
square inch were documented in P,ugust 1977 cind complaints were fi hod 
against oil companies found to be selling such gasoline; and a la1;suit 
filed against Mobil Oil Corporation was brought to trial and heard in 
the Los Angel es Superior Court by ,Judge Max \,J-i sot and the court's deci s ior: 
stated that the staff of the ARB did not strictly follow ASlM Method 
D 270 since in the court's opinion the bottle sampling method should have 
been utilized; 

WHEREAS, the bottle sampling method specified in ASTM D 270 is 
infeasible as an enforcerna1t tool to sample gasoline in underground 
storage tanks at service stations; 

RECEIVED BY 
Offit•• ,..,, +h.. ~r-rP'eitary 

JUL O 1 i980 

Resources Agency ,of California 



WHERrns, the ARB has determined that as a result of the potential 
confusion stemming from the litigation arising from the August 1977 
inspection, a specific regulation on obtaining gasoline samples from 
service station pump nozzles would provide useful clarification of the 
applicable test procedures; 

WHERF.I\S, Section 43830 of the Hea 1th and Safety Code di rec ts that the 
AR3 hc1s the option to establish an appropriate test method to determine 
the volatility of the gasoline sold in this statE>; 

WHEREAS, the Board finds that Section 2251 as an1ended and Section 2261 
of Title 17, California Administrative Code, are an appropriate test to 
determine the Reid vapor pressure of gasoline sold in this state; and 

\·/rlERE.t\S, notice of a pub1 i c hearing to consider the proposed amendments 
to the RVP of Gasoline regulation and the proposed adoption of a gasoline 
sampli~g procedure for the purpose of vapor pressure testing has been 
given and a public hearing held in accordance with the provisions of the 
Health and Safety Code and the Administrative Procedure Act (Government 
Code Section 11371 et seq); 

WHEREAS, it is necessary that the changes to regulations con~ained in 
Title 13, California Administrative Code, become effective as soon as 
possible after their a Jtion so that they will apply to th·~ Board's 
enforcement of regulatory and statutory provisions governi"\'1 i:::-:e volatili 
of gasoline in the summer months of this year when air pci:uticn problems 
are at thetr worst; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Board amends SectiJn 2251 and 
adepts Section 2261 of Subchapter 5, Chapter 3, Title 13, ~"- i ifornia 
Administrative Code, as set forth in the attachment her~to, JS the t2si:: 
to determine the Reid vapor pressure of gasoline sold ;,, ins ':.tate; 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board directs the Executive Officer to 
file with the Secretary of State the regulations adopted herein to 
become effective as soon as possible; 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the ARB delegates to the Executive Officer 
of the ARB the atithority to make further changes to the vapor pressure 
test and/or sampling methods for gasoline sold in this state based on 
suitable scientific and/or technical evidence; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that notwithstandinq the amendments to Section 
2251 and the addition of Section 2261, Titfe 17, California Administrati 
Code, adopted June 26, 1980, the provisions of Section 2251 as they 
existed prior to the effective date of these amend;r;ents shall continue 
to be operative and effective with respect to the sale or supply of fuel 
for motor vehicles priO)' to the effective date of said amendments. 

I certify that the above is a true 
and correct copy of Reso1ution 80~27 
as adopted by the Air Resources Board. 

y 



Huey D. Johnson June 30 1 1980 
Secretary 
Resources Agency Filing of Notice 
1416 - 9th Street of Decision of the 
Sacramento, CA 95814 Air Resources Boa rd 

Pursuant to Title 17, Sect on 60007(b), and in compliance with 
Air Resources Board certif cation under section 21080,5 of the 
Public Resources Code, tlw Air Resources Boar"d hereby forwards 
for posting the attached notice of decision and response to en
vironmental comnents raised during the comment period. 

attachment: Resolution 80-27 

RECEIVED BY 
Offir<> r,f thp S.,r,.,tory 

JUL O 1 i980 

Resources Agency of Californio 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Response to Significant Environmental Issues 

Item: Adoption of Amendments to Title 13, California Administrative 
Code, Regarding the Revision of the Reid Vapor Pressure of 
Gasoline Regulation and the Adoption of Sampling Procedures 
for the Enforcement of Reid Vapor Pressure Limits of Gasoline 

Public Heartng Date: June 26, 1980 

Response Date: June 26, 1980 

Issuing Authority: Air Resources Board 

Com;;ient: It has been stated that serv"ice station sampling can survey 
only a minute fraction of the gasoline in California, 
particularly in relation to bulk tenninnl or refinery 
sampling; that bulk terminal and refinery sampling provide 
an opportunity to remedy problems in gasoline composition 
not provided by service station sampling; and that for 
these reasons, bulk terminal sampling is a more effective 
means of controlling air pollution in California than service 
station sampling. 

Response: The proposed regulatory amendments do not preclude sampling 
at bulk terminals or refineries. To the extent that service 
stat-ion silrnpl-ing does not provide the same opportunity as 
bulk termina 1 samp"I ing to remedy problems in gasoline 
composit·ion, bulk terminal sampling remains available as an 
enforcement option. There is no assura11ce that in fact Reid 
vapor pressure violations found at bulk terminals could or 
would be remedied before the gasoline was distributed for 
ultimate sale. 

CERTIFlED: 

Date: 

RECEIVED BY 
Offiro of th<> Sorratory 

JUL O 1 i980 

Resources Agency of California 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

PUBLiC HEARING TO CONSIDER AMENDMENTS TO TITLE 13, CALIFORNIA 
ADMINISTRATIVE CODE SECTIONS 2251 AND 2261 REGARDING SAMPLING 
PROCEDURES FOR THE ENFORCEMENT OF REID VAPOR PRESSURE LIMITS 

OF GASOLINE 

STATEMENT OF OPPOSING CONSIDERATIONS AND AGENCY RESPONSE 

l . _Q_p_pos i ng_<::_onsi dera ti on: Several gasoline manufacturers suggest 

that sampli'ng be conducted only at gasoline bulk marketing facilities 

and/or re.ftneries so that a large amount of gasoline can be surveyed 

and so that adjustments to correct the RVP, if necessary, can be 

made before distribution. 

1\B_~ncy Response: The amendments to the regulation do not preclude 

enforcement of RVP limitations at bulk ternrlnals or refineries. 

Under the regulation the sampling may be conducted at any stage in 

the gasoline distribution system. Enforcement of RVP regulations 

at the service station may be more cost-effective than enforcement 

at bulk tenninals as the gasoline found at the bulk terminal repre

sents only a single batch. The gasoline in service station storage 

tanks represents deliveries which have been made over a period of 

several days thus representing several batches of gasoline. There 

is no assurance that gasoline found to exceed the RVP limitation at 

the bulk terminals will be brought into compliance before further 

distribution. 

Additionally, Health and Safety Code Section 43016 is 

interpreted to require that a violation be found at the point of 

sale. Only service station sampling can establish this. Service 

station sampling is also likely to provide a greater deterrent to 

Reid vapor pressure violations than bulk terminal sampling, 



because the potential civil penalties under Section 43016 are far 

higher than any that could be recov2red if sampling were done at 

bulk terminals or refineries. 

The Board expects that enforcement staff will sample 

at refineries and bulk terminals. 

2. Opposing Consideration: Several gasoline manufacturers commented 

that the pumps which supply the lines to the gasoline dispensers 

necessarily draw product from close to the bottom of the tank and, 

therefore, will not provide a representative sample of the product 

in the tank. It was claimed that only the bottle sampling method 

would yield representative samples of the gasoline in an under

ground storage tank. 

Agency Response: It is well known that gasoline is highly miscible. 

Various batches of gasoline added to an underground tank will 

always be miscible with gasoline already in the tank. Due to 

turbulent action when a new batch of gasoline is added to a tank, 

there will be excellent mixing of the total contents. Therefore, 

it is likely that any sample drawn from an underground tank wil 1 be 

representative of all the contents. 

Submersible pumps in wide use in underground tanks at 

service stations provide additional mixing during their operation, 

.which occurs each time gasoline is dispensed to a vehicle. Thermal 

gr~dients existing in an underground storage tank tend to create 

convective mixing of the contents. 
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Test data indicate that there is no significant difference 

in the Reid vapor pressure of gasoline drawn from an underground 

storage tank by the ASTM bottle method compared to a sample taken 

from the same tank during the same time period according to the 

method developed by Chevron Research. 

3. Opposi_l'l_g Consideration: Several gasoline manufacturers state in 

both ~,ritten and oral comments that nozzle sampling at the service 

station may cause additional air to become entrained in the gasoline 

and that this increase in air saturation may raise the Reid vapor 

pressure result. These manufacturers suggest that the current 

sampling procedures provided in ASTM D-270 continue to be used for 

enforcement. 

~_§_ncy Response: The consideration is not persuasive because no 

data or test results were brought before the Board to substantiate 

this theory. In addition, the data referred to above comparing the 

proposed nozzle sampling procedures and the widely accepted t'STM 

bottle method at a service station underground storage tank show no 

significant difference in RVP results. Any air saturation of 

gasoline during nozzle sampling is minimal and should not preclude 

the use of the nozzle sampling method as an enforcement tool. 

The Board will consider at any time reliable evidence 

tending to sho-d that the test and sampling method for RVP should be 

amended or improved. 

4. Opposing Consideration: Mr. Benshoof, representing Mobil and Gulf, 

commented that changes in the sampling procedure should be channeled 

through ASTM. 
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Agency Response_: Complying with th·i s suggestion is inappropriate 

at this time because of the substantial amount of time it would 

take for ASTM to amend its sampling procedure. An enforceable 

gasoline volatility regulation is needed now for the current RVP 

season. The ASTM would take at least one year to study, evaluate 

and adopt any changes in its sampling procedure. If and when the 

ASTM method is a1tered, the Board vri 11 review its regu la tfon 

governing RVP testing and sampling. 

5. Qr,QQ_s_j_ri_g Consideration: A comment from Mr. Ward Benshoof, speaking 

on behalf of Mobil and Gulf, opposes the proposed amendments 

because ASTM has rev·ised its reproducibility from 0.3 to 0.7 in the 

test method D-323 and that the ARB should recognize this change if 

it amends its regulations. 

!1,_gency Respons~: The amendments to the regulations concern only 

gasoline sampling procedures. This comment does not address those 

procedures. 
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State of California 

AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 80-28 

WHEREAS, a solicited research Proposal Number 921-76 entitled 
"An Inventory of Carcinogenic Substances Rel::!ased Into the Ambient 
Air of California--Phase II" has been submitted by Science Applica
tions, Inc., to the Air Resources Board; and 

WHEREAS, the Research staff has reviewed and reconnnended this 
proposal for approval; and 

WHEREAS, the Research Screening Connnittee has reviewed and recom
mends for funding: 

Proposal Number 921-76 entitled "An Inventory of Carcinogenic 
Substances Released Into the Ambient Air of California-
Phase II" submitted by Science Applications, Inc., for an 
amount not to exceed $199,974; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Air Resources Board 
pursuant to the authority granted by Health and Safety Code 
Section 39703 hereby accepts the reconnnendation of the Research 
Screening Connnittee and approves the following: 

Proposal Number 921-76 entitled "An Inventory of Carcinogenic 
Substances Released Into the Ambient Air of California-
Phase II" submitted by Science Applications, Inc., for an 
amount not to exceed Sl99,974, 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Officer shall initiate 
administrative procedures and execute all necessary documents and 
contracts for the research effort proposed in an amount not to 
exceed $199,974. 

I certify that the above is a true 
and correct copy of Resolution 80-28 
as passed by the Air Resources Board 

Sal"lyRump 
Board Secretary 
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ITEM: 

RECOMMENDATION: 

SUMMARY: 

State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Item No.: 80-7-3 
Date: April 24, 1980 

Research Proposal No. 921-76 entitled •~n 
Inventory of Carcinogenic Substances Released 
Into the Ambient Air of California--Phase II" 

Adopt Resolution 80-28 approving Research 
Proposal No. 921-76 for funding in an amount 
not to exceed $199,974. 

In Phase I of the project, eleven candidate 
carcinogenic materials released into the State's 
ambient air from mining and manufacturing sources 
were identified. These are in alphabetical order: 
arsenic, asbestos, benzene, cadmium, carbon tetra
chloride, chloroform, ethylene dibromide, ethylene 
dichloride, nitrosamines, perchlorothylene and 
polycyclic organic materials (POM). Seventeen 
potential emission sources of the carcinogens 
were located, and sampling and chemical testing 
procedures for quantification of the carcinogens 
were recommended. 

In Phase II of this project, the contractor will 
implement the recommended or suitable alternative 
sampling and testing procedures at the selected 
sites to develop emission factors and rates for 
the carcinogens. The contractor will then suggest 
control measures for emissions reduction and 
provide supporting data for the development of 
air quality or emission standards. 

The Research Screening Committee approved the RFP 
for this project, which was then released to 
approximately 90 potential contractors. Two 
responses were received, of which the proposal by 
Science Applications, Inc. was judged to be the 
more meritorious by the staff and the Committee. 

The objectives of this study are to: review the 
proposed sampling and analytical procedures 
recommended in the Phase I effort, comparing and 
contrasting alternative sampling methods; sample 
the effluents, statistically basing the number of 
sources tested and samples analyzed to provide 
the greatest confidence in the test data; imple-. 
ment a Quality Assurance program to enhance the 



State of California 

AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 80-29 

_A_pri l 23, 1980 

WHEREAS, a solicited research Proposal Number 915-76 entitled 
"Evaluation of Performance Properties of GARB Complying versus 
Conventional Industrial Coatings" has been submitted by 
D L Laboratories, Inc. to the Air Resources Board; and 

WHEREAS, the Research staff has reviewed and recommended this 
proposal for approval; and 

WHEREAS, the Research Screening Committee has reviewed and recom
mends for funding the proposal: 

Proposal Number 915-76 entitled "Evaluation of Performance 
Properties of GARB Complying versus Conventional Industrial 
Coatings" submitted by D L Laboratories, Inc. for an 
amount not to exceed 598,444; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Air Resources Board 
pursuant to the authority granted by Health and Safety Code 
Section 39703 hereby accepts the recommendation of the Research 
Screening Committee and approves the following: 

Proposal Number 915-76 entitled "Evaluation of Performance 
Properties of CARB Complying versus Conventional Industrial 
Coatings" submitted by D L Laboratories, Inc. for an 
amount not to exceed 598,444, 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Officer shall initiate 
administrative procedures and execute all necessary documents and 
contracts for the research effort proposed in an amount not to 
exceed $98,444. 

I certify that the above is a true 
and correct copy of Resolution 80-29 
as passed by the Air Resources Board 

Board Secretary 
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State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

ITEM: 

RECOMMENDATION: 

SUMMARY: 

Item No.: 80-7-3 
Date: April 24, 1980 

Research Proposal 915-76 entitled "Evaluation 
of Performance Properties of GARB-Complying 
versus Conventional Industrial Coatings" 

Adopt Resolution 80-29, approving Research 
Proposal 915-76 for funding in an amount not to 
exceed $98,444. 

At its meeting on September 27, 1978, the Board 
adopted a model rule to control volatile organic 
compound (VOC) emissions from a category of 
industrial painting operations entitled "Manu
factured Metal Parts and Products". With the 
exception of automobiles, cans and coils, marine 
vessels and aircraft and aerospace vehicles, the 
rule applies to all metal objects that are 
painted during a manufacturing process. In 
general, the rule requires the substitution of 
low-polluting and generally more energy-efficient 
low-solvent (waterborne and high-solids) and 
powder coatings for conventional high-solvent 
industrial coatings. However, due to the 
technology-forcing nature of the rule, the length 
of time required for development of suitable 
complying coatings for all affected end uses could 
not be predicted with a great deal of accuracy. 
For this reason, a provision was included in the 
rule requiring a review of the emission limita
tions prior to its implementation on January 1, 
1982. Therefore, a study is needed to determine 
the progress of the coating industry toward the 
development of complying industrial coatings that 
satisfy the varied requirements of its customers. 

A Request For Proposals was released for this 
project and two responses were received. The 
proposal submitted by D L Laboratories, Inc. 
was determined by staff and the Research Screening 
Committee to be most responsive to the RFP. 

The objective of this study is to determine the 
availability of industrial coatings that will 
comply with the ARB model rule and to evaluate 
the properties of these coatings. The purpose 
of this evaluation is to identify specific coating 
end uses for which suitable complying low-solvent 
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coatings may not be corrnnercially available 
before the date of compliance. 

A brief but comprehensive questionnaire will 
be sent to 50 raw material suppliers, 200 paint 
manufacturers and 200 paint users requesting 
information on and samples of both low-solvent 
and conventional coatings. Roughly equal numbers 
of both types of coatings, up to a maximum of 160 
total samples, will be tested for relevant coating 
properties. The extensive testing program will 
allow the investigator to make a fairly independ
ent evaluation of the latest coating technologies 
relevant to the ARB's model rule. 
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State of California 

AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 80-30 

April _23, 1980 

WHEREAS, a solicited research Proposal Number 917-76 entitled 
"Investigation Into the Nature of Emulsified Asphalts Compatible 
With Local California Aggregate and Substitution of Sulfur for 
Asphalt in Aqueous Emulsified Systems" has been submitted by 
Engineers Testing Laboratories, Inc., to the Air Resources Board; 
and 

WHEREAS, the Research staff has reviewed and recommended this 
proposal for approval; and 

WHEREAS, the Research Screening Corrrrnittee has reviewed and recommends 
for funding: 

Proposal Number 917-76 entitled "Investigation Into the Nature 
of Emulsified Asphalts Compatible with Local California 
Aggregates and Substitution of Sulfur for Asphalt in Aqueous 
Emulsified Systems'' submitted by Engineers Testing Laboratories, 
Inc. for an amount not to exceed $123,873; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Air Reso1irces Board 
pursuant to the authority granted by Health and Safety Code Section 
39703 hereby accepts the recommendation of the Research Screening 
Committee and approves the following: 

Proposal Number 917-76 entitled "Investigation Into the Nature 
of Emulsified Asphalts Compatible With Local California 
Aggregates and Substitution of Sulfur for Asphalt in Aqueous 
Emulsified Systems" submitted by Engineers Testing Laboratories, 
Inc., for an amount not to exceed $123,873, 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Officer shall initiate 
administrative procedures and execute all necessary documents and 
contracts for the research effort proposed in an amount not to 
exceed $123,873. 

I certify that the above is a true 
and correct copy of Resolution 80-30 
as passed by the Air Resources Board 

Sally~k~/2ump ~ 
Boar~ary 



ITEM: 

RECOMMENDATION: 

SUMMARY: 

State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Item No.: 
Date: 

80-7-3 
April 24, 1980 

Research Proposal No. 917-76 entitled 
"Investigation Into the Nature of Emulsified 
Asphalts Compatible With California Local 
Aggregate and Substitution of Sulfur for 
Asphalt in Aqueous Emulsified Systems" 

Adopt Resolution 80-30 approving Research 
Proposal No. 917-76 for funding in an amount 
not to exceed $123,873. 

Emissions of hydrocarbon solvent from cutback 
asphaltic cold paving mixes contribute to the 
buildup of atmospheric ozone. This problem is 
particularly acute in non-urban and agricultural 
areas where logistics demand a greater use of 
these solvent-borne cold liquid systems for 
paving applications. The Air Resources Board 
has recommended that emulsified asphalt systems 
with a maximum solvent content of three volume 
percent be substituted for a majority of the 
paving and surface treatment applications 
currently involving solvent cutbacks, thus 
achieving a statewide hydrocarbon emission 
reduction of 85 percent (60 tons per day). 
However, difficulty encountered in the success
ful application of emulsified asphalts for road 
building in California has centered around the 
claim that the aqueous systems currently avail
able do not make successful mixed-in-place cold 
mixes with local aggregates. 

With the guidance of the Research Screening 
Committee, the staff released a Request for 
Proposals for a study to evaluate the applica
tion of emulsified asphalts and emulsified 
systems composed of flexibilized sulfur of blends 
of asphalt and sulfur, to determine whether any 
of these systems can be successfully used in 
paving mixes with local aggregate. 

One response was received from the Engineers 
Testing Laboratories, Inc. The proposal is 
fully responsive to the requirements listed in 
the RFP. Additionally, because of this firm's 
experience in similar research projects, the 
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qualifications of the principal investigator 
and staff, and their current involvement in a 
two-year study to evaluate aqueous emulsified 
binders of sulfur-extended asphalt and flexibil
ized sulfur for the federal Department of 
Highways, the Committee recommended the ETL 
proposal be funded. 

The objectives of this study are to evaluate 
binder performance of emulsified asphalt and 
sulfur-extended and flexibilized sulfur systems 
with local aggregate, formulating cold paving 
mixes to the specification requirements by the 
California Department of Transportation. Aggre
gate from three statewide sites will be selected 
for evaluation. On completion of all tests, the 
Contractor will perform an analysis.of variance 
of the many variables and from the analysis 
recommend optimum design criteria. The costs 
of building comparable roads with emulsified 
mixes and hot road oil mixes will also be compared. 

https://analysis.of


State of California 

Resolution 80-31 

AprtL23_.__J 98Q_ 

WHEREAS, a solicited research Proposal Number 919-76 entitled "A Study of the 
Origin and Fate of Oxidant in the North Central Coast Air Basin" has been 
submitted by SRI International to the Air Resources Board; and 

WHEREAS, the Research staff has reviewed and recommended this proposal for 
approval; and 

WHEREAS, the Research Screening Committee has reviewed and recommends for 
funding: 

Proposal Number 919-76 entitled "A Study of the Origin and Fate of Oxidant 
in the North Central Coast Air Basin" submitted by SRI International for 
an amount not to exceed $199,969; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Air Resources Board, pursuant to the 
authority granted by Health and Safety Code Section 39703, hereby accepts the 

- recommendation of the Research Screening Committee and approves the following: 

Proposal Number 919-76 entitled "A Study of the Origin and Fate of O'xidant 
in the North Central Coast Air Basin" submitted by SRI International for 
an amount not to exceed $199,969, 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Officer shall initiate administrative 
procedures and execute all necessary documents and contracts for the research 
effort proposed in an amount not to exceed $199,969. 

I certify that the above is a true 
and correct copy of Resolution 80-31 
as passed by the Air Resources Board 

Sal1yRump ' 
Board Secretary 



ITEM: 

RECOMMENDATION: 

SUMMARY: 

State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

ITEM NO: 80-7-3 
DATE: April 24, 1980 

Research Proposal No. 919-76 entitled "A Study of the 
Origin and Fate of Oxidant in the North Central Coast 
Air Basin". 

Adopt Resolution 80-31 approving Research Proposal 
No. 919-76 for funding in an amount not to exceed $199,969. 

Wind patterns in the Bay Area suggest that emissions from 
this region are transported through the Santa Clara Valley 
and into the North Central Coast Air Basin, thus contributing 
to the oxidant levels in the North Central Coast Air Basin. 
As a result there is concern about the extent of this transport 
of pollutants into Santa Clara, Monterey and Santa Cruz Counties. 
The frequency of occurrence of such transport is poorly
characterized and the impacts have never been quantified. 

This project will consist of a meteorological study to identify
the conditions under which pollutant transport from the Bay
Area into the Santa Clara Valley and into the North Central 
Coast Air Basin may occur, and the frequency of such condi
tions; and tracer studies to define the extent and degree 
of pollutant transport. The tracer studies will consist of 
10 tests in which small amounts of two chemically inert tracer 
gases will be released from sites within or adjacent to the 
San Francisco Bay Area. Each of these tracer rel eases wi 11 
be acccompanied by release of a constant altitude balloon 
(tetroon) equipped with a radar transponder. The tetroon 
will be tracked by airborne radar in an instrumented aircraft. 
Air samples will be collected for tracer analysis by the 
aircraft and by fixed and mobile ground stations. Air quality 
analyses will also be made by the aircraft and by two fixed 
laboratory vans as well as by stations of the State air 
quality monitoring network. 

The results of this project are needed to assist in the 
development of control strategies that will permit
achievement of the ambient air quality standard for ozone 
in the areas where the sources are located and in the 
downwind receptor areas. 
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State of California 

AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 80-32 
Apri 1-23-, 1980 

WHEREAS, a solicited research Proposal Number 914-76 entitled "Survey of 
Heavy-Duty Diesel Maintenance Practices" has been submitted by Science 
Applications, Inc. to the Air Resources Board; and 

- WHEREAS, the Research staff has reviewed and recommended this proposal
for approval; and 

WHEREAS, the Research Screening Committee has reviewed and recommends for 
funding: 

Proposal Number 914-76 entitled "Survey of Heavy-Duty Diesel Mainte
nance Practices'' submitted by Science Applications, Inc, for an 
amount not to exceed $74,754; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Air Resources Board pursuant to 
the authority granted by Health and Safety Code Section 39703, hereby
c3CCepts the recommenaation of the Research Screening Coflitnittee and approvesthe f6Tfowfog £- - - -- -- --- --- - - - - - -- -- -- -

Proposal Number 914-76 entitled ''Survey of Heavy-Duty Diesel Mainte
nance Practices" submitted by Science Applications, Inc. for an 
amount not to exceed $74,754, 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, tnat the Executive Officer snall i.niti.ate admini_s .. 
trative procedures· and· execute all neces-sar.t documents and. contnacts for 
tfi.e researcn effoy,t proposeo tn an amount not to exceed $74,754, 

I certify that the above is a true 
and correct copy of Resolution 80-32 
as passed by the Air Resources Board 

Salfy~ ~ 
Board Secretary 



ITEM; 

RECOMMENDATION; 

SUMMARY: 

State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

ITEM NO; 80-7-3 
DATE;_ Apri1-:t4~ T980 

Research Proposal No, 914-76 entitled 
"Survey of Heavy-Duty Diesel Maintenance 
Practices" 

Adopt Resolution srr-32 approving 
Research Proposal No. 914-76 for funding
in an amount not to exceed $74,754. 

Heavy-duty diesel-powered vehicles (6001 pounds GVW 
and over) are currently exempt from both the Certificate 
of Compliance and the Mandatory Vehicle Inspection Programs
in California. There are insufficient information 
or supporting data available to effectively assess the 
need for a heavy-duty diesel-powered vehicle inspection/ 
maintenance program in California, The information 
provided by this study, in conjunction with data from 
studies sponsored by the EPA, other ARB data, and a 
staff determination of the potential emission reduction 
benefits, will be used by the staff to assess the need 
for such a program. 

Using surveys, questionnaires, analyses, and preferably 
personal contacts with heavy-duty vehicle users in the 
field, the contractor will determine fleet sizes and 
ownership, vehicle usage, maintenance practices and 
costs, and other information relevant to inspection/
maintenance program needs. 

l~ith the guidance of the Research Screening Committee, 
the staff released a request for proposals for this 
project, 

Two l"esponses were reci~vedn,0f which_ this pl"oposal
by Science Applicattons, fncq was concluded to be 
mostmerttorious by the staff and tile Committee. 



State of California 

AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 80-33 

WHEREAS, an unsolicited research Proposal Number 924-76 entitled "Health 
Effects from the Inhalation of Oxidant Air Pollutants as Related to the 
Immune System" has been submitted by the University of California at Davis 
to the Air Resources Board; and 

WHEREAS, the Research staff has reviewed and recommended this proposal for 
approval; and 

WHEREAS, the Research Screening Committee has reviewed and recommends for 
funding: 

Proposal Number 924-76 entitled "Health Effects from the Inhalation of 
Oxidant Air Pollutants as Related to the Immune System" submitted 
by the University of California at Davis for an amount not to exceed 
$82,5891 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Air Resources Board pursuant to 
the authority granted by Hea ltn and Safety Code Section 39703, hereby 
accepts the recommendation of the Research Screening Committee and approves
the following: 

Proposal Number 924-76 entitled "Health Effects from the Inhalation 
of Oxidant Air Pollutants as Related to the Immune System1

' submitted 
by the University of California at Davis for an amount not to exceed 
$82,589, 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executtve Offtcer shall initiate administrati.ve 
~rocedures i\nd execute.· a 11 necessary documents, ,and contracts for the research 
effort proposed in an amount not to exceed $82~589, 

I certify that the above is a true 
and correct copy of Resolution 80-33 
as passed by the Air Resources Board 

Sallf'R# 
Board Secretary 

https://administrati.ve


State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

ITEM: 

RECOMMENDATION: 

SUMMARY: 

ITEM NO: 80-7-3 
DATE: -&Jri 12J~- 1980 

Research Proposal No. 924-76 entitled ''Health 
Effects from tne Inhalation of Oxidant Air Pollutants 
as related to the Immune System" 

Adopt Resolution 80-33 approving Research Proposal
No. 924-76 for funding in an amount not to exceed 
$82,589. 

Asthma has emerged as the disease state considered 
most sensitive to and most commonly affected by ozone 
and certain other air pollutants. Both clinical and 
epidemfological studies have shown that ambient pollutant
concentrations are often likely to produce adverse 
respiratory effects in asthmatics. Asthma is basically 
a defect in the immune system that produces a hyper
reactive response to innaled antigens (foreign proteins},
cold air and other stimuli, The most apparent clinical 
manifestation is a restriction of the conducting air
ways leading to extreme breatning difficulty. 

This proposal seeks support for the third year of 
a planned three-year study underway to investigate 
the effects of ozone and ozone-sulfuric acid (H?S04) 
mixtures in an animal model for asthma. The work 
done to date and that proposed here delves into the 
immunological basis for the reactive response that 
lies at the root of asthma induction. Asthma would 
be difficult to test for in mice, so another approach
has been used to detect the sensitization, Anaphalaxis
induced by an injected protein is used as the indicator. 
The immune mechanism involved in anaphalaxis is 
identi:cal to that seen tn the asthma induction pathway
of numans except th.at it fs a systemi:c response, while 
Mthma ts a local reaction to a locally applied antigen.
The: s·ame agents and 5.tologtcal pathways are involved, 

It ts al so tne tntent of the. proponent to continue 
to study poll utant.-.inducecl defects in th.e. fmmune system's 
abi'l tty to resist viral infection. Increased incidences 
of respiratory infections have 6een associated wi.th 
community exposures to polluted amoient air, Inmunological
experiments would validate tnese observations and perhaps 
elucidate the mechanism. · 

A portion of this study will involve determination of 
whether !he ~ellular level damage ~aused by 03 - H2S04and comb1nat1on exposures results in the eventual 
sensitization of the body to its own cells (auto-immune
responseI. This appears to be one explanation of the 
root for certain serious pulmonary diseases. 
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_ New_effortswou_l_d be initiated this year toelucidate 
_the __mechanisms involved-in the oos-erved enhanced

response to ozone -and- 0 :..1-:i,,so ex'posures:- Tfe-ffnaings 
would indicate whether 3Tmmune 4system response or cell 
membrane integrity changes are involved. This would be 
done by using two strains of mice, one with a known 
defect in immune regulation and the other normal. The 
findings of this part of the project would help explain 
results of work on human subjects who have commonly 
exhibited enhanced responsiveness to allergens or 
histamines after ozone exposure. 



State of California 

AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 80-34 
-

fulriL2J._ l 9B0 

WHEREAS, an unsolicited research Proposal Number 907-76 entitled "The Effects 
of Present and Potential Air Pollution on Important San Joaquin Valley Crops"
has been submitted by the University of California at Riverside to the Air 
Resources Board; and 

WHEREAS, the Research staff has reviewed and recommended this proposal for 
approval; and 

WHEREAS, the Research Screening Committee has reviewed and recommends for 
funding: 

Proposal Number 907-76 entitled "The Effects of Present and Potential Air 
Po 11 uti on on Important San Joaquin Va 11 ey Crops" submitted by the University 
of California at Riverside for an amount not to exceed $105,472; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Air Resources Board, pursuant to the 
authority granted by Health and Safety Code Section 39703, hereby accepts the 
recommendation of the Research Screening Committee and approves the following: 

Proposal Number 907-75 entitled "The Effects of Present and Potential Air 
Pollution on Important San Joaquin Valley Crops" submitted by the University
of California at Riverside for an amount not to exceed $105,472, 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Officer shall initiate administrative 
procedures and execute all necessary documents and contracts for the research 
effort proposed in an amount not to exceed $105,472. 

I certify that the above is a true 
and correct copy of Resolution 80-34 
as passed by the Air Resources Board 

SaTly Rump
Board Secretary 
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ITEM: 

RECOMMENDATION: 

SUMMARY: 

State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

ITEM NO.: 80-7-3 
DATE: . Apr-fl 24, T980 

Research Proposal No. 907-76 entitled "The Effects of 
Present and Potential Air Pollution on Important
San Joaquin Valley Crops". 

Adopt Resolution 80-34 approving Research Proposal 
No. 907-76 for funding in an amount not to exceed 
$105,472. 

Although considerable research has been conducted to 
determine the effects of air pollutants on various plant
species, the majority of this research has focused on 
either acute exposures or the study of annuals as opposed 
to perennial crops. This study was undertaken in the 
Spring of 1979 to evaluate the potential oxidant damage 
to two of the most important perennial San Joaquin Valley 
crops grown under field conditions, alfalfa and Thompson 
Seedless grapes. This proposed study is for the second year
effort of what was originally planned as a two to three 
year effort. 

The major objectives of this study are to: 

o determine whether Thompson Seedless grapes are being
damaged by existing levels of oxidant-type air pollution 
(reduction in yields and/or fruit quality). 

o determine the effects of SO? dnd ambient, subambient, and 
artificially elevated oxidant concentrations on alfalfa 
growth and quality. 

Alfalfa and Thompson Seedless grapes are being grown in open
top growth chambers under actual field conditions supplied
with air containing pre-determined levels of pollutants. In 
the proposed second year of the alfalfa study, the air 
pollutant treatments are as they were last year: (1) ambient, 
non-filtered air, (2) carbon-filtered air, (3) carbon
filtered air to which ambient levels of ozone are added, 
(4) ambient air to which so2 is added, (5) carbon filtered 
air to which ozone is added to increase ozone dose by 
50 percent, and (6) a non-enclosed ambient plot to test 
chamber effects. With the second year of the Thompson
SeE.!dless gr-a_pee, treatments will be: (1) filtered air and_ 
(2)_ambient_Jnon-filtere.c:11 air-. ~"fl plant respons~s are 
correlated with calculated pollution dose, as well as oxidant 
and/or so2 concentration. 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 
Resolution 80-35 

WHEREAS, an unsolicited research Proposal Number 929-76 entitled "Responses to 
Oxidants" has been submitted by the University of California at Santa Barbara 
to the Air Resources Board; and 

WHEREAS, the Research staff has reviewed and recommended this proposal for 
approval; and 

WHEREAS, the Research Screening Committee has reviewed and recommends for 
funding: 

Proposal Number 929-76 entitled "Responses to Oxidants" submitted by the 
University of California at Santa Barbara for an amount not to exceed 
$168,834; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Air Resources Board, pursuant to the 
authority granted by Health and Safety Code Section 39703, hereby accepts the 
recommendation of the Research Screening Committee and approves the following: 

Proposal Number 929-76 entitled "Responses to Oxidants" submitted by the 
University of California at Santa Barbara for an amount not to exceed 
$168,834; 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, THAT THE Executive Officer shall initiate administrative 
procedures and execute all necessary documents and contracts for the research 
effort proposed in an amount not to exceed $168,834. 

I certify that the above is a true 
and correct copy of Resolution 80-35 
as passed by the Air Resources Board 

Sa1ly Rump
Board Secretary 



ITEM: 

RECOMMENDATION: 

SUMMARY: 

State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

ITEM NO: 80-7-3 
DATE : /\_15fi1 2J~__ T980 

Research Proposal No. 929-76 entitled "Responses to 
Oxidants." 

Adopt Resolution 80-35 approving Research Proposal 
No. 929-76 for funding in an amount not to exceed 
$168,834. 

California smog is a mixture of many compounds. Prominent 
are photochemical oxidants, N0 2 , aerosols and hydrocarbons. 
The photochemical oxidant portTon is a complex mix of 
ozone, peroxides and other organic oxidizers, particularly 
peroxyacyl nitrates (PANs). Considerable research effort 
has been brought to bear on elucidating the effects of 
ozone on plants and animals to the extent that a fair picture 
now exists of the hazards associated with this pollutant. 
PANs, (specifically peroxyacetyl nitrate) are another case. 
Early vegetation research was done to identify PAN damage 
followed by limited exposure work to confirm the field 
finding that concentrations in the 100-1000 ppb range affect 
certain plants. Very limited work has been done employing 
PAN in human or animal exposure work. Among such limited 
research is the early work by Drs. Gliner and Horvath at 
U.C. Santa Barbara showing pulmonary function effects at 
0.24 ppm PAN. 

Recent regulatory actions by EPA have brought up the question 
of how adverse effects of the oxidant complex might differ 
from those of ozone. EPA has now established an ozone 
standard numerically less stringent than the earlier oxidant 
standard. Such a standard may well protect most of the U.S. 
where ozone rather than other oxidants is present. One of 
the central issues regarding their change in the standard 
from oxidant to ozone was whether removing other oxidants 
from consideration might allow potentially harmful effects 
to occur. 

One element of this study is to determine whether acute 
interaction effects can be seen between O and PAN 
(peroxyacetyl nitrate) on metabolic, pulmdnary and 
neurological responses in man. Subjects numbering between 
10 and 15 will undergo moderate exercise (at approximately
50 percent of their maximal capacity) in 30-minute shifts 
followed by a 30-minute intermission of exercise, and then 
repeated exercise for another hour. During the rest periods 
the subjects will perform mental accuracy, motor-skill and 
pulmonary function testing. Previous studies by the proponent 
have demonstrated factors to be affected by ozone exposure. 
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Heart rate, oxygen consumption and carbon dioxide production 
will also be measured to indicate the metabolic state of the 
individuals at various times during the exposure. E.E.G. 
tracings will also be taken at the end of each exercise 
period to obtain information on nervous system status. 

The second part of this study would extend previous efforts 
to examine the response of subjects to different regimes of 
repeated ozone exposure. Specifically, work would be done 
to: 1) provide a more definitive statement concerning 
effects of prior exposure to low levels of O; 2) determine 
the variables that will predict whether an iMdividual will 
be sensitized by low levels of ozone, and; 3) determine if 
there are differences between sexes in sensitivity to 
ozone as has been seen under current efforts and whether 
these differences are related to differences in pulmonary 
capacities between the sexes or to differences in work 
capacity. 



State of California 

AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 80-36 

ApriL23-_,_ 1980__ 

WHEREAS, an unsolicited research Proposal Number 927-76 entitled "Effects of 
SO? and Ozone on Growth Productivity, Physiology and Biochemistry of Crops"
ha~ been submitted by the University of California at Davis to the Air 
Resources Board; and 

WHEREAS, the Research staff has reviewed and recommended this proposal for 
approval ; and 

WHEREAS, the Research Screening Committee has reviewed and recommends for 
funding: 

Proposal Number 927-76 entitled "Effects of SO and Ozone on Growth 
Productivity, Physiology and Biochemistry of cFops" submitted by 
the University of California at Davis for an amount not to exceed $126,746; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Air Resources Board pursuant to the 
authority granted by Health and Safety Code Section 39703 hereby accepts the 
recommendation of the Research Screening Committee and approves the fo 11 owing: 

Proposal Number 927-16 entitled ''Effects of SO? and Ozone on Growth 
Productivity, Physiology and Biochemistry of Crops" submitted by 
the University of California at Davis for an amount not to exceed $126,746, 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Officer shall initiate administrative 
procedures and execute all necessary documents and contracts for the research 
effort proposed in an amount not to exceed $126,746. 

I certify that the above is a true 
and correct copy of Resolution 80-36 
as passed by the Air Resources Board 

Board Secretary 



ITEM: 

RECOMMENDATION: 

SUMMARY: 

State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

ITEM NO.: 80-7-3 
DATE: April 24, 1980 

Research Proposal No. 927-76 entitled "Effects of S0 2 and 
Ozone on Growth Productivity, Physiology and Biochemistry 
of Crops". 

Adopt Resolution 80-36 approving Research Proposal No. 
927-76 for funding in an amount not to exceed $126,746. 

Much of the work that makes up our current understanding of 
how air pollution affects plants is derived from the study
of rather simple §nd points such as visible foliar injury 
or the reduction in the overall weight of plant material at 
the end of a growing season. Such work has commonly been 
done under uncontrolled field conditions or in greenhouses. 
More recently, we and others have tried to consider more 
subtle factors like protein or carbohydrate content. What 
is proposed here is a major departure from the more tradition
al field or greenhouse studies. The proponent would apply 
potentially more sensitive plant physiological and biochemical 
methods in conjunction with careful control of environmental 
parameters to assure a straightforward assessment of effects. 
In effect, this study would investigate the cellular level 
implications of air pollution in terms of whole plant exposure.
Sulfur dioxide and ozone are the pollutants of interest. 
They would be employed at several concentrations, poth singly
and in combination. As with cellular-level assessments of 
pollutant effects on animal systems, the information obtained 
would help explain related whole-plant effects. This would 
allow detection of changes before visible injury occurs and 
may provide data that can be readily extrapolated to other 
species. 

This study is divided into three related efforts which 
address different facets of O and SO effects as a 
multi-disciplinary effort. Itt all ca~es the investigators 
intend to employ several different plant species and 
varieties within each specie to allow addressing of possible 
mechanisms for expected variation in sensitivity to the 
pollutants to be employed. 

The first part of this study will concentrate on the effects 
of S07 and ozone on the germination and early development 
of se~dlings. This would allow careful study of the effects 
of pollutants on the seedling stage of growth and contribute 
to an assessment of overall sensitivity of each variety
tested. The amounts and types of proteins present would also 
be measured in seedlings that show abnormal growth. 
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The second part of the study would center on how exposure to 
so2 and ozone would affect leaf and root function in terms 
of water and solute movement. Air pollutants are known to 
affect the stomata of many plants. These act as the 
"first line of defense" for plants to prevent the entry of 
pollutants to less protected internal air space cell surfaces. 
Once inside, it is thought that the pollutants will have an 
effect on the metabolic activity of cells through effects on 
membrane function of such cells. 

Finally, the third part of this study will concentrate on 
the biochemical effects of SO on plants. It is the 
investigator's observation th&t SO exposures initiate the 
release of "stress" ethylene and efhane in response to lipid 
peroxidation. Ethylene is also known to be produced in 
response to other stresses like physical injury. 

Specifically the investigators would expose plants to varying 
amounts of SO? and measure the levels of "stress" ethylene and 
ethane. An attempt will be made to study whether the level of 
ethylene produced is related to the relative sensitivity of the 
plants employed. Efforts will also be made to determine if 
ethylene enhances or reduces the plant's tolerance to so2through the use of agents known to block its production. The 
investigator would also study the fate of atmospheric so2 in 
soils, its uptake, metabolism and movement in the plant, by 
employing radio-chemical methods. 

The results of these studies should provide valuable insight 
into the cellular level effects of pollutants on vegetation 
and improve our total understanding of the effects of 
pollutants on California crops. 



, 
State of California .. '- -

AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 80-37 

April 24, 1980 

WHEREAS, the Air Reiources Board is vested, under Section 39705 of the 
Health and Safety Code, 1·1ith authority to appoint a Research Screening
Committee composed of up to nine members with expertise in specified 
technical areas; and 

WHEREAS, there now exist, as a result of recent resignations, three 
vacancies on the Research Screening Committee; 

UHEREJ.\S, Glen R. Cass, Assistant Professor of Environmental Engineering 
at the California Institute of Technology, is widely-acknowledged as 
an expert in the fields of air quality control strategy design, air 
pollution source characteristics and control technologies, the fluid 
mechanical aspects of air quality modeling, energy resource management 
and the design and manageicent of governmental regulatory programs; 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Air Resources Board hereby appoints 
to full membership in its Research Screening Committee the following 
person, who has been found to meet all of the requirements set forth in 
Section 39705 of the Health and Safety Code: 

Glen R. Cass, Ph.D. 
Assistant Professor of 
Environmental Enqineerino Science 
California Institute of Technology 

I certify that the above is a true 
and correct copy of Resolution 80-37 
as passed by the Air Resources Board 

Board Secretary 



Phi Kapp.:: Phi, Ta 

:. GLEN R. CASS 

EDUCATION. 

B.S. Mechanical Engineering, University of Southern California 
(Summa Cuo Laude), 1969 

M.S. Mechanical Engineering, Stanford University, 1970 

Ph.D. EnviroI'l!!lental Engineering Science, California Institute of 
Technology, 1978. Thesis Topic: Sulfate Air Quality
Management 

PROFESSIO~AL INTERESTS 

Air q~ality control strategy design, energy resources management, air 
pollution source characteristi.cs and control technology, fluid mechanics 
applied to air quality problems, design and management of governmental 
regulat:ory progra:ns. 

PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE 

1978-present Senior Research Fellow and Instructor in Enviro=ental 
Engineering Science, California .Institute of Technology. 
Member of the Research Staff of Caltech's F..nvironmental 
Quality Laboratory 

1976-present Consultant, specializing in design of comprehensive emission 
control strategies ~hich will attain or maintain compliance 
with air quality standards in a t:1ultiple source regional 
setting. Clients include the South Coast Air Quality 
Management District (formerly the Los Angeles Air Pollution 
Control District). 

1973-77 Ph.D. Candidate in Environmental Engineering Science. 
Calilornia Institute of Technology. Research.Assistantship, 
Enviroruaental Quality Laboratory (1973-74, 1976-77}, Barker 
Fellowship (1974-75), Rockwell International Fellowship 
(1975-76). 

. 1974 Consultant to Institute ·of Industrial Launderers (part-t i.~e) 
on gaseous-fueled truck fleet problems. 

1970-73 Co=issioned Officer, U.S. Public Health Service. Loar:ed 
to U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region TV, Atla:1.ta, 
Georgia. Program advisor to 18 state and local polluti0n 
control agenc ics in the Southeastern United States, · 

·' Sumner 1%9 Er,gineer, Naval UnJersea Center, Pasadena, California. 
Worked on undersea internal combustion engine design. 

COLLEGL\TE SCHOLASTIC HONORS 

Archimedes Circle Award (USC, 1969), 
Pi Tau Si~a, Phi Eta Sigma, Si,;::ia Xi, Si;:;ma Nu 
Scholar of the Year (1969). 

https://Atla:1.ta
https://characteristi.cs


Order of the ralrn 

CURRENT CO~JNITY SFRVTCE 

Clean Air Commlttee, 
Alumni Representativl· 
Presidtmt of a 

housing facilities at use. 

SPO~SORED RESEARCH 

HONORS 

(USC•, 1969), Skull .ind Dagger (USC), Blue Key. 

_ 

l'asbcjena Lung Association. 
on a Student/Faculty Cotnmittee at USC. 

11on-profit corporation 1."hich ov.is and opcratei; student 

The California Afr Resources l.loard is supporting the Sulfate Afr Quality 
M:mag(:!lllent Study :it EQL under a major research contract. The proJcct 
period is .Tune 1976 through mid-1978. The proposal to the ARB was devL'lop,~d 
and written by me under the general suplirvision of the principal 
investib-=:tors~ Profe5.sors Lees and Shair. 

PUBL!CATIO;sS AND co:,.1,1::P.EKCE rAPERS 

Methods for Sulfiltc l,i r Qual .i ty Mcmagcmcnt wi ti: ,,ppl ications to Los 
,1ngcles, Ph.D. Thc•5is, C.:11ifornLa Im;titute of Technology, Dt>cPrnhcr l 'J77. 

The Rf.;lationsiiip beti.-ee.'1 Sulfate Air Quality and Visibility at Los Angeles, 
Me.mar:mdum No. 13, Envirorunental Quality Laboratory, California 
Institute of TcchnoJogy, August 1976. 

Air Pollution control k,ymc•; Behavior: Implementing Legal Mand.:.tes in ,,n 

Uncertain· M:>.rld, presented at the CIT/IA Conference on Governmental 
Regulatory Policies, May 6-7, 1975. 

Dimensions of the Los Jlnge.fo.s SO--/Sulf,,tc Prol•lf:?ITI, Memor::mdum ;;,,. 1.5, 
Envirom11ental Quality L.:iborafory, December 1975. rre~entcd at the 
Conferl!nce on Str.:itcgies for Air Pollution Control. in the South Co.·,st 
Air B.asin, California Institute of Technology, December 2-3. 1975. 

Lead as a Tracer for Automotive Part:iculates: Projecting the SUlfate ,1ir 
Quality Impact of oxidaticn Cataly::;t Equipped Cars in Los lmgcles, 
Memorandum No. 12, En,.,-ironmental Quality Laboratory, C.::lifcirnia 
Institute of Technology, Hay 1975. 

llltcrnate Vehicle l-'uels for the .Tndustrial Laundry IriJusl.rl!, copyrighl liv 
Rese«rch a"d Develcp,~erit Committee of the Institute of Industrial 
Laundere!'s, October 1974, (with C. Almquist). 

Cost t1nd Pe!:formanc-e o~ .~utc:::~tiv~ F.m.iaSsion Cor,.trol 'Zecl-'~"!£:Jlogit?s!'- Mt:rnor-;:nc.:ut!! 
No. 7, :::.nviromnental QuaiHy Laboratory, CaJ.ifornia Institute of 
Technology, l!i!ccm!;i_;:- 1973. 

• 
,'lir Pcllution Cor.t:.rol .~ge1·.,ct; Perfcr;:;ance Ei·alu~tion,. prPst.1ntc:d at the 

66t!1 Annual Ncetinr~ of the Air Polluti.on Control Ass;oc:iaticn. 
June 21,-23. 1973. 

https://Polluti.on
https://IriJusl.rl


State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 80-38 

July 23, 1980 

WHEREAS, Section 39602 of the Health and Safety Code designates the Air 
Resources Board (ARB) as the air pollution control agency for all purposes 
set forth in federal law and designates the ARB as the state agency responsible 
for the preparation of the State Implementation Plan (SIP) required by the 
Clean Air Act; 

WHEREAS, the Clean Air Act as amended in 1977 mandates the rev1s1on of the 
SIP in designated nonattainment areas of the state in order to assure the 
attainment and maintenance of national ambient air quality standards by 
specified deadlines; 

WHEREAS, Health and Safety Code Sections 41500, 41504, 41650 and 41652 provide 
that the ARB shall adopt a locally prepared nonattainment plan and authorize 
the ARB to make such revisions to a nonattainment plan as are necessary to 
meet the requirement of the Clean Air Act; 

WHEREAS, the ARB is the designated lead agency for the San Bernardino County 
nonattainment plan and has committed itself to a coordinated program for the 
development of the nonattainment plans for ozone with the active participation 
of other agencies possessing resources and expertise in the air quality and 
transportation fields; 

WHEREAS, on November 29, 1979 the ARB resolved in Resolution 79-79, incorporated 
by reference herein, that the San Bernardi no County APCD determinations of 
reasonably available control measures for regulating emissions from certain 
gasoline marketing operations do not meet the requirements of Section 172 of the 
Clean Air Act; 

WHEREAS, the District's Rule 461 and 462 do not contain prov1s1ons as stringent 
as control measures adopted by other districts in the state; 

WHEREAS, the San Bernardino County APCD Board at its July 7, 1980 hearing 
deleted proposed Stage I vapor recovery regulations from its agenda; 

WHEREAS, the ARB finds: 

l. That the state and national ambient air quality standards for photochemical 
oxidant (ozone) are exceeded in the San Bernardino County portion of the 
SEDAB; 

2. That organic gases have been demonstrated to be a chemical precursor to 
photochemical oxidant (ozone), and contribute to or are responsible for 
exceedance of the state oxidant standard and the national ozone standard 
within the SEDAB; 
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- 3. That further increases in emissions of precursors will interfere with 
progress toward attainment of the national ambient air quality standard 
for ozone and of the state air quality standard for oxidant; 

4. That the San Bernardino County APCD Rules 461 and 462 do not contain 
provisions adequate to meet Clean Air Act requirements regarding imple
mentation of reasonably available control measures for regulating 
emissions from gasoline marketing operations (excluding vehicle fueling 
operations) in the designated nonattainment area of the District as 
expeditiously as practicable; 

5. Rules 461 and 462 are not as effective as vapor recovery rules which 
are in effect in other districts in the state; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Board adopts new Rules 461. l and 
462.l to be applicable in the portions of the District designated by the 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPAJ as nonattainment for ozone, as set 
forth in Appendix A, such rules to take effect and to be submitted to EPA 
90 days from this date unless the SBAPCD Board adopts rules found by the 
Executive Officer to be equally effective and adopted by the Executive Officer 
as a SIP revision prior to expiration of the 90 days, said rule then to be 
forwarded to the EPA, 

BE IF FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board approves Rules 461 and 462 as submitted 
by the SBAPCD for applicability in that portion of the District designated 
as attainment for ozone and directs the Executive Officer to forward the rules 
to EPA as a revision to the SIP. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that San Bernardino County APCD Rules 461.l and 462.l 
may subsequently be amended by the District, in accordance l'li_th the procedures 
set forth in 17 California Administrative Code Section 60008.l. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that to the extent that rules amended today are in 
conflict or are not consistent with any other provision of the affected 
Bistrict's rules and regulations, the provisions of the amended rules adopted 
July 23, 1980, shall prevail and shall have the same force and effect as a 
program, rule or regulation adopted by the District and shall be enforced 
by the District. 

I certify that the above is 
a true and correct copy of 
Resolution 80-38, as adopted 
by the Air Resources Board 



APPENDIX A 
to Resolution 80-38 

Proposed for Adoption 
June 25, 1980 

Revised 
July 23, 1980 

RULE 461. l Gasoline Transfer and Dispensing In the Federal Environmental 
Protection Agency Designated Nonattainment Area 

(a) Gasoline Transfer Into Stationary Storage Containers 

(1) A person shall not transfer or permit the transfer of gasoline 

from any tank truck,trailer or railroad tank car into any 

stationary storage container with a caoacity of more than 950 

liters (251 gallons) unless such cantiiner is equipped with a 

permanent submerged fill pipe and unless 95 percent by weight of 

the gasoline vapors displaced during the filling of the 

stationary storage container are orevented from being released 

to the atmosphere. 

(2) The provisions of this Section shall be subject to the following 

- exceptions: 

(A) The transfer of gasoline into any stationary storage container 

used primarily for the fueling of implements of husbandry 

as such vehicles are defined in Division 16 (Section 36000 et 

seq.) of the California Vehicle Code, if such container is 

equipoed with a permanent submerged fill pipe. 

(B) The transfer of gasoline into any stationary storage container 

having a caoacity of 2,000 gallons or less which was installed 

prior to July l, 1980, if such container is equipped with a 

oermanent submerged fill pioe. 
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(C) The transfer of gasoline into any stationary storage container 

in existence prior to July 1, 1980 when such container is served 

by a de1 ivery vesse 1 exempted by the Air Po11 ution Control 

Officer pursuant to Section b(2) of Rule 462.1 if such container 

is equipped with a oermanent submerged fill pipe. 

(D) The transfer of gasoline into any stationary storage container 

which the Air Pollution Control Officer finds is equipped with 

equipment to control emissions at least as effectively as 

required by this Section. 

(E} The transfer of gasoline into any stationary storage container 

in existence prior to July 1, 1980 which is equipped with an 

offset fill pipe. 

(F} The transfer of gasoline, into any stationary storage container 

not exempted by Section a(2HA), a(2)(B), a(2)Jc), a(2)(D), or 

(2)(e) at any gasoline dispensing facility installed prior to 

the effective date of this requlation for which the total 

monthly throuqhout of the facil i t.v does not exceed 9,000 

gallons, provided that the owner or ooerator of such dispensing 

facility transfers or permits the transfer of gasoline from any 

delivery vessel (i.e., tank truck or trailer) into any stationary 

storage container with a capacity of more than 250 gallons only 

if such container is equipped with a permanent submerged fill 

pioe and only if 90 percent by weight of the gasoline vapors 

di solaced during the fi 11 ing of the stationary storage container 

are prevented from being released to the atmosphere. 
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(3) No person shall store gasoline in or otherwise use or operate 

any gasoline delivery vessel unless such vessel is designed and 

maintained to be vaoor tight. Any delivery vessel into which 

gasoline vapors have been transferred sha11 be fi 11 ed only at a 

loading facility that is equipped with a system that prevents 

at least 95 percent by weight of the gasoline vapors displaced 

from entering the atmosphere. 

(4) Other Provisions 

(A) A person shall not install any gasoline storage container 

with a caoacity of more than 950 liters (250 ga11 ans) unless 

such container meets the provisions of this rule. 

(B) Vapor return of vaoor recovery systems used to comply with 

the provisions of this rule· shall comply with all safety. 

fire, weights and measures, and other applicable codes or 

regulations. 

(5) Definitions 

For purroses of this rule, the following definitions are included: 

(A) "Gasoline vapors" means the organic compounds in the displaced 

vapors including any entrained liouid gasoline. 

(B) A ''motor vehicle'' is any self-oropelled vehicle registered 

for use on the highways. 
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(C) For the purposes of this Rule, the term "submerged fill pipe" 

is defined as any fill pine, the discharge opening of which 

is entirely submerged when the liquid level is 6 inches above 

the bottom of the container. "Submerged fill pipe" when 

applied to a container which is loaded from the side is defined 

as any fill pipe the discharge opening of which is entirely 

submerged when the liquid level is 18 inches above the bottom 

of the container. 

(D) For the purposes of this Rule, the term "gasoline" is defined 

as any Petroleum distillate having a Reid vapor pressure of 

4 pounds or greater. 

(6)(A) The owner or oPerator of any stationary storage container 

or gasoline loading facility subject to this Rule or Rule 462.1 

which is operating or in the process of being installed or 

constructed prior to July 1, 1980 shall comply with the 

provisions of this Rule by October l, 1981, and shall comply 

with the following schedule: 

(i) By February l , 1981 - Aop ly for an authority to construct 

from the Air Pollution Control Officer for the installation 

of the needed control system; 

(ii) By Aprill, 1981 - Submit to the Air Pollution Control 

Officer evidence that a11 necessary contracts for the 

design, orocurement, and installation of the required 

emission control system have been negotiated and signed, 
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RULE 462.l Organic Liquid Loading in the Federal Environmental Protection 
Agency Designated Nonattainment Area 

(a) Facilities Handling 75,700 liter (20,000 gallons) Per lJay or More 

(1) A person shall not load organic liquids having a vapor pressure 

of 77.5 milimeters of mercury (1.5 psia) or greater under actual 

loading conditions into any tank truck, trailer or railroad 

tank car from any loading facility having a throughout of 

75,700 liters (20,000 gallons) or more in any one day, unless 

the loading facility is equipped with a vaoor collection and 

disoosal system or its· equivalent approved by the Air Pollution 

Contra l Officer. 

(2) [oading shall be accomplished in such a manner that the displaced 

- va!Jor and air will be vented only to the vapor collection system. 

Measures shall be taken to !Jrevent liquid drainage from the 

loading device when it is not in use or to accomplish complete 

drainage before the loading device is disconnected. 

(3) The vaoor disposal portion of the vaoor collection and disposal 

system shall consist of one of the following: 

(A) An adsorber system or condensation system which processes 

all the displaced vapor and which limits the emission of 

gasoline vapors and gases to no more than: 

(i) 0.6* pounds per thousand gallons of gasoline 

transferred for installations made after July l, 1980, or 

(ii) 0.9* oounds oer 1,000 gallons of gasoline transferred 

for installations existing prior to January 1, 1972, 

*As determined by rounding to the nearest tenth using two s i gni fi cant figures, 
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and 0.6* pounds for 1,000 gallons of gasoline transferred 

for these existing installations by July l, 1982, or 

(iii) 0.9* pounds oer 1,000 gallons of gasoline transferred 

for installations existing prior to July l, 1980, and 

installed after January l, 1972, and 0.6* pounds per 

1,000 gallons of gasoline transferred for these existing 

installations by July l, 1985. 

(B) A vapor handling system which directs t~e displaced vapors 

to a fuel gas system. 

(C) Other equipment of an efficiency equal to or greater than 

(A) or (B) if approved by the Air Pollution Control Officer. 

(b) Facilities Handling Less Than 75,700 liters (20,000 gallons) Per Day. 

( l) Any facility that was in operat ion prior to January 9, 1976, that 

distributes 2,838,750 liters (750,000 gallons) or more of gasoline 

annually to storage vessels not exempted under Sections (a) (2) 

(A) and (a) (2) (B) of Rule 461.l, but less than a total of 

75,700 liters (20,000 gallons) o~ gasoline in any one day shall 

return all the vapors displaced from the delivery vessel back to 

the stationary storage container. Stationary storage containers at 

the facility are to comply with the requirements of sections (b) 

(2) (B) and (b) (2) (C). 

(2) Any facility in operation prior to January 9, 1976, that distributes 

less than 75,700 liters (20,000 ga11 ons) of gasoline in any one day 

shall be exempt from the provisions of this rule provided that: 
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(A) Less than 2,838,750 liters (750,000 gallons) per year are 

distributed to storage vessels, not exempted under Section 

(a)(2)(A) and (a)(2)(B) of Rule 461.1; 

(B) All gasoline is loaded into transoort vessels through a fill 

pipe, the discharge opening of which is submerged when the 

liquid level is 8 centimeters (3.15 inches) above the bottom 

of the vessel; 

(C) The facility is equipped with a system or systems to prevent 

the release to the atmosphere of at least 95 percent by weight 

of the gasoline vapors displaced during the filling of the 

- facility's stationary storage containers; 

(D) The faiclity is equipped with a pressure-vacuum valve on the 

above ground stationary storage containers with a minimum pressure 

valve setting of 8 ounces provided that such setting will not 

exceed the container's maximum pressure rating. 

(E) The owner or operator of the facility petitions the 

Air Pollution Control Officer annually for this exemption 

to have the facility's transport vessels and other independently 

owned transport vessels which are exclusively serviced at such 

facility exempted. 

(3) Any such facility constructed or installed on or after January 9, 1976, 

irrespective of throughput, shall comply with the orovisions of 

Section (61(1 I and shall not be eligible for the exemPtion in 

Section (b) (2). 



State of California 

Memorandum 

Dafe IHuey D. Johnson August 11, 1980 
Secretary 

Subjed:Resources Agency Filing of Notice 
of Decision of the 
Air Resources Board 

From I Air Resources Board 

Pursuant to Title 17, Section 60007(b), and in compliance with 
Air Resources Board certification under section 21080.5 of the 
Public Resources Code, the Air Resources Board hereby forwards 
for posting the attached notice of decision and response to en
vironmental comments raised during the comment period. 

I 

Sally Rump .. Board Secretary 

attachments 

Resolution 80-49 

AUG 12 i980 

Agency of CaliforniaResource, 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 80-38 

July 23, 1980 

WHEREAS, Section 39602 of the Health and Safety Code designates the Air 
Resources Board (ARB) as the air pollution control agency for all purposes 
set forth in federal law and designates the ARB as the state agency responsible
for the preparation of the State Implementation Plan-(SIP) required by the 
Clean Air Act; 

WHEREAS, the Clean Air Act as amended in 1977 mandates the revision of the 
-SIP in designated nonattainment areas of the state in order to assure the 
attainment and maintenance of national ambient air quality standards by 
specified deadlines; 

WHEREAS, Health and Safety Code Sections 41500, 41504, 41650 and 41652 provide 
that the ARB shall adopt a locally prepared nonattainment plan and authorize 
the ARB to make s,uch revisions to a nonattainment plan as are necessary to 
meet the requirement of the Clean Air Act; 

WHEREAS, the ARB is the designated~lead agency for the San Bernardino County
nonattainment plan and has committed itself to a coordinated program for the 
development of the nonattainment plans for ozone with the active participation
of other agencies possessing resources and expertise in the air quality and 
transportation fields; 

WHEREAS, on November 29, 1979 the ARB resolved in Resolution 79-79, incorporated
by reference herein, that the San Bernardino County APCD determinations of 
reasonably available control measures for regulating emissions from certain 
gasoline marketing operations do not meet the requirements of Section 172 of the 
Clean Air Act; 

WHEREAS, the District's Rule 461 and 462 do not contain provisions as stringent 
as control measures adopted by other districts in the state; 

WHEREAS, the San Bernardino County APCD Board at its July 7, 1980 hearing
deleted proposed Stage I vapor recovery regulations from its agenda; 

WHEREAS, the ARB finds: 

1. That the state and national ambient air quality standards for photochemical
oxidant {ozone) are exceeded in the San Bernardino County portion of the 
SEDAB; 

2. That organic gases have been demonstrated to be a chemical precursor to 
photochemi ca1 oxidant (ozone) , and contribute to or are res pons i b 1 e .for 
exceedance of the state oxidant standard and the national ozone standard 

- -within the SEDAB; . 
ffl:EIVE"D BY 

AUG 12198u 

Re&0urce1 Agency of California 



State of California 

AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Response, to Significant Environmental Issues 

Item: Public Hearing to Consider Amending the Rules and Regulations of 
Imperial County Air Pollution Control District, Los Angeles County 
Air Pollution Control District and San Bernardino County Air 
Pollution Control District 

Public Hearing Date: July 23, 1980 

Response Date:" July 23, 1980 

Issuing Authority: Air Resources Board 

Issue: No adverse environmental impacts identified 
in staff report or in public testimony. 

Response: N/A 

CERTIFIED: 

Date: 

AUG 1 :.__ i':ldU 

Reso~ ... 



State of California 
AfR RESOURCES BOARD 

OPPOSING CONSIDERATIONS AND AGENCY RESPONSE 

July 23, 1980 

Public Hearing to Consider Amending the Rules and Regulations 
of Imperial County Air Pollution Control District, 

Los Angeles County Air Pollution Control District and 
San Bernardino County Air Pollution Control District 

San Bernardino County APCD 

l. Opposing Consideration: 

Staff proposal for amendments to Rules 461 and 462 should not be 

applied in the attainment areas of the District. 

Response: Staff concurs and recommends that the Board make the proposed 

amendments effective only in the nonattainment area portion of the District 

by adopting Rules 461.l and 462.l for those areas. 

2. Opposing Consideration: 

The staff-proposed exemption for bulk plants is too restrictive 

and not feasible for the District in that it would require inordinately 

high control cost for small bulk plants. 

Response: Staff concurs and recommends that the exemption of 

500,000 gallons per year throughput to nonexempt sources be 

increased to 750,000 gallons per year. 

3. Opposing Consideration: 

The proposed rule goes beyond the minimum Clean Air Act requirements 

for rural nonattainment areas. 



- Response: The minimum Clean Air Act requirements for nonattainment 

areas are that all reasonably available control measures be adopted 

and implemented, as expeditiously as practicable (Sections 172(b)(2) 

(3)) and staff report demonstrates that the proposed control measures are 

currently reasonably available. 

4. Opposing Consideration: 

Because the impact of transported pollutants on the air quality in the 

District is not known, the impact on the amount of emission reductions 

required to achieve the ozone ambient air quality standard in the District 

is also not known; the action should be deferred until the impact of 

transport can be quantified. 

Response: Staff proposes to work with the District to quantify the 

- impact of transport. However, this is not sufficient reason to postpone 

adoption of a well-demonstrated, reasonably available, legally required 

control measure. 

5. Opposing Consideration: 

Additional time is needed for the District to develop its own control 

measures. 

Response: Staff concurs with concept, and recommends that the Board 

adopt the staff-recommended measures to be effective in 90 days, thus 

providing the District with 90 days to take action to adopt its own 

acceptable control measures. 



Imperial County APCD 

Opposing Consideration: 

The Western Oil and Gas Association's written testimony objects to the 

proposed amendements to two of Imperial County's Stage I vapor 

recovery rules -- 415 for gasoline storage tanks and 415.l which applies 

to bulk plants and terminals with daily throughputs of more than 20,000 

gallons. WOGA objects to these amendments because l) they are not 

required to assure EPA approval of the nonattainment plans and 2) the 

Board has not justified changing the rules simply to achieve state 

standards. 

That Imperial County rules amendmemts are not required is supported by 

EPA's review of the Imperial County Plan and EPA's findings that: 

(l) An approvable plan for a rural area must include adopted, 

legally enforceable regulations which reflect the application 

of RACT for those major stationary sources with over 100 tons/year 

potential emissions. 

(2) Imperial County is a rural area and its rules meet the requirements 

for a rural area plan. 

Response: The Air Resources Board will not be adopting the language 

objected to by the WOGA. Consideration of the proposed amendments for 

the Imperial County rules has been postponed to provide additional time 

for Imperial County to make the necessary rule changes. 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 80-39 

May 22, 1980 

WHEREAS, the Air Resources Board (Board) and/or the federal Environmental 
Protection Agency have set health-based ambient air quality standards for 
nitrogen dioxide, oxidant (ozone), particulate (TSP), and visibility which 
are consistently exceeded in several of the state's air basins, notably the 
South Coast Air Basin; and 

WHEREAS, Health and Safety Code Sections 39003, 39500, 39602, and 41500 
authorize the state Board to coordinate, encourage, and review efforts 
to attain and maintain state and national ambient air quality standards; 
and 

WHEREAS, Health and Safety Code Sections 39600 and 39605 authorize the 
state Board to do such acts as may be necessary to execute the powers
and duties granted to and imposed upon the state Board, to assist the 
air pollution control districts, and to hold public hearings; and 

WHEREAS, the California Environmental Quality Act and ARB regulations
require that an activity not be adopted as proposed if mitigation 
measures or alternatives exist which would substantially reduce any
significant adverse environmental effects of the proposed activity.
and further require that the Board respond in writing to significant
environmental issues raised; and 

WHEREAS, the Board, after at least 30 days notice, has held two public
meetings on this matter, and has heard and considered the evidence and 
testimony presented by the ARB staff, affected industries and utilities, 
and other interested persons at the two meetings held on November 29 
and 30, 1979 and May 21 and 22, 1980; and 

WHEREAS, the Board finds: 

1. That emissions of oxides of nitrogen (NOx) from stationary in~ernal 
combustion engines contribute significantly to exceedances of the 
state and national ambient standards for nitrogen dioxide (NO?),
oxidant (ozone), TSP, and visibility in several of the state's air 
basins; -

2. That such NOx emissions are not currently subject to air pollution
control measures; 

3. That reductions in NOx emissions from this source to approximately
one-tenth the present emission rate are technologically feasible 
and cost-effective; · 



Resolution 80-39 -2- May 22. 1980 

4. That amendments proposed for the suggested control measure by the 
staff in response to written and oral testimony adequately address 
concerns regarding compliance dates, retrofit of controls on existing
engines, cogeneration, and exemptions; 

5. That the evidence suggests that the fuel pen~lty associated with the 
control measure is more likely to be in the range of 3-5% than at the 
substantially greater levels alleged by some utility representatives, 
and that this fuel penalty has been taken into consideration by the 
Board, along with other costs, when assessing the cost-effectiveness 
of the control strategy; 

6. That the staff-predicted fuel penalty is further justified by the 
substantial air quality benefits which would result from implemen
tation of the suggested control measure; 

7. That the amount of additional water needed for water injection systems
which control NOx emissions is insignificant and is justified by the 
air quality benefits to be obtained from such use; 

8. That in some instances, the use of NOx emission control devices 
will cause increases in carbon monoxide (CO) emissions from 
stationary internal combustion engines and that such CO emissions 
should be controlled in order to assure maintenance of ambient CO 
standards; 

9. That control of CO emissions from this source, as required by the 
suggested control measure, is technologically feasible and economically
reasonable; 

10. That the staff report adequately responds to other environmental 
issues raised and the Board concurs in the staff's finding that no 
significant adverse effects on air quality are likely to result 
from adoption and implementation of the suggested control measure 
as amended. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Air Resources Board approves and 
adopts the suggested control measure for the control of NOx emissions from 
stationary internal combustion engines as amended and set forth as Attach
ment A to this resolution; 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Officer is directed to forward 
the suggested control measure to districts needing reductions in NOx 
emissions to achieve and maintain state and/or national ambient air quality 
standards with a recommendation that these districts adopt a rule of equiv
alent effectiveness and modify their permit rules and regulations to delete 
present exemptions for stationary internal combustion engines. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the aforementioned districts are requested to 
repeal existing exemptions for stationary internal combustion engines from 
CO emission limitations, or establish limitations of equivalent effectiveness 
as those set forth in the suggested control measure where limitations do not 
currently exist; 



Resolution 80-39 -3- May 22, 1980 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board recommends that in considering 
the adoption of the attached suggested control measure, districts should 
consider the economic problems of small businesses and other problems of 
local concern and should afford appropriate relief which does not signi~
ficantly reduce the effectiveness of the measure. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Officer is directed to provide 
assistance to any district requesting assistance in adopting, interpreting, 
or implementing the suggested control measure; 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board recommends that each district adopting 
the suggested control measure conduct a hearing, upon receipt of a petition 
from an affected party, to consider a delay of not more than one year in the 
compliance dates for "lean burn" engines if the district finds that the 
technology needed to comply with the measure does not perform adequately 
despite the good faith efforts of the engine manufacturers and users. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that if significant adverse environmental effects, 
including the emission of high concentrations of ammonium nitrate, armionia, 
hydrogen cyanide, or nitrosamines, become apparent before or during operation 
of the control equipment utilized to comply with this suggested control 
measure once it is adopted into regulatory form by the relevant districts, 
the Board will consider the adoption of mitigation measures or other 
appropriate action to reduce such adverse impacts. 

I certify that the above is a true 
and correct copy of Resolution 80-39 
as passed by the Air Resources Board. 



Attachment A 

SUGGESTED CONTROL MEASURE FOR THE CONTROL OF OXIDES 
OF NITROGEN EMISSIONS FROM STATIONARY INTERNAL COMBUSTION ENGINES 

Within the boundaries of the ----a----,----,---,--district, no person
shall operate a stationary internal combustion engine that dis
charges oxides of nitrogen into the atmosphere in excess of the 
limits specified in the following table: 

Existing NOx (Calculated Effective 
Engines as N02) Date 

Diesel cycle 

Otto cycle engines 
that can be adjusted 
to run with an 
exhaust stream 0 
concentration <1% 

Otto cycle engines 
that cannot be 
adjusted to run with 
an exhaust stream 
o2 concentration <1% 

Brayton <::ycle 

New Engines 

Brayton cycle 

Diesel cycle 

Otto cycle engines 
that can be adjusted 
to run with an 
exhaust stream 0 
concentration <1% 

Otto cycle engines 
that cannot be 
adjusted to run with 
an exhaust stream o2concentration <1% 

90% Reduction Across Control 
Device or 0.28 µg/J output 
whichever is less stringent 

90% Reduction Across Control 
Device or 0.28 µg/J output 
whichever is less stringent 

90% Reduction Across Control 
Device or 0.28 µg/J output
whichever is less stringent 

0.28 µg/J output 

0.28 µg/J output 

0.28 µg/J output 

0.28 µg/J output 

0.28 µg/J output 

January l, 1984 

January l, 1983 

January l, 1984 

January l , 1983 

January l , 1983 

January l , 1983 

January l, 1982 

January l , 1983 
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All emissions determinations shall be made at any load conditions chosen 

by the Air Pollution Control Officer within the range stated in the 

permit to operate, other than low load or idle, using EPA Method 20 for 

gas turbines and the amended EPA Method 20 for reciprocating engines. 

For the purpose of this control measure, the output shall be defined 

as the shaft output from the internal combustion engine plus the energy 

reclaimed by any heat recovery system. Quantification of output 

shall be the responsibility of the engine owner to the satisfaction of 

the Air Pollution Control Officer. 

Exemptions 

All internal combustion engines that are operated less than 100 

hours per year for testing, and l) are only used for power when 

normal mechanical or electrical power service fails, or 2) are 

only used for the emergency pumping of water or 3) are used only for 

the production of power during Stage II and Stage III alerts 

as defined in California's El ectri cal Emergency Pl an. 

All internal combustion engines that are laboratory engines used 

in research or teaching programs. 

All internal combustion engines that are operated for the purposes 

of performance verification. 

All gas turbines that are used for the production of electric 

power and are owned by a private or public utility as defined by 

the California Public Utilities Commission. 

All existing Otto and diesel cycle engines with a total displacement 

less than 1700 cubic centimeters (104 in3). 



State ot' California 

Memorandum 

Huey D. Johnson Date : June 6, 1980 
Secretary 
Resources Agency Subject: Filing of Notice 

of Decision of the 
Air Resources Board 

Fram Air Resources Board 

Pursuant to Title 17, Section 60007(b), and in compliance with 
Air Resources Board certification under Section 21080.5 of the 
Public Resources Code, the Air Resources Board hereby forwards 
for posting the attached notice of decision and response to 
environmental comments raised during the comment period. 

Diana Pencin 
Acting Board Secretary 

Attachments 
Resolution 80-39 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Response to Significant Environmental Issues 

Public Meeting to Consider Suggested Control Measure for the Control of 
Oxides of Nitrogen Emissions from Stationary Internal Combustion Engines. 

Public Meeting Date: May 21 and 22, 1980 

Response Date: May 22, 1980 

Issuing Authority: Air Resources Board 

Corrrnent: The conments are contained in the staff report dated 
April 4, 1980. 

Response: The Board's response is contained in Resolution 80-39, 
numbers 6 thru 10. 

Certified: ~e.P~)·~cretary 

Date: 'r tJt...2 __ ~ 19.iD 



State of California 

AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Supplement Staff Report Regarding Significant Environmental Issues 

Public Meeting to Consider Suggested Control Measure for the Control of Oxides 
of Nitrogen Emissions from Stationary Internal Combustion Engines. 

80-9-3 

Date of Release: April 4. 1980 
Scheduled for Consideration: May 21, 1980 

1. Discussion 

Section 60007 of the Board's regulations in Title 17, California 
Administrative Code, directs staff to report to the Board regarding 
environmental issues raised by public comments, for consideration 
by the Board on any matter for which a public hearing is required. 

The environmental issues are discussed in the staff report dated 
April 4, 1980. 

2. Recommendation 

The staff recommends that the Board adopt, before it takes any final 
action on this item, the attached proposed Response to Significant 
Environmental Issues. 



RECBVEDBY 
Office of the $Pcretary 

OCT 2 O 1980 

Resourcet Agency of CaliforniaState of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 80-40 

July 23, 1980 

WHEREAS, Section 39601 of the Health and Safety Code authorizes the 
Air Resources Board to adopt standards, rules, and regulations necessary
for the proper execution of the powers and duties granted to and 
imposed upon the Board by law; 

WHEREAS, Section 43107 of the Health and Safety Code authorizes the 
Board to adopt emission standards and test procedures in order to 
control or eliminate air pollution caused by motorcycles; 

WHEREAS, the motorcycle manufacturers have petitioned the Board to 
consider amending the 1982 1.0 gram per kilometer hydrocarbon exhaust 
emission standard; 

WHEREAS, the Air Resources Board staff has conducted a series of 
confidential workshops with the manufacturers in order to assess the 
Motorcycle industry's progress toward meeting the 1.0 g/Km HC standard; 

WHEREAS, the Board finds that the 1.0 g/Km HC standard for Class I 
and II motorcycles is technologically feasible and cost effective 
for 1982; 

WHEREAS, the Board finds that implementing the 1.0 g/Km hydrocarbon
standard in 1982 for Class I and II motorcycles will not create a 
economic burden on the motorcycle manufacturers, or significantly
disrupt the availability of smaller displacement motorcycles in the 
California market in 1982; 

WHEREAS, the Board finds that implementing a 1.0 g/Km hydrocarbon
standard for Class III motorcycles in 1982 will create an economic and 
technological hardship on the industry which may result in an economic 
disruption of the California motorcycle market; 

WHEREAS, the Board finds that for Class III motorcycles an exhaust 
emission standard of 2.5 g/Km HC for the 1982 and 1983 model years
will be attainable by the industry, allow the manufacturers more time 
to develop emission control systems to meet more stringent standards, 
and prevent economic disruptions and burdens on the marketplace; 



WHEREAS, the Board finds that there may be a need to provide an exhaust 
emission standard for small volume manufacturers of up to 5.0 g/Km HC 
for 1982 model year Class I and II motorcycles, provided that such 
milnufacturers develop emission control technology to meet more stringent
standards in the future; 

WHEREAS, the California Environmental Quality Act and Board regulations
require that no project having adverse environmental impacts be adopted 
as ortgi:nally proposed if feasible alternatives or mitigation measures 
are available; 

WHEREAS, the Board has quantified the air quality impacts by the proposed 
action and fi:nds that such impacts are minimal and that feasible mitiga
tion measures are not available; 

WHEREAS, the Board finds that the proposed standards are more stringent
than applicable federal standards; · 

WHEREAS, a public hearing and other administrative proceedings have 
been held in accordance with the provisions of the Administrative 
Procedure Act (Government Code, Title 2, Division 3, Part 1, Chapter 4.5); 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Board hereby amends Section 
1958, Article 2, Subchapter 1, Chapter 3 of Title 13, California 
Administrative Code as follows: 

Amend Subsection (b) to read: 

(b) Exhaust emissions from new street-use motorcycles, subject 
to registration and sold and registered in this state, shall 
not exceed: 

Exhaust Emission Standards 
(grams per kilometer) 

Engine Displacement Carbon 
Model-Year (in cubic centimeters) Hydrocarbon Monoxide 
19.78 to 19.79 50 to less than 170 5.0 17 

170 to less than 750 5.0 + 0.0155 (D-170)* 17 
750 or greater 14 17 

l9BO to 1981 All (50 cc or larger} 5.0 12 
1982 and All f50 cc ef-laf§ef 1.0 12 
Subsequent to 279 cd 

1982 and 1983 280 cc or greater 2.5 12 
1984 and 280 cc or greater 1.0 12 
Subsequent 

* D = engine displacement of motorcycles in cubic centimeter 



Amend Subsection (f) to read: 

H1-ffl-tl:le-eveRt-tl:!at-tl:!e-feEleioal-test-191"eeeEl1:1l"es-l"efel"ioeEl-ta-4R 
J!a ioa§l"a191:!-fe1-al"e-fe1:1REl-te-ee -4flva HEl-el"-1:1ReRfeJOeeaele, -ii-le 
!!Gal4fel"Rta-1:xl:!a1:1si-l:lfttss4eR-StaflElaJOEIS-aREl-lest-Pl"aeeEl1:1l"eS-fel" 
l-978-aflEI-S1:1eseei1:1eRt·Pl"eEl1:1et4afl-Me1:el"eyeles!!;-as-alfteAEleEI-Fesl"1:1al"y-~Q. 
l976;-sl:!all-§e¥el"R;-exee191:'-tl:!ai-tke-ffleiel"eyeles-ia-wl:!4el:!-s1:1el:! 
test-19l"eeeEl1:11"es-a1919ly-sl:!aH-ee-tl:!ase-Elef4fleEl-4fl-Sl:IBflal"a~l"afll:!-fa}..-
f A-t1-le-eveflt-t I-la t-eA l y-a -19e1"1: 4efl -ef-1;1:!e- f e Ele l"a l - iesi-19 l"eeeEI 1:1 l"e s 
ai-e-fe1:1flEl-te-be·4Rval-4El-eio-1:1fleAfel"eeasle;-il:!efl-tRe-eei1:14¥aleAi 
J!e ioi 4 efl-e f-t lie-Gal 4 f el"fl 4a-test-19 l"eeeE11:1 ioe s-s I-la l l-§e\le !"A..-

ill Motorcycle manufacturers shall submit directly to the 
Executive Officer a complete copy of the application for certifi
cation for 1982 and subse uent model ears. In the test rocedures 
referred to in subsection c the word "Administrator": means 
Executi:ve Officer of the Air Resources Board. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED AND ORDERED, that the Executive Officer be 
delegated the authority to set an exhaust emission standard of up to 
5.0 grams per kilometer for 1982 only. This standard shall be applicable
only to small volume manufacturers defined as one which sells less than 
three thousand (3000) new units per year in the State of California. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED AND ORDERED, that the Executive Officer be delegated
th.e authority to incorporate changes to the "California Evaporative
Emission Standards and Test Procedures for 1978 and Subsequent Model 
Gasoli.ne-Powered Motor Vehicles" to provide an alternative evaporative
emissi:on control system durability testing requirement for motorcycles 
when the evaporative and exhaust emission standard changes do not 
coincide. This requirement shall be consistent with the automobile 
durability testing requirements. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board hereby determines that the 
exhaust emission standards adopted herein are, in the aggregate, at 
least as protective of public health and welfare as applicable federal 
standards. 

I certify that the above is a 
true and correct copy of 
Resolution 80-40, as adopted 
by the Air Resources Board. 



~t:IVC.V Ill 

Office of the Secretary.. 
Stata' of Ccilifornici OCT 2 O 1980 

Memorandum Resources Agency of California 

Dote : July 1, 1980Huey D. Johnson 
Secretary 

Subject, Filing of Nati ce Resources Agency of Decision of the1416 - 9th Street Air Resources BoardSacramento, CA 95814 

From Air Resources Board 

Pursuant to Title 17, Section 60007(b), and in compliance with 
Air Resources Board certification under section 21080.5 of the 
Public Resources Code, the Air Resources Board hereby forwards 
for posting the attached notice of decision and response to en
vironmental comments raised during the comment period. 

~~ 
Sally Rump 
BOARD SECRETARY 

att: Resolution 80-40 



RECEIVED BY 
Office of the Secretary 

OCT 2 0 1980 
State of California 

Resources Agency of CaliforniaAIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Response to Significant Environmental Issues 

Item: Response to the Motorcycle Manufacturers' Petition Requesting 
the Board Reevaluate the 1.0 Gram per Kilometer Exhaust Emissions 
Standard for 1982 and Subsequent Model Year Motorcycles 

Public Hearing Dates: June 26, 1980 and July 23, 1980 

Response Date: June 26, 1980 

Issuing Authority: Air Resources Board 

Cormnent: None 

Response: None 

CERTIFIED: 

Date: 



State of California 

AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 80-41 

WHEREAS, the Air Resources Board has been directed to carry out an effective 
research program in conjunction with its efforts to combat air pollution, 
pursuant to Health and Safety Code Sections 39700 through 39705; 

WHEREAS, an unsolicited research Proposal Number 929-76 entitled "In Vivo 
Fate of Nitrogenous Air Pollutant Derivatives" has been submitted by the 
University of California at Davis to the Air Resources Board; and 

WHEREAS, the Research staff has reviewed and recommended this proposal for 
approval; and 

WHEREAS, the Research Screening Committee has reviewed and recommends for 
funding: 

Proposal Number 929-76 entitled "In Vivo Fate of 
Nitrogenous Air Pollutant Derivatives" submitted 
by the University of California at Davis for an 
amount not to exceed $115,986; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Air Resources Board pursuant to 
the authority granted by Health and Safety Code Section 39703, hereby 
accepts the recommendation of the Research Screening Committee and approves
the fo 11 owing : 

Proposal Number 929-76 entitled "In Vivo Fate of 
Nitrogenous Air Pollutant Derivatives" submitted 
by the University of California at Davis for an 
amount not to exceed $115,986, 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Officer shall initiate adminis
trative procedures and execute all necessary documents and contracts for 
the research effort proposed in an amount not to exceed $115,986. 

I certify that the above i sa true._and __ 
correct copy of Resolution 8-0'."4 l a~ passer
by the Air Resources Board. 

Sal~
Boar~ 

411 



ITEM: 

RECOMMENDATION: 

SUMMARY: 

State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

ITEM NO.: 80-11-Sa(l) 
DATE: June 25, 1980 

Research Proposal No. 929-76 entitled "In Vivo 
Fate of Nitrogenous Air Pollutant Derivatives." 

Adopt Resolution 80-41 approving Research 
Proposal No. 929-76 for funding in an amount 
not to exceed $115,986. 

Nitrogenous air pollutants include an extremely 
wide range of compounds: nitric oxide, 
nitrogen dioxide, nitrogen trioxide, dinitrogen 
trioxide, nitrogen pentoxides, nitrates, 
nitrites, nitric acid, countless organic nitro 
compounds, nitramines, and nitrosamines. For 
the most part, nitrogen oxide is the precursor 
of the entire photochemical sequence of the 
materials. Some are directly emitted through 
natural or industrial processes and particulate 
nitrogenous materials account for a significant 
portion of Hi-Vol samples taken from urban air. 

This proposal is submitted to extend and complete 
a three-year research study of the biochemical 
and distributional fates of inhaled nitrates 
and nitrites. It would be directed toward 
specific goals to: 

1. Study the biochemical and di~tributional 
aspects of carrier added N0 2 and N0 3-
following inhalation, 

2. Compare the biochemical and distributional 
aspects of carrier added N0 and NO~2-
administered via the blood, digestiv~, and 
pulmonary systems, 

3. Compare intersEecies, in-vivo biochemistry 
of inhaled N0 and N0 3-,2 

4. Compare chronic vs. acute pathways and 
effects, 

5. Study the role of certain potential N0 2and N0 3- metabolic inhibitors, and 

6. Prepare and study the metabolism of labeled 
organic nitrates and nitrosamines. 
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An important element of this effort is that it 
would provide an interspecies comparison of 
biochemical activity and allow a detailed look 
at how the materials affect mice. This has not 
been possible until recently due to the limited 
size of samples that can be taken from mice. 
The improvement in methods centers around 
making more active tracers. The importance of 
further mouse work is that large amounts of 
information dealing with toxicology and 
metabolisms of various compounds exists for 
mice. 
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State of California 

AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 80-42 

WHEREAS, the Air Resources Board has been directed to carry out an effective 
research program in conjunction with its efforts to combat air pollution, 
pursuant to Health and Safety Code Sections 39700 through 39705; 

WHEREAS, an unsolicited research Proposal Number 925-76 entitled "Respirable
Environmental Particulates In Humans" has been submitted by the University of 
California at San Diego to the Air Resources Board; and 

WHEREAS, the Research staff has reviewed and recommended this proposal for 
approval; and 

WHEREAS, the Research Screening Committee has reviewed and recommends for 
funding: 

Proposal Number 925-76 entitled "Respirable Environmental 
Particulates In Humans" submitted by the University of 
California at San Diego for an amount not to exceed $120,921; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Air Resources Board pursuant to 
the authority granted by Health and Safety Code Section 39703, hereby 
accepts the recommendation of the Research Screening Committee and approves
the fo 11 owing : 

Proposal Number 925-76 entitled "Respirable Environmental 
Particulates In Humans" submitted by the University of 
California at San Diego for an amount not to exceed $120,921, 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Officer shall initiate adminis
trative procedures and execute all necessary documents and contracts for 
the research effort proposed in an amount not to exceed $120,921. 

I certify that the above is a trueand 
correct copy of Resolution'80-42_as passed 
by the Air Resources Board 

s~~~Boa~Secmry 



ITEM: 

RECOMMENDATION: 

SUMMARY: 

State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

ITEM NO: 80-ll-5a(2)
DATE: June 25, 1980 

Research Proposal No. 925-76 entitled ''Respirable 
Environmental Particulates in Humans." 

Adopt Resolution 80-42 approving Research Proposal 
No. 925-76 for funding in an amount not to exceed 
$120,921. 

Both the State and federal governments have recognized 
the need to address the health implications of inhaled 
fine particles in terms of an ambient standard. It is 
felt that reliance on current TSP measurements and the 
associated ambient air quality standard may not provide 
meaningful protection from the health hazards that fine 
particles might pose. 

Present considerations are directed toward atmospheric 
particles of two size regimes, respirable particles 
below about 2.5 microns and inhalable particles between 
about 2.5 microns and 15 microns. Attempts to date to 
settle on a numeric standard for either size fraction 
have been difficult. The key area of uncertainty centers 
on a lack of understanding of the size composition of 
particles and how this influences their health impacts. 

The purpose of this proposal is to gather the data 
mentioned above and try to relate it to actual disease 
states. Previous work by the proponent has shown 
elevated particle loading associated with certain dis
eases and he postulates an association between particles 
of everyday environmental origin and certain types of 
lung disease. In carrying out this study, the proponent 
would employ human lung tissues and cells collected from 
human subjects. Subjects and tissues would be selected 
from those with residence histories in Los Angeles and 
San Diego in particular. 

Two basic lines of research are proposed. The first 
would be carried out on both healthy subjects and 
subjects with lung disease for the Los Angeles and San 
Diego areas. Efforts will center on removal of alveolar 
macrophages from the lung and analyzing the physical 
and chemical nature of the particles they contain. These 
cells function as an important actor in the process of 
particle removal from the deep lung. The second portion 
of this study consists of obtaining tissue samples from 
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children and adult subjects who have suffered from 
specific types of lung disease thought to be associ
ated with increased particle numbers in regions of 
the lung. Information would be gained on the numbers, 
sizes, types, and composition of particles in these 
tissues. 

Detailed information on possible confounding occu
pational and smoking factors will be gathered on all 
subjects to allow more meaningful study of environ
mental pollutant exposures. 

This study will provide valuable information which 
will be useful in establishing a fine particle standard. 



State of California 

AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 80-43 

WHEREAS, the Air Resources Board has been directed to carry out an effective 
research program in conjunction with its efforts to combat air pollution, 
pursuant to Health and Safety Code Sections 39700 through 39705; 

WHEREAS, an unsolicited research Proposal Number 911-76(a) entitled "Continued 
Development of a Mathematical Modeling Capability for Photochemical Air Pollution
Reactive Plumes" has been submitted by the California Institute of Technology to 
the Air Resources Board; · 

WHEREAS, the Research staff has reviewed and recommended this proposal for 
approval; and 

WHEREAS, the Research Screening Committee has reviewed and recommends for 
funding: 

Proposal Number 911-76(a) entitled "Continued Development
of a Mathematical Modeling Capability for Photochemical Air 
Pollution-Reactive Plumes" submitted by the California 
Institute of Technology for an amount not to exceed $99,951; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Air Resources Board pursuant to 
the authority granted by Health and Safety Code Section 39703, hereby 
accepts the recommendation of the Research Screening Committee and approves
the fa11 owing : 

Proposal Number 91l-76(a) entitled "Continued Development
of a Mathematical Modeling Capability for Photochemical Air 
Pollution-Reactive Plumes", submitted by the California 
Institute of Technology, for an amount not to exceed $99,951, 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Officer shall initiate adminis
trative procedures and execute all necessary documents and contracts for 
the research effort proposed in an amount not to exceed $99,951. 

I certify that the above is a true and 
correct copy of Resolution 80-43 as passed
by the Air Resources Board 

Sall~~-
Board Secretary 



ITEM: 

RECOMMENDATION: 

SUMMARY: 

State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

ITEM NO: 80-11-5a(3)
DATE: June 25, 1980 

Research Proposal No. 911-76(a) entitled 
"Continued Development of a Mathematical 
Modeling Capability for Photochemical Air 
Pollution-Reactive Plumes." 

Adopt Resolution 80-43 approving Research 
Proposal No. 911-76(a) for funding in an 
amount not to exceed $99,951. 

The Caltech Grid Model (CGM) developed under an 
earlier ARB contract is now undergoing final veri
fication studies. This model represents the state
of-the-art knowledge in the area of airshed modeling.
To make it a more versatile tool, the model should 
be integrated with a state-of-the-art point source 
reactive plume model. This wi11 give the Board the 
capability to accurately model large point sources 
emitting NO and/or reactive hydrocarbons and evaluate 
the interaction of emissions from these sources 
with urban smog. The purpose of this proposal is 
the development of a three-dimensional model for a 
single point-source reactive plume and to incorporate 
the model into the CGM. The proposal seeks support 
for work which wi11 expand upon earlier modeling 
efforts. The anticipated development involves 
three major tasks: 

Task l: Plume Dynamics - the development of models 
for plume rise and dispersion in an arbi
trarily stratified atmosphere. An earlier 
computer code developed by the hydraulics 
group at Caltech will be modified to quantify 
the trajectory and dispersion of a buoyant 
plume in the atmosphere. 

Task 2: Plume Chemistry - the development of means 
to calculate the rates of atmospheric reactions 
involving hydrocarbons, oxides of nitrogen, and 
sulfur dioxide occurring in a turbulently dis
persing plume. As a starting point, the investi
gators propose to use the work of Shu, Lamb, and 
Seinfeld. This work deals with some of the 
problems of plume chemistry with the existing 
reactive plume models. 
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State of Califonnia 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 80-44 

September 25, 1980 

WHEREAS, Sections 39600 and 39601 of the Health and Safety Code authorize 
the Air Resources Board to adopt standards, rules, and regulations 
necessary for the proper execution of the powers and duties granted to 
and imposed upon the Board by law; 

WHEREAS, Section 43106 of the Health and Safety Code requires that each 
new production motor vehicle or engine required to meet the California 
emission standards established pursuant to Section 43101 of the Health and 
Safety Code be, in all material respects, substantially the same in 
construction as the test motor vehicle or engine certified by the Board; 

WHEREAS, manufacturers of motor vehicles and engines intended for sale in 
California have, according to applicable certification procedures, demonstrated 
durability to meet the applicable emission standards for tile useful life of 
the motor vehicle or engine; 

WHEREAS, Section 43204 of the Health and Safety Code requires the manu
facturer of each motor vehicle and motor vehicle engine to warrant to the 
ultimate purchaser and each subsequent purchaser that the motor vehicle or 
engine is: 

(1) Designed, built, and equipped so as to conform at the time of 
sale with the applicable emission standards, and 

(2) Free from defects in materials and workmanship which cause such 
motor vehicle or motor vehicl~ engine to fail to conform with 
·the applicable regul ati ans for its useful 1 i fe; 

WHEREAS, the claim has been made by the Bureau of Competition of the Federal 
Trade Commissi,on and others that the Board's warranty regulations will have 
an anti-competitive effect on independent aftermarket parts manufacturers 
and repair facilities; 

WHEREAS, the California Legislature in Senate Concurrent Resolution 9 
requested that the Board examine, among other things, any anti-competitive 
effects of its warranty regulations; 

WHEREAS, the Board is concerned that the warranty regulations may have such 
an anti-competitive effect, and recognizes the concerns of the Legislature 
and the aftermarket service industry in this regard; 

WHEREAS, the Board, in responding to the concerns of the aftermarket and 
repair industries, created a Warranty Advisory Group for the purpose of 
monitoring data related to the economic effects of the regulations, and 
directed the group to report back to the Board; 
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WHEREAS, the Warranty Advisory Group has submitted its final report to 
the Board and has found that no apparent economic shift to dealers and 
away from the independent aftermarket is presently occurring as a result 
of these regulations; 

WHEREAS, the Board finds that no evidence has been presented which 
demonstrates that the warranty regulations have had or will have any
significant anti-competitive effects; 

WHEREAS, the Board reaffirms its previous findings that its warranty 
regulations in the main are effective and necessary to ensure that vehicles 
sold in California are emissions durable and hence benefit air quality; 

WHEREAS, the Board,after receipt of further information, reaffirms its 
previous findings that carburetion and ignition systems are significant 
parts of vehicle emissions control systems; 

WHEREAS, the Board finds that it is appropriate for the regulations to 
clarify the penalty which results from violation of the warranty regulations; 

WHEREAS, the Board finds that vehicle manufacturers should be encouraged 
to allow their designated warranty stations to use replacement parts in 
warranty repairs in addition to the replacement parts they themselves 
manufacture; 

WHEREAS, the California Environmental Quality Act and Board regulations 
require that no proposed action be adopted as proposed if the proposed
action would cause significant environmental harm and mitigation measures 
are feasible; 

'WHEREAS, the Board finds that no significant environmental harm will result 
from adopting the amendments to the regulations; 

WHEREAS, a public hearing and other proceedings have been held in accordance 
with applicable provisions of the Government Code. 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Board hereby amends its regulations 
in Chapter 3, Title 13, California Administrative Code, as set forth in 
Attachment A hereto; 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the staff is directed to monitor and if 
necessary to develop evidence relating to concerns that the warranty 
regulations will have an anti-competitive effect, and upon the receipt 
or development of evidence that the warranty regulations will have an 
anti-competitive effect, to propose to the Board amendments designed to 
mitigate such effects; 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the 'Board hereby determines that the regulations
adopted above are individually, and in the aggregate, at least as protective 
of public health and welfare as applicable federal regulations. 

I certify that the above is a true and correct copy 
of Resolution 80-44, as adopted by the Air Resources 
Board. 

,dd,t,,t, j{~
BOARD SECRET~Y , 



Attachment A 

EMISSIONS WARRANTY REGULATIONS 

2035. Purpose, Applicability, and Definitions. (a) The 

purpose of this article is to interpret and make specific the 

statutory emissions warranty set forth in Health and Safety Code 

Section 43204 by clarifying the rights and responsibilities of 

individual motor vehicle and motor vehicle engine owners, motor 

vehicle and motor vehicle engine manufacturers, and the service 

industry. 

(b) This article shall apply to: 

(1) California certified 1973 and subsequent model year -
motorcycles, light-duty, medium-duty, and heavy-duty vehicles, 

registered in California and; 

(2) California certified motor vehicle engines used in such 

vehicles. 

(c) For the purposes of this article, the following definitions 

shall apply: 

(1) "Useful life" means: 

(A) In the case of Class I motorcycles and motorcycle engines 

(50 to 169 cc or 3.1 to 10.4 cu. in.), a period of use of five 

years or 12,000 kilometers (7,456 miles), whichever first occurs. 

(B) In the case of Class II motorcycles and motorcycle engines 

(170 to 279 cc or 10.4 to 17.l cu. in.), a period of use of five 

years or 18,000 kilometers (11,185 miles}, whichever first occurs. 

(C) In the case of Class III motorcycles and motorcycle engines 

(280 cc and larger or 17.1 cu. in. and larger), a period of use of 

five years or 30,000 kilometers (18,64lmiles), whichever first occurs. 
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(D) In the case of diesel-powered heavy-duty vehicles (except 

medium-duty vehicles), and motor vehicle engines used in such 

vehicles, a period of use of five years, 100,000 miles, or 3000 

hours of operation, whichever first occurs. 

(E) In the case of light-duty and medium-duty vehicles certified 

under the Optional 100,000 Mile Certification Procedure, and motor 

vehicle engines used in such vehicles, a period of use of ten years 

or 100,000 miles, whichever first occurs. 

(F) In the case of all other light-duty, medium-duty and 

heavy-duty vehicles, and motor vehicle engines used in such vehicles, 

a period of use of five years or 50,000 miles, whichever first 

occurs, or such other period as may be specified by statute or 

regulation. 

(2) "Warranted part" means any emissions-related part installed 

on a motor vehicle or motor vehicle engine by the vehicle or engine 

manufacturer which is included on the "Emissions Warranty Parts 

List" required by Section 2036(b) and approved for the vehicle or 

engine by the Executive Officer. 

(3) "Vehicle or engine manufacturer" means the manufacturer 

granted certification for a motor vehicle or motor vehicle engine. 

In the case of motor vehicles for which certification of the exhaust 

and evaporative emission control systems is granted to different 

manufacturers, the warranty responsibility shall be assigned accordingly. 

2036. Warranty and Vehicle Owner Information. The manufacturer 

of each motor vehicle or motor vehicle engine shall: 

-2-
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(a) Warrant to the ultimate purchaser and each subsequent 

purchaser that the vehicle or engine is: 

(1) Designed, built, and equipped so as to conform, at the 

time of sale, with all applicable regulations adopted by the Air 

Resources Board pursuant to its authority in Chapters 1 and 2, Part 

5, Division 26 of the Health and Safety Code; and 

(2) Free from defects in materials and workmanship which 

cause the failure of a "warranted part" to be identical in all 

material respects to that part as described in the vehicle or 

engine manufacturer 1 s application for certification. 

(b) GeFRFReRe½R§-,wHl:I For 1980 and later models sold on or 

after September l, 1979, furnish with each new vehicle or engine 

written instructions for the maintenance and use of the vehicle or 

engine by the owner, which instructions shall be consistent with 

this article and applicable regulations in Article 2 of this subchapter. 

(c) Ge1R1ReRe½R§-wHl:I For 1980 and later models sold on or 

after September l, 1979, furnish with each new vehicle or engine a 

list of the "warranted parts" installed on that vehicle or engine. 

The list shall include those parts included on the Air Resources 

Board "Emissions Warranty Parts List," dated December 14, 1978, and 

incorporated herein by reference. 

(d) Ge1R1ReRe4R§-w4tl:I For 1980 and later models sold on or 

after September 1, 1979, furnish with each new vehicle or engine a 

warranty statement which generally describes the obligations and 



rights of vehicle or engine manufacturers and owners under this 

article. For 1982 and later model vehicles, in addition to other 

information required under these regulations, the manufacturer must 

included in that description the statement that the vehicle owner 

may obtain routine maintenance, repairs, and other nonwarranty 

work at any repair facility, or may perform the work himself or herself. 

This statement shall make clear that such nonwarranty work need not 

be performed at a designated warranty station in order for the warranty 

to remain in force. 

(e) Except for 1980 and 1981 model motorcycles, submit the-
documents required by subsections {b), (c), and (d) with the manu

facturer's preliminary application for new vehicle or engine 

certification for approval by the Executive Officer. The Executive 

Officer may reject or require modification of the manufacturer's list of 

"warranted parts" to ensure that each such list is of proper scope and 

also may reject or require modification of any of the documents required 

by subsection (b) or (d). Approval by the Executive Officer of the 

documents required by subsections (b), (c), and (d) shall be a condition 

of certification. The Executive Officer shall approve or disapprove the 

documents required by subsections (b), (c), and (d) within 90 days of 

the date such documents are received from the manufacturer. Any disa

pproval shall be accompanied by a statement of the reasons therefor. In 

the event of disapproval, the manufacturer may petition tne Board to 

review the decision of the Executive Officer. 

(f) Notwithstanding subsection (c). the Executive Officer may 

delete any part from a manufacturer's list of "warranted parts" provided 
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the manufacturer demonstrates to the Executive Officer's satisfaction 

that: 

(1) Failure of such part will not increase the emissions of any 

vehicle or engine on which it is installed; and 

(2) Any deterioration of driveability or performance which results 

from failure of the part could not be corrected by adjustments or 

modifications to other vehicle components. 

(g) Notwithstanding subsection (c), the Executive Officer, following 

public hearing, may add any part to the "Emissions Warranty Parts List" 

if:-
(1) Such part was not in general use on 1979 model motor vehicles 

manufactured for sale in California; and 

(2) Such part is an emissions-related part as defined in Section 

1900(b)(4), Title 13, California Administrative Code. 

2037. Motor Vehicle and Motor Vehicle Engine Manufacturer's 

Obligations. Subject to the conditions and exclusions of Section 2041, 

the warranty on emissions-related parts shall be interpreted as follows: 

(a) Any "warranted part" which is not scheduled for replacement in 

the written instructions for required maintenance that are required by 

Subsection 2036(b) shall be warranted for the useful life of the vehicle 

or engine. If any such part fails during the useful life period, it 

shall be repaired or replaced by the vehicle or engine manufacturer 

according to Subsection (d). 

(b) Any "warranted part" which is scheduled only for regular 

inspection in the written instructions for required maintenance that are 

required by Subsection 2036(b) sha11 be warranted for the useful 1 i fe of 
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the vehicle or engine. A statement in such written instructions to the 

effect of "repair or replace as necessary" shall not reduce the period 

of warranty coverage. 

(c) Any "warranted part" which is scheduled for replacement in the 

written instructions for required maintenance that are required by 

Subsection 2036(b) shall be warranted for the scheduled time or mileage, 

whichever first occurs, of the first scheduled replacement point for 

that part. If such a part fails during the first scheduled period, the 

part shall be repaired or replaced by the vehicle or engine manufacturer 

according to Subsection (d) below. 

(d) Repair or replacement of any "warranted part" under the warranty 

provisions of this article shall be performed at no charge to the vehicle 

or engine owner. at a service establishment authorized by the vehicle or 

engine manufacturer to perform warranty repairs (hereinafter referred to 

as a "warranty station"), except in the case of an emergency when a 

"warranted part" or a "warranty station" is not reasonably available to 

the vehicle or engine owner. In an emergency, repairs may be performed 

at any available service establishment, or by the owner, using any 

replacement part. The manufacturer shall reimburse the owner for his or 

her expenses, not to exceed the manufacturer's suggested retail price 

for all warranted parts replaced and labor charges based on the manu

facturer's recommended time allowance for the warranty repair and the 

geographically appropriate hourly labor rate. Heavy-duty vehicle and 

engine manufacturers shall establish reasonable emergency repair procedures 

which may differ from those specified in this subsection. A vehicle or 



engine owner may reasonably be required to keep receipts and failed 

parts in order to receive compensation for warranted repairs reimbursable 

due to an emergency. provided the manufacturer's written instructions 

advise the owner of this obligation. 

(e) Notwithstanding the provisions of Subsection (d), warranty 

services or repairs shall be provided at all of a manufacturer's deale.rships 

which are franchised to service the subject vehicle or engines. 

ill To the extent required by any Federal or California law, 

whether statutory or common law, a vehicle manufacturer shall provide 

a means for service facilities other than the manufacturer's dealer- ships to perform warranty repairs. 

fft ill The vehicle or engine owner shall not be charged for 

diagnostic labor which leads to the determination that a "warranted 

part" is in fact defective, provided that such diagnostic work is 

performed at a "warranty station". 

t§1 ill The vehicle or engine manufacturer shall be liable for 

damages to other vehicle components proximately caused by a failure 

under warranty of any "warranted part". 

fk1 ill Throughout the vehicle or engine's useful life time period, 

the vehicle or engine manufacturer shall maintain a supply of "warranted 

parts" sufficient to meet the expected demand for such parts. The lack 

of availability of such parts within a reasonable time period, not to 

exceed 30 days, shall constitute an emergency for purposes of Subsection 

(d). 
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fit ill Any replacement part may be used in the performance of any 

maintenance or repairs. Any replacement part designated by a manufac

turer may be used in warranty repairs provided without charge to the 

vehicle owner. Such use shall not reduce the warranty obligations of 

the vehicle or engine manufacturer, except that the vehicle or engine 

manufacturer shall not be liable under this article for repair or re

placement of any replacement part which is not a "warranted part" (except 

as provided under Subsection f§t (h)). Manufacturers are encouraged whenever 

possible to designate replacement parts in addition to those they themselves 

manufacture.- fjt (k) Any add-on or modified part exempted by the Air Resources 

Board from the prohibitions of Vehicle Code Section 27156 may be used on 

a vehicle or engine. Such use, in and of itself, shall not be grounds 

for disallowing a warranty claim made in accordance with this article. 

The vehicle or engine manufacturer shall not be liable under this article 

to warrant failures of "warranted parts" caused by the use of such an 

add-on or modified part. 

fkt (1) The Executive Officer may request and, in such case, the 

vehicle or engine manufacturer shall provide any documents which describe 

that manufacturer's warranty procedures or policies. For 1981 and later 

model vehicles, these policies shall comply with Sections 2035-2042, 

inclusive, of Title 13, California Administrative Code. 

2038. Vehicle Owner Obligations. (a) The owner of any vehicle or 

engine warranted pursuant to this article shall be responsible for the 

performance of all scheduled maintenance specified in the written 



instructions furnished to the owner pursuant to Subsection 2036(b). 

Such maintenance may be performed by the owner, at a service establishment 

of the owner's choosing, or by a person or persons of the owner's choosing. 

(b) Except as specified in Subsection 2040(a), failure of the 

vehicle or engine owner to ensure the performance of such scheduled 

maintenance or to keep maintenance records shall not, per se, be grounds 

for disallowing a warranty claim. 
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W«l"l"a-rt-ey-eevel"a-!j'e-(3-t:tl"s-t:tafl-t--t-e-5-eet-i-el't-~l-,-1i-hefl--the--'teh-i-el-e-ewrte-l"'-5ha-l-l

l'te1:-"e-el'ta-l"§e&-fel"-t-l'ta-t-I;tel"ti-ert--e-f-the--cl~ti-e-a-rtcl--l"ep-a-i-l"'-eo-s-t-s

l"el-a--eed--ee-detee-ei-rt§-a-l'td-l"ef'a-i-l"i-l't§-tl'te-wa-l"l"'al'l-1::a-e-l-e--clefeet-s-, 

t"r--l-l't-1:l'te-a-l-1:el"l'ta-1:i-v-e,-tl'te-ewrtel"'-ef-e;-velti-el-e--wl'ti-el't-fa-i-l-s--att-M\tl-P. 

i-l'ts-peeH·el't-ml!tJ -el'tees-e-to -l'ta-v-e-tl'te-v-eh-i-el-e-~~i-1-e-d--s-omewl'ter-e-7'1::her--t~ -
a-t-a-wa-l"i-al'ltJ-s-ta-ti-ol't. - -l-f-a -wa-i-l"a:l'tt-a-t,1-e--~-fe,et--i-s,-~ ,-the--v-e-l'ti-e-l-e-

ewfteI" -lfta-y-deH-v-eI" --el'te-v-el'ti-e1-e--?e -a--wa-l"'l"'a-rtt-y--s,ta-ti-el't·-a-rtcl--l'ta-ve-the--ciefeet 

eorreeted-'fi-ee-o'f-el'ta-l"!te.- -~-v-el'ti-e'(,,e-;na-rtt:t,f,a:e-ettl"e-1"~l-l- -l'tet-be-l-i-a-e-1-e-

fe r-a-l'ty-cli-a-!tl'teS-ti-e-eitf'el'ts-es- -i-rtettl"l"ecl -e;t-a--s-el"V"i-ee- -e5-w-b-l-i-shmen-t-t'IO-t 

a-tttl'tel"i-z-ecl-?e -I;tel"f&l"lft -wa-l"l"a-l'tty-l"e(3"a-i-l"3", --e-~t-m -the- -ea5-e- -o-f -att-eme-l"gefte-y 

a-s--s-r,eei-f+ed-i-R--Stte-s-eet-i-el't-~31teft• 

~Q4QT 2039. Mediation; Finding of Defect. (a) This section is 

intended to provide a mechanism for mediating unresolved emissions 

warranty disputes between vehicle or engine owners and dealers or vehicle 

or engine manufacturers. 

(b) A vehicle or engine owner may request that the Executive 

Officer mediate a warranty claim. 

(1) Upon receipt of such a claim the Executive Officer, or the 

Executive Officer's representative, may make a determination regarding 

whether the claim is meritorious on its face and, if meritorious, shall 
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notify the appropriate dealer, or vehicle or engine manufacturer of the 

claim. The party against whom a complaint is made shall be given a 

reasonable time in which to respond. The Executive Officer may conduct 

an informal conference, and may request additional information and 

evidence. 

(2) Upon examination of the facts submitted by the parties concerned, 

the Executive Officer, or the Executive Officer's representative, may 

find that a "warranted part" is defective and is eligible for warranty 

service or replacement pursuant to this article. If such a finding is 

made, a Finding of Defect shall be issued for the part.- (3) The Finding of Defect shall include the name of the vehicle 

owner, vehicle manufacturer and model (including model year, make, car 

line and body type), vehicle identification number, engine family, 

odometer reading, date of inspection, identification of the defective 

part and the signature of the person issuing the Finding. 

2Q4~T 2040. Exclusions. (a) The repair or replacement of any 

"warranted part" otherwise eligible for warranty coverage under Section 

2037 e~-2Q39, shall be excluded from such warranty coverage if the 

vehicle or engine manufacturer demonstrates that the vehicle or engine 

has been abused, neglected, or improperly maintained, and that such 

abuse, neglect, or improper maintenance was the direct cause of the need 

for the repair or replacement of the part. 

(b) The repair of a "warranted part" otherwise eligible for warranty 

coverage under Section 2037 e~-2Q39 shall be excluded from such warranty 

coverage if: 

-11-



(1) Such repair consists solely of adjustments to the idle air/fuel 

mixture ratio, curb or high idle speed, ignition timing, valve lash, 

injection timing for diesel-powered vehic·1es, or any combination thereof; 

and 

(2) Such repair is not listed in Subsection (c) below as a warranted 

adjustment. 

(c) Except as provided in Subsection (a) above, the following 

adjustments are eligible for warranty coverage under Section 2037; eP 

~939-t 

(1) For 1980 a'.nd subsequent model year passenger cars, and 1981 

and subsequent model year light-duty trucks and medium-duty vehicles: 

idle air/fuel mixture adjustment of any carburetor. 

(2) For all motor vehicles: any adjustment of a component which 

has a factoryinstalled, and properly operating, adjustment 1imiting 

device (such as an idle limiter cap). 

2041. Penalties. Any person who violates a provision of these 

regulations shall be subject to fines specified under Health and Safety 

Code Section 43016. 

2042. Severability. Each part of this article shall be deemed 

severable, and in the event that any part of this article is held to be 

invalid, the remainder of this article shall continue in full force and 

effort. 
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Huey D. Johnson 
Secretary 
Resources Agency 

from Air Resources Board 

Subiett, Filing of Notice of 
Decision of the Air 
Resources B1;1ard 

Pursuant to Title 17, Section 60007(b), and in compliance with 
Air Resources Board certification under section 21080.5 of the 
Public Resources Code, the Air Resources Board hereby forwards 
for posting the attached notice of decision and response to en
vironmental comments raised during the comm,~nt period. 

/4t!;I- /4.?~?
•

Sally Rump 
BOARD SECRETARY 

Attach: "11!!ffidl-111 ··· j~ 
Resolution 80-55 

'RECEMO BY 
Offk,a of !he 5.,.,..et<11'V 

NOV 31980 

Resources Agency of Collfornio 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Response to Significant Environmental Issues 

Item: PUBLIC HEARING TO CONSIDER PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO TITLE 13, 
CALIFORNIA ADMINISTRATIVE CODE, SECTIONS 2035-2042, REGARDING 
WARRANTY OF EMISSIONS-RELATED COMPONENTS OF VEHICLES 

Public Hearing Date: September 24, 1980 

Response Date: September 25, 1980 

Issuing Authority: Air Resources Board 

Comment: None raised. 

Response: None 

CERTIFIED: 

,tECEVED BY 
Offk,, ,.,f thP 5,,~,.,,,ary 

NOV 3 1980 

Resources Agency of California 

-
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State of California 
AIR RESCURCES BOARD 

Opposing Considerations and Agency Response 

Public Hearing Dates: September 24, 1980 and September 25, 1980 

PUBLIC HEARING TO CONSIDER PROPOSED ~~ENDMENTS TO TITLE 13, CALIFORNIA 
r~M 1 NISTRAT!VF CODE, s~CTIONS 2035-2042, REGARDING WARRANTY OF EMISSIONS
i<EU,7! D CO:ii'ONLNTS OF VEHICLES 

Op11~osi_n_g___c;_o_J1sideration: Several manufactureres of afterrnarket automotive 

parts and several representatives of the independent automotive service 

industry urged the Board to narrow the scope of its current warranty 

regulations by reducing the number of parts that must be warranted and/or 

- reducing the length of time for which they must be warranted. 

Agency Response: The current regulations and list of warrant~d parts was 

adopted at previous Soard hearings based on findings by the Board that all 

- parts required to be ,1il1Tanted have an effect on emissions and therefore 

are 1-1i thin the scope of Hea 1th and Safety Code Sec ti on 43204 and must be 

warranted for the vehicle's useful 1i fe. No evidence 1~as presented that 

either challenged the Board's past findings of the necessity of the current 

regulations for air quality benefits, or demonstrated the anti-competitive 

effects of the current regulations. On receipt or development of signifi-

cant evidence on either of these issues, the Board, within the scope of :~,r,Sfl • 
authority under Section 43204, wi 11 reconsider relevant porti ans of the}}· 

regulations. 

Opposing Consideration: The Federal Bureau of Corr~etition testified that 

anti-competitive effects of the regulations could be minimized and air 

quality benefits retained or increased if the Board dropped enforcement 

of the statutory defects warranty and instead enforced a performance 
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warranty analogous to the federal performance v1arranty. Some other 

witnesses al so urged enactment of a perfon·1an ce v:a rranty. 

,Aaency----8_1:'.:~JJ.O_~se: Current ·,tate law requires a defects 1~arranty, and the 

Board cannot ignore this statutory requirement. Furthermore, California has not 

enacted an annual vehicle inspection and maintenance program, which is necessary 

The Board could not adopt the Bureau'sto carry out a_ performance warranty. 

If an annual inspection andsuggestions because of this lack of authority. 

maintenance program is enacted, Board staff is directed to give further con

sideration to the Bureau's suggestion. 

_Q2Q_osi_!l9__Consideration: Representatives of the independent service 

industry testified that the staff's proposals to: 1) require vehicle 

manufacturers to establish criteria for designation of independent service 

facilities as stations designated to perform warranty work reimbursable 

by vehicle manufacturers; and 2) require vehicle manufacturers to pay 

for diagnostic work done at independent facilities, were impractical and 

unworkable. They cited problems of adequate timely reimbursement and 

difficulty of becoming designated as 1~arranty stations, among others. 

They opposed the staff proposals. 

Agency Response: The Board declined to adopt the proposals objected to 

by these witnesses. 

Opposing Consideration: Several vehicle manufacturers and representatives 

testified that the proposals that would require them to designate inde-

- pendent service facilities as warranty stations and to pay for diagnostic 

work done at nondealers were beyond the legal authority of the Board to 
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enact. They also testified that the proposals would greatly increase 

the cost of providing warranty coverage and would subject vehicle manu

facturers to financial and legal liability for work whose cost and 

quality they could not control. The manufacturers expressed their 

belief that the testimony and data available to the Board also did not 

support these amendments because they did not demonstrate clear and 

significant anti-competitive effects from the current regulations that 

would justify the amendments. 

Agency Response: The Board declined to adopt these proposals but directed 

staff to continue to monitor the effects on competition of the warranty 

regulations. 

Opposing Consideration: Vehicle manufacturers and representatives testi

fied that they considered unworkable the proposal that would require 

them to allow use of replacement parts in warranty work other than the 

parts they themselves manufacture. The manufacturers testified that 

this proposal would require the vehicle manufacturer to warrant the 

performance of parts whose quality they could not control. They also 

feared that costs of the warranty program would increase if manufacturers 

could not control selection of the parts used in warranty repairs. 

Finally, they argued that the proposal is beyond the Board's legal 

authority to adopt and conflicts with state and federal product warranty 

statutes. 

r 
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Agency Response: The Board declined to adopt the proposal. Instead, 

the Board ad?pted an amendment urging but not requiring manufacturers 

to allow use in warranty work of replacement parts other than those the 

manufacturers themselves produce. 

Opposing Consideration: Heavy duty engine manufacturers testified that, 

for the vehicles they manufacture, the proposals requiring manufacturers 

to designate independent facilities as warranty stations and requiring 

manufacturers to pay for diagnostic ·.·1ork done by independents a re 

unworkable. They argued that even if such proposals are appropriate for 

passenger cars or other light and medium-duty vehicles, that the 

complexity of heavy-duty engines makes it extremely difficult for 

independents to perform diagnostic or warranty repair work on them: 

They urged the Board to exempt heavy-duty engines from these proposals. 

Agency Response: The Board declined to adopt the proposals for any 

vehicle or engine category. 

1 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution No. 80-45 

June 25, 1980 

WHEREAS, Health and Safety Code Section 39601 authorizes the Air Resources 
Board (the "Board") to adopt standards, rules and regulations necessary for 
the proper execution of the powers and duties granted to and imposed upon
the Board by law; and 

WHEREAS, the Board maintains regulations governing its meetings and hearing 
procedures in Title 17, California Admini.strative Code., Sections 60000-60013; 
and 

WHEREAS, the Board must follow the rulemaking requirements of the California 
Administrative Procedure Act, Government Code Sections 11370-11445, in 
adopting, amending or repealing its administrative regulations; and 

WHEREAS, new legislation, AB 1111 (Chapter 810, Stats. 1979} and AB 939 
(Chapter 1203, Stats. 1979) has repealed these provisions and enacted new 
rulemaking procedures contained in Government Code Sections 11340-11445; 
and 

WHEREAS, this legislation has stimulated the need for the Board to adopt 
new regulations and amend existing regulations in order to meet and imple
ment the new statutory requirements and clarify its procedures and policies;
and 

WHEREAS, such legislation becomes effective on July 1, 1980; and 

WHEREAS, the California Environmental Quality Act and Air Resources Board 
regulations require that an activity not be adopted as proposed wh.ere 
significant environmental impacts have been identified and alternative 
and/or mitigation measures which would substantially reduce these impacts 
exist; and ' 

WHEREAS, a pub1 i c hearing has been he 1 d in accordance wi.th. the provisions
of the Administrative Procedure Act (Government Code, Title 2, Division 3, 
Part 1, Chapter 4.5); and 

WHEREAS, the Board finds: 

That the regulations and amendments adopted by this. resoluti.on are 
necessary for the proper execution of the powers a,nd duties. granted 
to, and imposed upon, the Board; 

That it is necessary that the regulations become effective at the 
same time as the underlying statutes to prevent uncerta,inty and 
confusion regarding the matters covered by the regulations; 

https://resoluti.on
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That neither staff nor the public have identified any significant 
adverse environmental impacts resulting from implementation of 
this proposal. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Board adopts the amendments 
and additions to Title 17, California Administrative Code, Sections 
60001, 60004, 60005, 60008.2, 60008.3, and 60013 as set forth in 
Attachment A hereto. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board directs the Executive Officer 
to file with the Secretary of State the regulations adopted herein to 
become effective July 1, 1980. 

I certify that the above is a true 
and correct copy of Resolution 80-45 
as passed by the Air Resources Board 

Sa~~ 
Board Secretary 



Attachment A 

SUBCHAPTER l. ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURES 

Article l. Board Meetings and Executive Officer Hearings 

* * * 

60001. Notice. 

(a) Notice of regular meetings of the state board shall be sent by 

first class mail, dispatched not later than seven days preceding such 

meeting, and shall contain an agenda or description of all items to be 

considered at that meeting. 

(b) Notice of regular meetings of the state board shall be mailed 

to all state board members, to all parties to proceedings on the agenda, 

- to interested federal, state and local agencies, and to persons who 

request such notice in writing. For public information purposes, the 

agenda shall be provided to newspapers of general circulation. 

(c) When a public hearing is required, pursuant to the requirements 

of Chapter 3.5 (commencing with Section 11340), Part 1, Division 3, 

Title 2 of the Government Code, for the adoption, amendment, or repeal 

of any rule, regulation, order or standard of general application in 

order to implement, interpret, or make specific the law enforced or 

- administered by the state board or the Executive Officer, notice shall 

be given in accordance with the requirements of said Chapter 3.5. 

Notice shall also be given to all state and local governmental agencies 

having jurisdiction by law with respect to a proposed activity of the 

state board. 

(d) Before taking any action pursuant to Health and Safety Code 

Sections 41503 to 41505, inclusive, or Health and Safety Code Section 

41650, notice shall be given as provided in Health and Safety Code 
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Section 41502, and to all state board members, members of the public 

requesting such notice in writing, and all state and local governmental 

agencies having jurisdiction by law with respect to the proposed action. 

Note: Authority cited: Section 39601, Health and Safety Code. 

Reference: Section 11125 and 11346.4, Government Code, 
and Section 41002, Health and Safety Code. 

* * * 

60004. Testimony and Record of Proceedings. 

(a) It is the board's policy to encourage and allow interested 

persons to present oral as well as written testimony at public hearings 

and meetings held by the board or the Executive Officer. Oral testi

mony shall be permitted if, no later than 15 days prior to the hearing, 

- an interested person or duly authorized representative submits in 

writing to the board secretary a request to present oral testimony. 

Except for hearings held pursuant to Section 41650of the Health and 

Safety Code, where no such request is received, the state board or the 

Executive Officer, as the case may be, shall have discretion to limit 

interested persons to the presentation of written testimony only. 

The chairperson, or the Executive Officer, may impose reasonable 

limitations on the scope, duration, and manner of presentation of 

oral testimony. To the extent practicable, such limitations shall 

be set forth in the hearing notice. 

(b) The state board may specify the date by which comments 

submitted in writing must be received for them to be considered, 

provided that, except for emergency hearings, the deadline for filing 



A-3 

written comments shall be at least 45 days from the date of publi

cation of the staff report. Any deadline for receipt of written 

comments shall be contained in the hearing notice. The state board 

shall accept for consideration written comments submitted after the 

deadline specified in the hearing notice but by the hearing date on 

a detailed factual showing that the comments could not have been 

provided to the state board by the deadline by reason of factors 

beyond the control of the person submitting the comments, and that 

- the comments were submitted as expeditiously as reasonably practic

able following the deadline. 

(c) At any public hearing held pursuant to Health and Safety 

- Code Section 41650, regarding state board review of nonattainment 

area plans, representatives from districts included within the non

attainment area and the designated air quality planning agency shall 

have the right to question and solicit testimony from qualified rep

resentatives of the state board staff on the matter being considered. 

- The state board may, by affirmative vote of four members, place 

reasonable limits on such right. With regard to any Executive 

Officer hearing held under Section 41650, the state board may impose 

such limits as part of its delegation to the Executive Officer. 

(d) The proceedings shall be recorded electronically, or by 

other appropriate means. At the request of the state board, the 

Executive Officer, or any interested person, the hea,ring sh<'!,ll be 
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recorded by a certified court reporter and the cost thereof borne 

by the person making the request. 

Note: Authority cited: Sections 39600, 39601, Health and Safety 

Code. 

Reference: Sections 11346.5, 11346.8, Government Code 

and Sections 40451, 41502, 41650, 41651, Health and Safety Code. 

* * * 

60005. Staff Reports. 

(a) Where a public hearing by the state board is required by law, 

or when the Executive Officer proposes to take action following a public 

hearing or public cormnent period, a staff report, together with the 

proposed rule, regulation order, or standard, shall be prepared and published 

by the staff of the state board. Where a public hearing is required 

pursuant to the requirements of Chapter 3.5 (commencing with Section 11340), 

Part 1, Division 3, Title 2 of the Governement Code, the staff report 

shall be published at least 45 days before the date of the public 

hearing. For all other public hearings, the staff reports shall be 

published at least 30 days before the date of the public hearing. Not

withstanding the foregoing provisions, if the state Board proposes to 

take emergency action after public hearing, including but not limited to 

action pursuant to Government Code Section 11346.l(b) and the emergency 

provisions of Health and Safety Code Section 41502, the staff report shall 

be published as early as reasonably practicable prior to the public 

hearing. Staff reports shall be distributed to all governmental 

agencies having jurisdiction by law with respect to the proposed activity 

and to persons who have requested such reports. 
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(b) Except for documents determined to be a trade secret pursuan~ 

to Sections 91000, et. s.eq., of Title 17, CaliJornia Admtnistrative Code, 

or documents otherwise exempt from disclosure pursuant to the Public 

Records Act (Government Code $ecti Qns 62SO, et. sell! ;yl, cQpt<;!S of ·documents re

viewed in connection with the consideration of issues discussed in staff 

reports, and written comments received from interested persons, shall be 

made available for inspection and copying upon request. 

(c) It is the policy of the state board to provide a reasonable 

- opportunity for interested persons to review and comment upon staff 

reports prepared on items for which a public hearing is required. The 

notice required by Section 60001 shall therefore describe the manner in 

which a staff report may be obtained for review and comment, and general 

subject matter addressed in the staff report and the specific staff 

person to whom the request for a copy and any comment shall be addressed. 

(d) It is the policy of the state board to prepare staff reports 

in a manner consistent with the environmental protection purposes of the 

state board's regulatory program and with the goals and policies of the 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA: Public Resources Code Sections 

21000 et.~.). Therefore, all staff reports shall contain a description 

of the proposed action and in a separate section, an assessment of 

anticipated significant long or short term adverse environmental impacts 

associated with the proposed action and a succinct analysis of those 

impacts. The adverse impacts to be considered are direct and indirect 

effects on land, air, water, and minerals (including energy supply or 

use, flora, fauna, noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic significance). 
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The analysis shall address possible mitigation measures and alternatives 

to the proposed action and any irreversible environmental changes or 

growth-inducing impacts. 

(e) The Executive Officer shall prescribe guidelines for reimburse

ment of the state board's cost of compliance with subsection (a), for 

the format of staff reports, and such other related requirements as the 

Executive Officer deems appropriate. 

Note: Authority cited: Section 39601, Health and Safety Code. 

Reference: Section 41502, Health and Safety Code, Sections 11125.1, 

11346.1, Government Code. 

* * * 

60008.2. Statement of Reasons for Proposed Rulemaking 

(a) Where a public hearing is required pursuant to Chapter 3.5 

(commencing with Section 11340), Part 1, Division 3, Title 2 of the 

Government Code, the statement required by Government Code Section 

11346.7 shall be prepared by the staff of the state board prior to the 

time the notice referred to in Section 6000l(c) is published and 

made available to the public. The notice shall inform the reader 

that such statement has been prepared. 

(b) Prior to final adoption of a regulation, the statement shall be 

updated pursuant to Government Code Section 11346. 7. 

Note: Authority cited: Section 39601, Health and Safety Code. 

Reference: Sections 11346.6, 11346.7, Government Code. 



A-7 

* * * 

60008.3. Rulemaking File. 

For every rulemaking for which a public hearing is required pursuant 

to Chapter 3.5 (commencing with Section 11340), Part 1, Division 3, Title 

2 of the Government Code, the secretary of the state board shall maintain 

a file as required by Government Code Section 11347.3. 

Note: Authority cited: Section 39601, Health and Safety Code. 

Reference: Section 11347.3, Government Code. 

- * * * 

60013. Confirmation of Emergency Action. 

Where the state board takes action under emergency conditions, 

and such action is subject to Chapter 3.5 (commencing with Section 

11340), Part 1, Division 3, Title 2 of the Government Code, the 

state board or the Executive Officer shall confirm such action within 

120 days in accordance with the provisions of Government Code Section 

11346.1 if it is determined that the action should have 1ega1 effect 

for more than 120 days. 

Note: Authority cited: Section 39601, Health and Safety Code. 

Reference: Section 11346.1,Government Code. 



I certify that the above is a true 
and correct copy of Resolution 
as passed by the Air Resources 

Sa~~ 
Board Secretary 
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That neither staff nor the public have identified any significant 
adverse environmental impacts resulting from implementation of 
this proposal., 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Board adopts the amendments 
and additions to Title 17, California Administrative Code, Sections 
60001, 60004, 60005, 60008.2, 60008.3, and 60013 as set forth tn 
Attachment A hereto. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board directs the Executive Officer 
to file with the Secretary of State the regulations adopted herein to 
become effective July l, 1980. 

· 

.. -.....• 

• 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution No. 80-45 

June 25, 1980 

WHEREAS, Health and Safety Code Section 39601 authorizes the Air Resources 
Board (the "Board") to adopt standards, rules and regulations necessary for 
the proper execution of the powers and duties granted to and i_mposed upon 
the Board by law; and 

WHEREAS, the Board maintains regulations governing its meetings and hearing 
procedures in Title 17, California Administrative Code, Sections 60000-60013 
and 

WHEREAS, the Board must follow the rulemaking requirements of the California 
Administrative Procedure Act, Government Code Sections 11370-11445, in 
adopting, amending or repealing its administrative regulations; and 

WHEREAS, new legislation, AB 1111 {Chapter 810, Stats. 1979) and AB 939 
(Chapter 1203, Stats. 1979) has repealed these provisions and enacted new 
rulemaking procedures contained in Government Code Sections 11340-11445; 
and 

WHEREAS, this legislation has stimulated the need for the Board to adopt 
new regulations and amend existing regulations in order to meet a.nd imple
ment the new statutory requirements and clarify its procedures and policies; 
and 

WHEREAS, such legislation becomes effective on July J, 1980; and 

WHEREAS, the California Environmental Quality Act and Air Resources Board 
regulations require that an activity not be adopted as proposed wh.ere 
significant environmental impacts have been identified and alternative 
and/or mitigation measures which would substantially reduce these impacts 
exist; and · 

WHEREAS, a public hearing has been held in accordance with the provisions 
of the Administrative Procedure Act (Government Code, Title 2, Di.vision 3, 
Part 1, Chapter 4.5); and 

WHEREAS, the Board finds: 

That -the regulations and amendments adopted by this resolution are 
necessary for the proper execution of the powers_ and duties. granted 
to, and imposed upon, the Board; 

That it is necessary that the regulations become effective at the 
same time as the underlying statutes to prevent uncertainty and 
confusion regarding the matters covered by the regulations; 

RECEIVED 3Y 
Office of the SPcretary 

JUL O 1 i98U 
• 

Reaource1 Agency of California 



State of California 

M1('°m or a n d u m 

To 1 Huey D. Johnson Dote • July 1, 1980 
Secretary
Resources Agency Subject , Fi ling of Notice 
1416 - 9th Street of Decision of the 
Sacramento, CA 95814 Air Resources Board 

From I Air Resources Boanl 

.Pursuant to Title 17, Section 60007(b), and in compliance with 
·J\.ir Resources Board certification under section 21080.5 of the 

.{Public Resources Code, the Air !l.esources Board hereby forwards 
);for posting the attached notice of decision and response to en

. ,;(}ii ronmental comments raised during the comment period.
;,,,'-j· ·' \ ;\ '. 

·~~ 
Sally Rump · 
Board Secretary 

- -.-.!,
Resolution 80-26 
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State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Response to Stgnificant EnvironmentiJ,1 I:ssues: 

I:tem: Amendments to Title 17, California Administrative Code, Sections 
6QOQ0.~60023, regarding ttie Administrative Procedures of the Air 
Restiurces Board (Board Item 80-11-4) 

Public Hearing Date: June 25, 1980 

Response Date: June 25, 1980 

. Issutng Authority; ~ir Resources Board 

Comment: None Recetved 

Response: ·N/A 

CERTIFIED: 

Date: 

ROCEIVED 3Y 
Office of. thP. SP~r .. tary 

JUL O11980 

Re1ourc:e1 Agency of Californio 

• 
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,} State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD , PUBLIC HEARING TO CONSIDER AMENDMENTS TO TITLE 17. CALIFORNIA AD:4INISTRATIVE 

CODE SECTIONS 60000-60023 REGARDING THE AOrlINISTRATIVE PROCEDURES OF THE 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD . 

Summary of Opposing Considerations and Agency Response 

1. Opposing Consideration: A wrftten comment from the Western Oil and 

Gas Association ("WOGA") opposes the language in proposed Section 60004 

which provides that oral testimony may be limited to the issues raised 
' . . . 

in written comments, or in ·the staff report. WOGA notes that new 

; developments in the air pollution field occur rapidly. · It suggests 

that the policy of the ARB be to permit those who wish to testify to 

present new matters at the time of the public hearing upon only a 

minimal showing as· to why the information \·ias not provided earlier 

. in writing. 

Agency Response: The proposed limiting language has been eliminated. 

By written comment, WOGA also opposes the 
. ' . . .. 

proposed language in· Section 60004 authorizing the Board to establish 

in the hearing notice a deadline, except for emergency hearing$ at 

least 30 days from publication of the staff report, by i·1hich co,r.-nents 
.. - I ··-· 

submitted in writing must be received for them to be considered •. Fer 

the same reasons as given in item "1" above, WOGA suggests that written 

· comments after the deadline be considered if the Board is provided with 

· an explanation as to. why the comments were not available by the deadline. 

·, 

WOGA also summarily states that, "there is no statutory authority for 

• imposing a~ advance submission requirement." Simi~arly, Steven MacDonald 

' . 



• • 

of the law firm of Latham and Watkins advised the Board of his opinion 

that Government Code Section 11345.8 precludes the establishment of a 

deadline for written conments prior to the hearing ~ate. 

Persons testifying also requested that the deadline for written 

comments be extended to 45 days after notice. 

Agency Response: In unusuaf situations, members of the.public may 

not be able to submit comments by the deadline for reasons beyond 

their control. In these situations~ the public should not be precluded 

from submitting written statements. Therefore, the following language 

wi 11 be added to proposed Sec ti on 60004: 

The state board shall accept for consideration written com:nents 

submitted after the deadline specified in .the hearing notice but 

by the hearing date on a detailed factual showing that the comments 
. . 

could not have been provided to the state board by the deadline by
- . 

~ason of factors beyond the control of the person submitting the 

corrments, and that the comments were submitted as expeditiously as 

reasonably practicable following the deadline. 

As discussed above, it is necessary for the Board normally to receive 

all ~ritten comments prior to the Board hearing so that the required 

statements may be prepared. The proposed exception to the deadline is 

purposefully limited and applies only when the issues raised in the 

comments truly could not have been raised by the deadline. 



-3-

Further. the· deadline 1s changed to 45 days to allow a 45-day 

comment period in all cases.

' The legal branch has determfned that, particularly with the proposed 

exception. the deadline authorized in Section 60004 is permitted 

under Government Code Section 11346.5 (a)(7). Staff has been advf sed 
. . . 

by Herbert Nobriga~ Director of the Office of Administrative Hearfngs. 

that such a deadline is permissible un.der the new··st~tutes. (See 

attached Appendix C.) 

3. Opposing Consideration: Herbert Nobriga, Director of the Office of 

4t Administrative Hearings, has orally brought t,;>.st~ff's attention 

AB 1861 (Chapter 151, Stats. 1980), approved by the Governor on 

June 11, 1980. A copy· is attached hereto as Appendix A. This bill 

provides that in hearings regarding adoption, amendment or repeal of 

an administrative regulation by a state agency, an oral presentation
• i 

shall ,.b~ permitted if a_ written r~quest is submitted to the state 

agency no later than 15 days prior to the h·earing. The lm•T goes into 

effect January 1, 1981. 

Agency Response: Section 60004 of the proposed· regulations should 
. . . . 

. - - - . 

be changed to comply with this new law. Attache~ hereto as Appendix B 

is a set of the proposed regulations, including the ne1-1 p·roposed 

Section 60004. To clarffy board procedures, the contents of prior 

subsection (a) have-been divided into subsections (a) and {b) • 

• 
' ' .. 

·•---•S1At:c;.:i.JA &.W,M¥;;.,~e:.aew.u5sk '!'-~~!.-:r-a··t ··-Itilr$1 
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As~embly nm No. 1661 

CHAPTER 151 

An act to amend Section 11346.8 of the Government Code, relating 
to administrative regulations. • 

(Approved by Governor June 11, 1980. I-iled with 
· Secretary of State June 11, 19-SO.) 

LEC!Sl~-\TIVE cou:-.:sr-:r:s DICFST 

AB 1861, Egeland. Administrative regubtions. 
. Under existing bw, at a hearing regarding the adoption, 

.amendment, or repeal of a regulation by a state ngcacy, tho state · 
· agency is required to prO\i<le any interested person or his dul;
authorized representative, or both, the opportunity to present 
statements in writing with or without opportunity to present the . 
same orally. . . . · . · . 

This bill would, instead, provide that when a public hearing is 
scheduled, an oral presentation shall also be permitted if a written 

·request is submitted to the st:i.te agency no later than 15 days prior 
to the hearing. · . . . . 

•
The people ofthe State of Cal,Form:1 do en.1ct as follows: 

SECTION 1. Section 11346.8 of the Government Codo is 
amended to read: 

11346.8. On the date and at the time and place designated' in the 
:iotice the state agency sh::ill afford 11ny interested p~r,;on or his or her 
July authorized represen~2.tive, the opportunity to present 
statements, arguments, or contentions in writing. Ifa public he..~'lg 

. is scheduled, an oral presentation shall also be permitted if, no bter 
than 15 days prior to the hearing, an interested person or duly 

. authorized representative submits in writing to the state agency, a 
· request to make au oral presentation. The state agency shall consider 

.. all relevant matter presented to it before adopting, amending or 
repealing any regulation. 

In any hearing under this section the state ag.:mcy or its duly 
authorized represcntath·e shall have authority to administer onths or 
affirmations, and may continue or postpone such hearing from time 
to time to such time and at such place o.s it shall determine. 
. The st:ite agency shall make no substantial change or modification 
to a proposed a<l:>p!ion, amendment, or repeal of a regulation unless 
such·change or modification is rebted dire,;1ly to the s:ime subject 
or issue noticed pursuant to Section 11345.4. 

. .. . 0 

' 
93 JiO 

- . . 

) ·,..
I • 



suacHAPTER 1. ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURES 

Article 1. Board Me~tir1gs and Executive Officer Hearin~s 

* * * 
I 

60001. Notice. (a) Notice of regular meatings of _the state board 

shall be sent by first class mail, dispatched not later than seven days 

preceding such meeting. and shall contain an agenda or description of 

all items to be considered at that meeting. 

(b) Notice of regular meetings of the state board shall be mailed to 

all state board members_. to all parties to proceedings on the agenda, to 

interested federal, state and local agencies, and to persons who request 

such notice 1n writing. For public information purposes. the agenda 

shall be provided to newspapers of general circulation. 

(c} When a public hearing is requirzd, pursuant to the requirementse. of Chapter 4r5-fsdi;.:;;.zRSiRg-w;t!:i-S9GU8i:t-ll3:Zny 3.5 (corrmencing with 

Section 11340), Part 1, Division 3, Title 2 of th= Govarnment Code, for 

the adoption, amendm2nt, or repeal of any ru1e, regulation, order or 

standard of general application in order to imple~ent, interpret, or 

make specific the law enforced or administered by the state board or the 

Executive Officer, notice shall be given in accordance with the require

ments of said Chapter 4rfi 3.5. Notice shall also be given to all state· 

and local go·,ernmental agencies having jurisdiction by law with rezpect 

to a_ proposed activity of the state board. 

(d) W~ePe-a-publ4e-heaP4A§-~S-Fe~Y4Pea-~~~suaAt-t~2-Healt~-aRg-

• iafety-Gede-Seet4eR-4laQ2y~Fe§aFd4Rg-the-establ~shmeRt-ef-a-basiRwiaa 

a4F-pellwt4eR-68RtFel-plaR-8F-the-assw~pt4eR-ef-the-pswaFs-of-aA-a~r-. 

pell~t4aR-eeRtPal-~4stf4et-to-aeve~ep-aA-e;fE~~4~a-~iaRy-~re3~aMT-~~l~s 

ar>-,eg.ilat4afls-fer>-the-atta4R1neRt-e»-111a4AteRaRsa-ef-amllteRt-aiF-'l~•:J.ity 

staR~aFd&,-Ret~Ge-shall-he-g4veR-as-Feqij4fe~-hy-~est~eR-4l~01y-iRslwd4Rg 

t • 



Rat iee ...ta-all-sta te-13.~a fEf,,.fr!ef!laeI"S1 - to-tlie-aa s-i:Hw.i-Ele -~ t }'-,{:'&1- l uti-aA-eaR

t r>eh-ee1me H,-i t-aR,yf- te-the-a vfeeteE1.,,.e! isi r> ~s ts,.-te .,.me::!laei:s -&f-t1<1e 

' 
Jtt•l>l ie-PeE11:1esti-R 3-s1:1sh-11ati:ee~i-R-Wri ti-RS-r-aAel-te-aU-s-tate-aAEl-1-aea l-

. 
9ever>A1ReF1tal~!JeReies-liavlR!J-jelf'i-.sEliet:i-aR-hy-law-wHf:t-Pes~eet-te-the 

pr>e~eseEl-aeti&Ar 

(d) Before taking any action pursuant to Health and Safety Code 

Sections 41503 to 41505, inclusive, or Health and Safety Code Section 

41650, noti~e shall be given as provided in Health and Safety Code 

Section 41502, and t? all state_ board members, mmnb~rs of the publfc 

requesting such notice in writing, and all state and local governmental
I 

agencies having jurisdiction by law with respect to the proposed action. 

Note: Authority cited: Section 39601. Health and Safety· Code. 

Reference: Sectionslll25i aAa 1-14~3 11346.4,Government Codei and 

Section 41502, Health and Safety Code. 

* * * 
60004. Testimony and Record of Proceedings. Ca) I:t is the board's -

policy to e_11courage and a11 ow interested persons to present ora1 as 1·1e 11 as 
.. 

written testimony at public hearings and meetings held by the board or the 

Executive Officer. Oral testi~ony shall be permitted if, no later than 15 

days prior to the hearing, an interested person or duly authorized repre

sentative submits in l'lt:'iting to the board secretary a request to present 

oral testimony. HaweveFT Except for hearings held pursuant to Section 41650 . . 

of the, Health and Safety Code, w~ere no such request is received, the state 

board or the Executive Officer, as the case may be. shall .have discretion to 

limit interested persons to the presentation of written testimony only. IA 

all-iAsta11ee~T-whe,:e-el<'al--tesUlilaRy-h-eitlieF-peP!ft:j..ttei-1:1t:1'P-S1:1aRt•te-thts. 

seeUeA-8l"-FeEJ11JFea-p~nes1:1aRt-te-Hea+t~-aREI-Safety-Seele-Seet:l-eA--4+e!;+T The 

' ' 



chairperson, or the Executive Officer, may impose reasonable limitations 

on the scope. duration, and manner of presentation of oral testimony. To e 

• 

the extent practicable, such limitations shall be set forth in the hearing 

notice. 

{b) The state board may specify the date by which comments submitted in writing 

must be received for them to be considered, provided that, except for emergencx 

· hearings, the deadline· for filing written comments shall be at least 45 days 

from the date of publication of the staff report. Any deadline for receipt of. 

written comnents shall be contained in the hearing notice. The state board 

shall accept for consideration written corrments submitted after the deadline 

specified in the hearing notice but by the hearing date on a detailed factual 

showing that the comments could not have been provided to the state board by 

the deadline by reason of factors beyond the control of the person submitting 

the comments, and that the comments were submitted as expeditiously as reason-

ably practicable followfng the deadline .
• 

{13 ➔ (c) 8t any public hearing held pursuant to Health and Safety Code Section 
✓·• 

41650. " regarding state board review of nonattainmant area plans, aH-iAte;oes-

ted-pePS8Rs-sha+J-ee-pe~m¼ttea-te-p~eseAt-batR-wPitteA-aR4-0Pa+-testi1HaRy~; 

representatives from districts included ~lithin the nonattainment area and the 

designated air quality planning agericy shall have the right to question and 

solfcit testimony from qualified rep~esentatives of the state board staff on . . . 

tr.e matter being considered. The state board may. by affirmative vote of 

four members, place ~easonable limits on such right. With regard to any 

Executive Officer ~earing held under Section.41650, the state board may impose 

such limits as part of its delegation to the Executive Officer. 

---••-··· 



. . 
fe ➔ (d) The proceedings shall be recorded electronically, or by other appro- · 

priate means. At the request of the state board, the Executive Officer, or 

any interested person, the hearing shall be recorded by a certified court 

reporter and the cost thereof borne by the person maktng the request. 

Note: Authority cited: Sections 39500, 39601, Health and Safety Code .. 

Reference: Section~ ll42§ 11346.5, 11346.8, Governn~nt Code and Sect!ons 

40451, 41502, 41650, 41651, Health and Safety Code •. 

' . . 

60005.: Staff Repor~s. (a). Where a public hearing bY,the state board is . 
' ' 

required· by law, or when the Executive Officer proposes to take actio~ 

following a public hearing or public comment period, astaff ~~port, together 

wfth the proposed rule, regulation order, or standard, shall be prepared and 

e published by the staff of the state board. at-least-3B-aays-eefaPe-tRe-eate 

et-tke-p~sl~e-hea~iRST Where a public hearing is required pursuant to the 

requirements of Chapter 3.5 (corimencing with Section 11340), Part 1, Divisio~ 

3, Title 2 of the Government Code. the staff report shall be published at 

least 45 days before the date of the public hearing. For all other public 
' ' 

hearings. tne staff report:s ~hall be published at least ~O days before the 

date of the public hearing. Notwithstanding the foregoing provisions, if 

the state board proposes to take em=rgency action after public hearing, in-_ 
•
eluding but not limited to action eursuant to Government Code Sectfon 11346. l(b), 

- . -· ' -.,. ' 

and ~he emergency provisions or Health and Safety Code Section 41502, the 

staff report shall be published as early as reasonably practicable prior to 
' 

the public.hearing. Staff reports shall be distributed to all governmental 

. agencies having jurisdiction by law with respect to the proposed activity and 

. to persons who have requested such reports. 

(b) Except for documents determined to be a trade secret pursuant to 

• Sections 91000, ·et. seq., of Title 17, California Administrative Code, 
• • • " "< • < • 

or documents otherwise exempt from disclosure pursuant to the Public 

•.' 



Records Act {Government Code Sections 6250 et.~-}, CO!)iP.s of docu!71~nts re

viewed in connection with the consideration of issues discussed in staff 

reports, and written comments received from interested p2rsons, shall ba 

made available for inspection and copying upon request. 

{c} It is the policy of the state board to provide a reasonable 

opportunity for interested persons to review and con:menl: upon staff 

reports prepared on items for which a public hearing is required. The 

notice required by Section 60001 shall therefore describe the manner in 

which a staff report may be obtained for review and comment, and general 

subject matter addressed in the 'staff report and the specific staff 

person to whom the request for a copy and any corrment shall be addressed. 

(d) It is the pol icy of the state board to prepare staff reports in a 

manner consistent with the environme;;tal protection purposes of tha 

state board's regulatory program and with the goals and policias of the 

California Environm2n!:al Quality Act {CEQ,!\: Puhlic Resources Code Sections 

21000 ~ ~). Therefore, al 1 staff reports s!iall contain a description 

of the proposed action and in a separate section, an assessmc:nt of ant.i

cipated s-ignificant long or short term advm·se environmental impacts 

associated with the proposed action and a succinct analysis of those impacts .. 

The adverse impacts to be considered are direct and indirect effects on 

land, afr;water, and minerals (including energy supply or use, flora, 

fauna, noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic significance}. The 

analysis shall address possi.b1e mitigation r.:~asures and alternatives to 
0 

the proposed action and any irreversible .environmental changes or growth

inducing impacts. 

t • 
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(e) The Executive Officer shall prescribe guidelines for reimburse' ment of the state board's cost of compliance ~11th suosectfon (a), for 

the fonnat of staff reports, and such other related requfrements as the 

Executive Officer d~ems appropriate. 

Note: Authority cited: Section 39601, Health and Safety Code. 

Reference: Section 41502, Health and.Safety Code~ Sections 11125.l. 

11346.1, Government Code•. 

Section 60008.2. · Statement of Reasons for Proposed Rul~making 

• 

(a} ~here a public hearing is regufred pursuant to Chapter·3.5 · 

(cormiencfng with Section··11340). Part 1, Division 3, Title 2 of the 

Goverr:ment ·Code..__ the stat~ment ·r~gufred by r:=overnri1ent Code· Section · 

11346.7 shall.be prepared by·the staff of tne·state·ooard prior to the_ 

time the notice referred to in Section 6000l("c) is published and made 
I•available to ttie public. The notice shall inform the reader 

-that such·;tatement has·been prepared. 

(b) . Prior to final adoption of a regulation, the statement shall be 

updated pursuant to Government Code Section 11346.7. 

Note: Authority cited: Section 39601, Health and Safety Code. 
-

Reference: Sections 11346.6, 11346.7, Government Code . 

• 

• 
I • .. 
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Reference: "Secti on 

Section 60008.3. Rulemaking File. For every rulemaking for which 

a public hearing is required pursuant to·chapter·3;5 {commzncing with 

Section 11340), Part 1, Division 3, Tit1e·2 Of'the·Governm~nt Code, 

~r.e secre!:ary ·of the state board shall maintain a· file· as· 1·equired by 

Goverr.n:ent Code·section 11347.3. 

Note:. Authority cited: Section 39501, Health and Safety Code. 

11347. 3, Government Code. 

* * * 
60013. Confirmation of Emergency Action•. Where the state board 

takes action under emergency conditions, and such action is subject to 

t~e-As~iR~st~at4ve-P~es~dH~e-Aet-~Gave~n~ent-Ce~e-Sect4aRs-ll429-lt427)y 

Chapter· 3.5 (commencing wfth Section 113.!!-0); Part 1,Division 3, Title 

2 of the Gover~~ent Cod?~ the state board or the Executlve Officer s~all 

confirm suc_h a~tion within 120 days in accordance with the provisions of 

Goverrunent~Code Section tl4~2Tt 11346.1 if it is determined that the 

action should have legal effect for more than 120 days. 

Note~ Authority cited: Section 39601, Health and Safety Code. 

- Reference: Section ll422Tt 11346.1, Government Code • 

• 

I • 
• 
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the Air Resources Board ts currently consi'dering 

June 18, 1980 

Mr. Herbert W. Nobriga
Office of Administrative Heart.n~s: 
717 K Street, Suite 409_ . 
Sacramento, CA 95814 ·· 

•. ~; i. "'., -~" 

RE: Request for Op_fnion on AB 1111 and AB 939 

Dear f-lr. ,Nobriga: · 

As you know, 
adoption of amendments to its administrative regulations to i'mplement .. AS 1111 and AB 939., whi'Cl'i' oecome effecttve July· 1, 1980. AB 939 requires
that for hearings to consider acti'on on proposed regulati"ons 6e on at 
least 45 days notice (Government Code Section 11346.4}. AB 939 also 
provides that the notice of proposed action on a proposed regulation shall 
include: · 

"The date by which corrments submitted in writing must be 
recei,ved to present statements', arguments. or contentions 
in"writing relating to the proposed action in order for 
them to be considered by tne state agency· before it adopts,
amends, or repeals a .regulation."' (Government Code S-ection 
11346.S(a) (7}) . 

Additionally, AB 939 enacts Government Code Section 11346.8, which 
contains .the following language formerly contained in Government Code Section 

.11425: -~ .. · .. . ,, · • . . . 

• #,• -on the date and at the time and place designated in the 
11otice the state agency shall afford any foterested person 
or his duly authorized representative, or both. the opllQr
tunity to presP.nt statements·, arguments, or contentions in 
writing. with or. with out opportunity to present the. same 
orally. The state agency shall consider all relevant matter ' '• 

presented to it before adopting, amending or repealing any
regulation. . .. 

• ._. ... . . , 

. ' 

https://presP.nt
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Mr. Herbert H. Nobriga -2- June 18. 1980 

We are proposing that Section 60004 of Title 17. Cul i fornia 
Administrative Code include the following: 

. 
"The state board may specify the date by 1-1hich ·comments 
submitted in writing must be received for them to be 
considered, provided that, except for emergency hearings, 
the deadline for filing 1·1ri tten corrnnents sha11 be at least 
30 days from the date of publication of the staff report. 
Any dead] i ne for receipt of written crnrments sha11 be 
contained in the hearing notice." 

We would appreciate your opinion 1-1hether. in light of the above
cited provisions, AB 1111 and AB 939 authorize a•·rulemaking 6ody to 
establish in the hearing.notice a deadline. pri'or to the ru1emaking hearing 
but not less tllan 30 days follo1·1ing pub.l ication of the hearing notice, By 
which i'lritten co1m1ents· -mus·t 6e submi. tted for tltem to Be considered. . . . 

Thank you for your cons i derati'on of this· request. 

Very truly yours.· 

~ 
W. Thomas• ennings 
Staff Counsel 

,....., .. 

e. = 

• 

• 

' . 
• 
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STAlE OF CAllfORNIA-STt..T! ANO CONSUMER SE?.VICES .-.orncv EDMUND G. BROWN JR•• Governor 
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· DEPARTMENT Of GENi:RAL SERVICES 

OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATIVE HEARINGS 
IC snEET. SUITE .1~1 445-4926 

RAMENTO 9.551" 

VAN NESS, 11TH ftOO't 
H FRANCISCO 94102 

314 WEST FIRST STREET 
105 ANGELES SOOl2 

June 24 •. 1980 

Mr. W. Thomas Jennings
Staff Counsel 
Air Resources Board 
1102 Q Street 
Sacramento, CA 95812e.. 
Dear Mr. Jennings: 

• Reference is made to your letter of June 18, 1980, about the 
conduct of hearings on proposed regulations. 

In my opinion, a state regulatory agency may set a deadline 
for writte~. testimony at the hearing which is not less than 
30 days...after notice of the hearing is published. 

Therefore, your proposed 17 Cal. Adm. C. Section 60004 appears 
lawful to me. 

Best wishes,- -··· . r , 
.,-·. 

Director 

HWN:ap 

• 
' . 



'RECEIVED BY 
Offic-e of the 5Rcretary 

·OCT 1 6 1980 

Resources Agency of CaliforniQ 
State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 80-47 

August 28, 1980 

WHEREAS, the Air Resources Board (Board) and the Environmental Protection 
Agency have established health-based ambient air quality standards for 
oxidant and ozone, respectively, and these standards are frequently 
exceeded in several of the State's air basins, including the South Coast 
Air Basin; and 

WHEREAS, Health and Safety Code Sections 39003, 39500, 39602, and 41500 
authorize the Board to coordinate, encourage, and review efforts to 
attain and maintain state and national ambient air quality standards; 
and 

WHEREAS, Health and Safety Code Sections 39600 and 39605 authorize the 
Board to do such acts as may be necessary to execute the powers and 
duties granted to and imposed upon the Board and to assist the air 
pollution control districts; and 

WHEREAS, the suggested control measure for the control of emissions of 
volatile organic compounds (VOC) from pharmaceutical and cosmetics 
manufacturing was developed by the South Coast Air Quality Management 
District (SCAQMD) as a part of that District's participation in a 
statewide effort to develop suggested control measures, and has been 
approved under the Suggested Control Measure Development Process and 
by a technical review group comprised of representatives of EPA, ARB, 
and several air pollution control districts; and 

WHEREAS, the California Environmental Quality Act(CEQA} and ARB regulations 
require that the Board not approve any action proposed for which 
significant environmental effects have been identified if there are 
feasible mitigation measures or feasible alternatives available which 
would substantially lessen any such effects which the action may cause; 
and 

WHEREAS, the Board, after at least 45 days notice, has held a public 
meeting on this matter, and has heard and considered the comments 
presented by the ARB staff, affected industries, and other interested 
persons; and 

WHEREAS, the Board finds: 

l. That emissions of volatile organic compounds from phannaceutical and 
cosmetics manufacturing contribute to violations of the state •and 
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national ambient standards for oxidant an4 ozone, in several of the 
State's air basins; ' 

2. The VOC emissions from existing sources can be reduced by up to 
90 percent of the present emission rate, resulting in an air quality
benefit. · 

3. That such emission reductions are technologically feasible and 
cost-effective. 

4. That the measure as proposed would exempt from control requiiements 
1,1,1-trichloroethane, trichlorotrifluoroethane and methylene chloride 
with the result that there may be an expanded use of these compounds 
as substitutes for controlled compounds since ,they are relatively 
photochemically unreactive; 

5. That the uncontrolled use of 1,1,1-trichloroethane, t.richlorotrifluoro
ethane, and methylene chloride·may result in adverse environmental 
impacts as discussed in the staff report; 

6. That no other significant environmental effects are likely to 
result from the approval of this measure by the Board and by its 
adoption and implementation by the districts. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Air Resources Board approves 
the suggested control measure for the control of voe emissions from 
pharmaceuti ca1 and cosmetics manufacturing as set forth in revised Attach-
ment 1 to this Resolution; and · · 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Officer is directed to 
forward the suggested control measure along with this resolution to 
districts which need reductions in voe emissions to achieve and maintain 
state and national ambient air quality standards with a recommendation 
that these districts consider adoption of a rule of equivalent effectiveness; 
and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Officer is directed to forward 
the suggested control measure along with this resolution to districts 
which have already adopted similar rules wi.th the recommendation that 
such rules be re-examined and amended as appropriate to make them consistent 
with this measure; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that subsequent investigations which confirm 
alleged or suspected adverse environmental impacts associated with the 
uncontrolled use of l,l,1-trichloroethane, trichlorotrifluoroethane or 
methylene chloride may trigger reconsideration of this measure by the 
Board to include mitigation requirements for such impacts pursuant to the 
California Environmental Quality Act. Where such impacts are identified 
for one or more of the above compounds, the additional mitigation 
requirements would d~p~~d_on the expectecLi.rnpacts,and co.1.1l_d_include: 
1) removal of the exemption for such compound(s) from this and 
possibly other district control measures, or 2) requiring the application 
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of best available control technology to reduce emissions of such . 
compound(s) from existing sources, or 3) partially or totally ~ann,ng 
atmospheric emissions of such compound(s), or_4) any other.action 
deemed necessary by the Board in order to satisfy the requirements
of Division 26 of the Health and Safety Code,the CEQA, and ARB 
regulations; and 

Bf IT FURTHER RESO~ VED, that tne Soard ,revises ·tbe ·proposed, suggested 
control measure by the addition of Sections d(6) and d(7) to provide 
for regulating increases in emissions of 1,1,l-trichloroethane, tri
chlorotrifluoroethane, and methylene chloride in order to mitigate poten
tial, harmful environmental effects which would result from increased 
use of such compounds. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board recomnends that in considering 
the adoption of the attached suggested control measure, districts 
should consider the economic problems of small businesses and other 
problems of local concern and afford appropriate relief which does 
not significantly reduce the effectiveness of the measure; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board recorrmends that prior to 
adopting such control measure, the districts consider the potential 
adverse environmental effects of the exemption of 1 ,l,1-trichloroethane, 
trichlorotrifluoroethane, and methylene chloride and further consider 
measures to mitigate any such effects which they find would result from 
such exemptions. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Officer is directed to provide
assistance to any district requesting assistance in adopting, interpreting, 
or implementing the suggested control measure. 

I certify that the above is a true 
and correct copy of Resolution 80-47 
as passed by the Air Resources Board. 



Attachment I 

Pharmaceutical and Cosmetics 
Manufacturing Operations 

September 1980 
(a) Definitions 

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

(1) Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC) are compounds of carbon, 
excluding carbon monoxide, carbon dioxide, carbonic acid, 
metallic carbides or carbonates, anmonium carbonate, ethane, 
methane, 1,1,l trichloroethane, methylene chloride, and 
trichlorotrifluoroethane, that have an absolute vapor pressure 
greater than 26 mm Hg (0.5 psi) at 20°C. 

(2) A pharmaceutical manufacturing plant is any plant producing 
or blending chemicals for use in pharmaceutical products and/or 
manufacturing pharmaceutical products by chemical processes. 

(3) A cosmetics manufacturing plant is any plant producing or 
blending chemicals for use in cosmetic products and/or 
manufacturing cosmetic products by chemical processes. 

(4) In-process tanks are containers used for mixing, blending, 
heating, reacting, holding, crystallizing, evaporating, or 
cleaning operations in the manufacture of pharmaceuticals or 
cosmetics. 

(b) Applicability 

The provisions of this rule shall apply to: 
(1) The manufacture of pharmaceutical and cosmetic products by 

chemical processes. 
(2) The production and separation of medicinal chemicals such as 

antibiotics and vitamins from microorganisms. 
(3) The manufacture of botanical and biological products by the 

extraction of organic chemicals from vegetative materials or 
animal tissues. 

(4) The formulation of pharmaceuticals into various dosage forms 
such as tablets, capsules, injectable solutions or ointments, 
that can be taken by the patient immediately and in an accurate 
amount; and the formulation of cosmetics into configurations 

intended for consumer use. 



-2-

(c) Equipment Requirements 

(1) (A) An owner/operator shall not use reactors, distillation 
columns, crystallizers, centrifuges emitting more than 15 

pounds per day of VOC for each permit unit unless the vents 
are equipped with surface condensers or equivalent control 
devices. 

(B) An operator shall not use surface condensers for the 
control of organic gases unless the condenser outlet 
gas temperature is controlled as shown in the following 
table: 

Maximum 
Condenser Outlet 

Absolute Vapor Pressure of voe at 20°c Gas Temperature 

0.5 psi to 1.0 psi 25°c - 1.0 psi to 1.5 psi 10 

1.5 psi to 2.9 psi 0 

2.9 psi to 5.8 psi -15 

over 5.8 psi -25 

(C) Equivalent control devices may be used with the approval 
of the Executive Officer. Equivalent control is achieved 
when VOC emissions are reduced by at least as much as 
would have occurred using a surface condenser per section 
(b)(l )(B). 

(2) An operator shall not use centrifuges, rotary vacuum filters, 
or any other filters, or devices having an exposed liquid 
surface where the liquid contains voe having a total voe vapor 
pressure of 0.5 psi or more at 20°c, unless such devices 
incorporate a hood or enclosure with a delivery system or 
ductwork to collect voe emissions, exhausting to a carbon 
absorber, or equivalent control method approved by the 
Executive Officer. 
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(3) An operator shall not use in-process tanks for material 
containing voe unless an apparatus or cover which prevents 
voe evaporation is provided for the tank. The cover shall 
be closed or in place on the tank at all times except while 
loading or unloading the tank. 

(d) Operating Requirements and One-Time Reporting Requirement 
An operator shall conform to the following operational requirements: 
(1) An operator shall not use air dryers or production equipment 

exhaust systems that emit 330 pounds per day or more of 
volatile organic compourids for each basic permit unit unless 
the emission of such organic materials into the atmosphere 
has been reduced by at least 90 percent by weight. 

(2) Notwithstanding the provisions of paragraph (d)(l), an operator 
using air dryer or production equipment exhaust systems that 

- emit less than 330 pounds per day of volatile organic compounds 
shall reduce the emissions of such organic materials into the 
atmosphere to less than 33 pounds per day. 

(3) An operator shall not transfer voe having a vapor pressure 
greater than 4.1 psi at 20°e, from any truck or rail car into 
any storage tank of a 2,000 gallon capacity or greater, unless 
voe emissions during transfer are reduced by 90 percent by 
weight. 

(4) An operator shall install pressure/vacuum vents set at+ 0.03 psig 
on all storage tanks that store voe with a vapor pressure greater 
than 1.5 psia at 20°e, unless a more effective control system, 
approved by the Executive Officer, is used. 

(5) An operator shall repair all leaks from which a liquid, 
containing voe, can be observed to be running or dripping. The 
repair shall be completed the first time the equipment is 
off-line for a period of time long enough to complete the repair. 

(6) Notwithstanding any other provision of this regulation an owner 

- or operator of any pharmaceutical or cosmetics manufacturing 
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facility shall not increase the use of or substitute 
1,1 ,1-trichloroethane, methylene chloride, or trichlorotri
fluoroethane for any other organic solvent, chemical, or 
compound unless the facility meets the emission limitation 
requirements of this regulation for the total amounts used 
of such compounds. 

(7) The owner or operator of pharmaceutical or cosmetics 
manufacturing facilities which emit 1,1,l-trichloroethane, 
methylene chloride or trichlorotrifluoroethane shall 
establish the average and maximum daily emission rates of each 
of these compounds based on actual usage and operating 
conditions over a three consecutive year period and shall 
submit such information to the Executive Officer within 
90 days of the date of adoption of this Rule. 

(e) Exemptions 
The provisions of this rule shall not apply to facilities that emit, 
at the design production rating, 15 pounds per day or less of 
volatile organic compounds. 

(f) Effective Dates 
The owner or operator of any pharmaceutical or cosmetics manufacturing 
facility suqject to this rule shall comply with the provisions of this 
rule on or before January l, 1983. 



RECEIVED BY 
Offic~ of th" 5°,~,.,mry 

State of California 
OCT 1 6 1980AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Response to Significant Environmental I~~ces Agency of California 

ITEM: Adoption of a Control Measure of the Control of Volatile 
Organic Compound Emissions from Pharmaceutical and Cosmetics 
Manufacturing Operations 

PUBLIC HEARING DATE: August 28, 1980 
RESPONSE DATE: August 28, 1980 
ISSUING AUTHORITY: Air Resources Board 

COMMENT: The only environmental issue identified for the proposed 
measure was the possible increase in the emissions of 
1,1,l-trichloroethane, methylene chloride and trichloro
trifluoroethane. The first two of these compounds are 
suspected of being carcinogenic, mutagenic or teratogenic. 
Trichlorotrifluoroethane and l,l,1-trichloroethane are 
suspected of contributing to stratospheric ozone depletion. 

RESPONSE: To satisfy the requirements of Division 26 of the Health 
and Safety Code, the California Environmental Quality Act 
and Air Resources Board regulations, the Board amended the 
suggested control measure, in accordance with the attached 
resolution (Resolution 80-47), by including Sections d(6) and 
d(7) in the approved control measure (attached). Section 
d(6) would require any pharmaceutical or cosmetic manufacturing 
facilities substituting or increasing the use of l,1,1-trichloro
ethane, methylene chloride, or trichlorotrifluoroethane to meet 
the emission requirements of the suggested control measure. 
Section d(7) would require the one time reporting of the 
current usage of 1,1,1-trichloroethane,methylene chloride, or 
trichlorotrifluoroethane. This last requirement would establish 
a current baseline emission rate of these compounds from the 
pharmaceutical and cosmetics industry. 

CERTIFIED: ~ 
"Boardsecretary 

DATE: /0//t,/'JQ 
~ I' 



RECEIVED BYStl:lte of California 
Offiu of the $Pr•P.tary 

Memorandum OCT 1 6 1980 

Huey D. Johnson Date ~SO't!"tffii~~"Ftl ,ofl 9@(Jornia 

Secretary
Resources Agency Subject: Filing of Notice of 

Decision of the Air 
Resources Board 

From Air Resources Board 

Pursuant to Title 17, Section 60007(b), and in compliance with 
Air Resources Board certification under section 21080.5 of the 
Public Resources Code, the Air Resources Board hereby forwards 
for posting the attached notice of decision and response to en
vironmental comments raised during the comment period. 

~~ 
Sally Rump
BOARD SECRETARY 

- att: Resolution 80-47 



.State of California 

AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 80-48 

July 24, 1980 

WHEREAS, the Air Resources Board (Board) and the Environmental Protection 
Agency ha_ve established health-based ambient air quality standards for 
oxidant and ozone, respectively, and these standards are frequently 
exceeded in several of the State's air basins, including the South 
Coast Air Basin; and 

WHEREAS, Health and Safety Code Sections 39003, 39500, 39602, and 41500 
authorize the Board-to coordinate, encourage, and review efforts to 
attain and maintain state and national ambient air quality standards; 
and 

WHEREAS, Health and Safety Code Sections 39600 and 39605 authorize the 
Board to do such acts as may be necessary to execute the powers and 
duties granted to and imposed upon the Board, to assist the air 
pollution. control districts; and 

WHEREAS, the suggested control measure for the control of emissions of 
volatile organic compounds from the graphic arts industry was drafted 
by the Board staff and has been approved under the Su9gested Control 
Measure Development Process, by a technical review gi·oup consisting of 
representatives of EPA, ARB, and several air pollution control districts; 
and 

WHEREAS, the California Environmental Quality Act and Board regulations 
require that the Board not take any action which would have adverse 
environmental impacts unless the Board responds to all significant
environmental issues raised and takes all feasible measures to mitigate 
such impacts; and 

WHEREAS, the Board has -held a duly noticed public meeting on this matter, 
and has heanJ and considered the comments presented by representatives
of the ARB, districts, affected industries, and other interested persons 
and agencies; and 

WHEREAS the Board finds: 

That ·emissions of vo1ati1e organic compounds (VOC) from the graphic 
arts industry contribute to violations of the state and national 
ambient air quality standards for oxidant and ozone in seyeral of 
the State's air basins; and 

RECElVED BY 
Offkp, C'lf thP. ~~l"'l'lrlfr,ry 

SEP 191980 

Rc1ourcos Agency of California 
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That voe emissions from such sources can be reduced by up 
to 85 percent of the present emission rate by the means 
set forth in the suggested control measure; and 

That such emission reductions are technologically
feasible and economically reasonable; and 

That there are no significant adverse effects on air 
quality likely to result from adoption and implementa
tion of the suggested control measure. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Board approves the suggested 
control measure for the control of voe emissions from the graphic arts 
industry as set forth as Attachment I to this Resolution; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Officer is directed to 
forward the suggested control measure to districts which need reductions 
in VOC emissions to achieve and maintain state or national ambient air 
quality standards, with a recommendation that these districts consider 
adoption of the suggested control measure or a rule of equivalent
effectiveness; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the ARB staff will confer with representa
tives of the graphic arts industry to determine whether the technologies 
necessary to comply with the measure will be available within the time 
schedule provided in the control measure and will be economically
feasible. If the staff finds that technically feasible and economically
reasonable technologies may not be available, then staff will review 
the suggested control· measure, propose revisions as appropriate, and 
urge that districts which have adopted graphic arts rules amend those 
consistent with any ARB action. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Officer is directed to provide 
assistance to any district requesting assistance in adopting, interpreting, 
or implementing the suggested control measure. 

I certify that the above is a true 
and correct copy of Resolution 80-48, 
as adopted by the Air Resources Board 

/ . 

~~I /'.I ~ 
Sally Rump, B~~rd Secretry 



Attachment I 
State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

July 24, 1980 

SUGGESTED CONTROL MEASURE FOR THE 
CONTROL OF VOLATILE ORGANIC COMPOUNDS 
EMISSION. FROM THE GRAPHIC ARTS INDUSTRY 

I. After July 1, 1982, any person operating a publication gravure 

printing line shall comply with one or more of the following 

requirements. 

A. Use only low-solvent inks and coatings as specified in 

Section IV, or 

B. Install and operate on the line, an approved emission 

control system as defined in Section V, with a control 

device efficiency of 95 percent on a mass basis, or ao 
ppm voe (by volume) if the control efficiency is lower than 95 

percent, but in no event less than 90 percent, or 

C. Demonstrate to the satisfaction of the Air Pollution 

Control Officer that the emissions from the line have 

been reduced by at least 85 percent, overall. 

II. After January 1, 1983, any person operating any equipment for 

packaging gravure, specialty gravure, wall-paper screen printing, 

and flexographic printing and coatings on paper and paperboard 

substrates, excluding detergent packages, shall comply with one 

or more following requirements: 

A. Use only low-solvent inks, coatings, and adhesives as 

specified in Section IV, or 

B. Install and operate on the line, an approved emission 

- control system as defined in Section V, with a control 

device efficiency of at least 90 percent on a mass basis, or 



C. Demonstrate to the satisfaction of the Air Pollution 

Control Officer that the emissions from the line have 

been reduced by at least 75 percent, overall. 

III. Any person operating equipment for packaging gravure, 

specialty gravure, wall-paper screen printing, and flexographic 

printing, and coating on nonporous substrates and detergent 

packages shall comply with one or more following requirements; 

A. After July 1, 1985, any person operating any equipment 

subject to this Section shall use only low-solvent inks, 

coatings, and adhesives, as specified in Section IV, or 

B. After January 1, 1983, any person operating any equipment 

subject to this Section shall install and operate on 

the line, an approved emission control system as defined 

in Section V, with a control device efficiency of at least 

90 percent on a mass basis; or 

C. After January l, 1983, demonstrate to the satisfaction 

of the Air Pollution Control Officer that the emissions 

from the line have been reduced by at least 75 percent, 

overall. 

IV. LOW-SOLVENT INK, COATING AND ADHESIVE: 

Any ink, coating, or adhesive must satisfy one of the following 

conditions in order to be deemed a low-solvent ink, coating, 

or adhesive for the purposes of this measure. 



A. The ink, coating, or adhesive as applied contains less 

than 300 grams of volatile organic compounds per liter, 

excluding water, provided that the total volatile content 

does not exceed that of other inks, coatings or adhesives 

previously used by the operator for the same or equivalent 

products. 

B. The volatile portion of the ink, coating, or adhesive 

contains no more than 25 percent volatile organic 

compounds on a volume basis, provided that the total 

volatile content does not exceed that of other inks, 

coatings or adhesives previously used by the operator 

- for the same or equivalent products. 

V. APPROVED EMISSION CONTROL SYSTEM 

An approved emission control system is a system for reducing 

emissions of volatile organic compounds, consisting of 

collection and control devices which are approved by the 

Air Pollution Control Officer and which satisfy the following 

conditions. 

A. It includes a control device designed and operated to 

achieve the efficiency specified in the applicable 

section of this rule at all times during normal operation 

of the line being controlled; and 

B. It includes a collection system which vents all drying 

oven exhaust to the control device; and 

C. It includes a collection system which is designed and 



operated for maximum collection of fugitive emissions, 

VI. COMPLIANCE SCHEDULES 

A. A person subject to the requirements of Section I(A) 

or Section II(A) shall submit a control plan by 

October 15, 1980, which designates the measures and incre

ments of progress that will be taken to achieve compliance. 

B. Any person subject to the requirements of Section I(B) 

and (C) or Section II(B) and (C) must meet the following 

increments of progress. 

l. Submit final plans for the emission control system 

and process equipment before October 15, 1980; 

2. Award contracts or issue purchase orders for the 

emission control system and process equipment before 

December 15, 1980; 

3. Initiate onsite construction or installation of 

the emission control and process equipment 

before July l, 1981; and 

4. Complete onsite construction or installation of the 

emission control and process equipment before 

June l , 1982; and 

5. Achieve final compliance before July l, 1982. 



C. Except as provi'ded in D below, any person subject 

to the requirements of Section II!(Al, shall submit 

a control plan by March 15, 1981 1 which desi'gnates 

the increments of progress that will be taken toward 

compliance. As a minimum, the control plan shall 

include provisions for reducing the amounts of solvent 

used fn all inks, coatings, and adhesives applied on 

the line*, in accordance with following schedule: 

l • By July l , 1981 : • Begin production line testing 

of low~solvent fnks, coatings or adhesives. 

2. By January l, 1982; Reduce overall solvent use 

on the line, by at least 20 percent. 

3. By January 1, 1983: Reduce overall solvent use 

on the ltne by at least 40 percent 

4. By January 1, 1984: Reduce overall solvent use 

on the line by at least 65 percent. 

5. By July 1, 1985: Be in full compliance with 

the requ.irements of Section I II (A). 

* "When the Air Resources Board has endorsed a suggested control 
measure for the implementation of the bubble concept, the districts 
which have adopted a rule to control emissions from the graphic 
arts industry are encouraged to amend their gnaphiic arts rules to 
make Sections VI(C) and VI(D) applicable to 'lines' instead of 
'line'." 



The allowable emissions necessary to comply with the 

overall percent reduction, above, shall be calculated 

using as a baseline, the average of the actual amount 

of solvent used for each line for any two years 

selected from the years: 1977, 1978, 1979 and 1980. 

The control plan required under this section shall 

identify which two of the four years have been selected, 

and the plan shall delineate the quantity of solvent 

used for each line for each of the two baseline years. 

Any person who fails to achieve compliance with this 

schedule shall comply with the requirements of Section 

III(B) or (C) within one year from the appropriate 

compliance date set forth in the above schedule of 

increments of progress. 

D. Any person subject to the requirements of III(A) whose 

annual solvent consumption is less than 100 tons per 

year shall submit a control plan by March 15, 1982, 

which designates the increments of progress toward 

compliance. As a minimum, the control plan shall 

include provisions for reducing the amounts of solvent 

used in all inks, coatings, and adhesives applied 



on the line,* in accordance with following schedule: 

l. By January l, 1983: Reduce overall solvent 

use on the line, by at least 20 percent. 

2. By January l, 1984: Reduce overall solvent use on 

the line, by at least 40 percent. 

3. By January l, 1985: Reduce overall solvent use on 

the line, by at least 65 percent. 

4. By July l, 1986: Be in full compliance with the 

requirements of Se.ction III(A).-
The allowable emissions necessary to comply with the 

overall percent reduction, above, shall be calculated 

using as a baseline, the average of the actual amount 

of solvent used for each line for any two years selected 

from the years: 1977, 1978, 1979 and 1980. The 

control plan required under this section shall identify 

which two of the four years have been selected, and the 

plan shall delineate the quantity of solvent used 

for each line for each of the two baseline years. 

* ''When the Air Resources Board has endorsed a suggested control 
measure for the implementation of the bubble concept, the districts 
which have adopted a rule to control emissions from the graphic 
arts industry are encouraged to amend their graphic arts rules to 
make Sections VI(C) and VI(D) applicable to 'lines' instead of 
'line ' . " 



Any person who fails to achieve compliance with 

this schedule shall comply with requirements of 

Section lII(BI or (C) within one· year from the 

appropriate compliance date set forth in the above 

scaedule of increments of progress. 

E.. Any person subject to the requirements of Section III(B) 

or (C) must meet the following increments of progress: 

1, Submit final plans for the emission control system- and process equipment before March 15, 1981; 

2. Award contracts or issue purchase orders for the 

emission control system and process equipment 

before July 15, 1981; 

3. Initiate onsi'te construction or installation of the 

emiss i.on contro1 and process equipment before 

December 1, 1981; 

4. Complete onsite construction or installation of the 

emission control and process equipment before 

December 1, 1982; and 

5. Achieve final compliance before January 1, 1983. 

VII. EXEMPTION 

A. This Rule shall not apply to any printing, coating, or 

laminating facility which emits less than 15 tons per 

year of volatile organic compounds. 



VI I I. DEFINITIONS 
. 

Coatinq: the application of a uniform layer of material across the 

entire 1~i dth of a substrate. Those machines which have both c_oating 

and printing units should be considered as performing a printing operation. 

Control device: equipment such as an incinerator or adsorber used to 

prevent air pollutants from reaching the ambient air. 

Converting Operation: coating, waxing, laminating, extrusion coating 

and printing, for fabrication of base materials. The base materials 

are then used to produce wraps, bags,: and other preformed_packages. 

Doctor blade: · a steel blade used to scrape excess ink from a.printing 

plate. 

Drying Oven: an oven used to hasten the process of drying printed or 

coated material. 

Flexible packaging industry: establishments that convert materials 

consisting of light gauge papers, plastic films, cellulosic films such 

as cellophane, thin gauge metal sheets such as aluminum foil or steel 

foil, and ccmbinations thereof into a variety of product packages. 

Flexographic printing: the application of words, designs, or pictures 

to a substrate by means of a roll printing technique in which the 

pattern is applied to an image carrier made of rubber or other elastomeric 

materials. As compared to gravure (intaglio) printing, the image to 

be printed via flexography is raised above the printing surface while 

in the gravure process the image to be printing is sunk below the surface. 



Fugitive emission: emissions of volatile organic compound from any_ 

portion of the printing, coating or laminating operation other than from 

the drying oven. 

Graphic arts industry:· for this control measure, the term graphic arts refers I 

to only publication gravure, packaging gravure, web-feed wallpaper screen 

printing, specialty gravure, flexographic printing operations, or any 

coating or laminating operation that manufactures flexible packaging 

material for the packaging industry. 

Gravure printing: an intaglio printing operation in which the ink is 

transferred from minute etched wells on a plate to the substrate which 

is supported by an impression roller, with excess ink removed from the plate by a -

doctor blade. 

Intaglio printing: printing done from a plate in which the image is 

sunk below (etched or engraved into) the surface. 

Line: The minimum equipment which is required for the application and/or 

curing of inks and/or coatings on a continuous substrate, including the 

ink and/or coating applicators and heating oven(s) and associated ink 

and coating mixing equipment. 

Nonporous Substrate: Any substrate other than paper or paperboard, 

including but not limited to foil, polyethylene, polypropylene, 

cellophane, metalized polyester, nylon and polyethylene terephthalate 

(mylar), but not including wood, metal, or ceramic rmterials. 

Packaging gravure: gravure printing on paper, paperboard, foil, film 

or other substrates which are to be used tq pr9duce containers or packages. 
,) 

Porous substrate: Paper or paperboard,_ 



Publication gr~vure: gravure printing on paper which is subsequently 

-formed into books, magazines, catalogs, brochures, directories, 

newspaper supplements or other types of printed material. 

Screen printing: a process where the printing ink passes through a 

refined form of stencil to a web or fabric. The stencil openings 

determine the form and dimension of the imprint, 

Specialty gravure printing: printing that uses the gravure process 

for production of wall and floor covering, decorated household paper 

products such as towels and tissues, cigarette filter tips, vinyl 

upholstery, woodgrains, and a wide variety of other products. 

Web: a continuous sheet of substrate. 

Web-feed: an automatic system which supplies substrates from a web. 
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Response to Significant Environmental Issues 

Item: Public Meeting to Consider A Suggested Control Measure For the 
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Issuing Authority: Air Resources Board 

Comment: None 

Response: N/A 

CERTIFIED: 

Date: 

RECElVED BY 
Offiee of the s~-,,-tc,ry 

SEP 191980 

Rosourcos Agency of California 



:,tate of Calltornla 

Memorandum 
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From , Air Resources Board 

Pursuant to Title 17, Section 60007(b), and in compliance with 
Air Resources Board certification under section 21080.5 of the 
Public Resources Code, the Air Resources Board hereby forwards 
for posting the attached notice of decision and response to en
vironmental comments raised during the comment period. 

• ~/4.,~
Sally Rump 
BOARD SECRETARY 

Attach: Resolution 80-48 
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Office of the s,.c,etary 
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State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 80-49 

July 23, 1980 

WHEREAS, Section 39602 of the Health and Safety Code designates the 
Air Resources Board (ARB) as the air pollution control agency for 
all purposes set forth in federal law and designates the ARB as the 
state agency responsible for the preparation of the State 
Implementation Plan (SIP) required by the Clean Air Act; 

WHEREAS, the Clean Air Act as amended in 1977 mandates the rev1s1on 
of the SIP in designated nonattainment areas of the state in order 
to assure the attainment and maintenance of national ambient air 
quality standards by specified deadlines; 

WHEREAS, Health and Safety Code Sections 41500, 41504, 41650 and 
41652 provide that the ARB shall adopt a locally prepared non
attainment plan and authorize the ARB to make such revisions to a 
nonattainment plan as are necessary to meet the requirements of 
the Clean Air Act; 

WHEREAS, the ARB is the designated lead agency for the Los Angeles 
County nonattainment plan and has committed itself to a coordinated 
program for the development of the nonattainment plans for ozone 
with the active participation of other agencies possessing resources 
aild expertise in the air quality and transportation fields; 

WHEREAS, the California Environmental Quality Act and ARB 
implementing regulations require that an activity not be adopted if 
feasible alternatives and/or feasible mitigation measures are 
available which would significantly lessen any negative environ
mental impacts of the proposed activity; 

WHEREAS, on November 29, 1979, the ARB resolved in Resolution 79-79, 
incorporated by reference herein, that the Los Angeles County APCD's 
nonattainment plan did not include New Source Review rules which 
would achieve and maintain state and national ambient air quality 
standards and do not meet the requirements of the federal Clean Air 
Act; 

WHEREAS, on July 17, 1980, the Los Angeles County APCD Board adopted 
Regulation XIII, NewSource Review, which amgngother prClvision_s 
amended Sections (a)(2) and (3) and (e)(l) and (2) of Rule 1311, 
Power Plants ,__to pµ_rpQrte_dl_y_fac_i_J_i:t,ate the issuance of permit~ . 
for the construction of power plants which would not require m1t1-
qation of potential adverse impacts. 
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• 

WHEREAS, the ARB finds: 

1. That the state and national ambient air quality standards for 
photochemical oxidant (ozone) are exceeded in the Los Angeles 
County portion of the SEDAB; 

2. That organic gases have been demonstrated to be a chemical 
precursor to photochemical oxidant (ozone), and contribute 
to or are responsible for exceedance,of the state oxidant 
standard and the national ozone standard within the SEDAB; 

3. That further increases in emissions of precursors will 
interfere with progress toward achievement of the national 
ambient air quality standard for ozone and of the state air 
quality stand_ard for oxidant; 

4. That, except as provided herein, the major portions of the 
Los Angeles County APCD adopted Regulation XIII are adequate 
to meet the requirements of the Clean Air Act. 

5. That the nonattainment plan adopted on November 29, 1979, 
for the Los Angeles County APCD by the ARB does not include 
in legally enforceable regulatory form all control measures 
needed to demonstrate attainment of the ozone NAAQS, and 
will be subject to revision in 1982 in order to adopt 
sufficient measures to demonstrate,attainment by 1987 
as required by the Clean Air Act. 

6. That the adopted language in Rule 1311 - Power Pl ants in 
Regulation XIII contains unclear and imprecise requirements, 
and as a regulatory measure is meaningless and unenforceable; 

7. That the requirements contained in Sections (a}(2) and (3) 
and (e)(l) and (2) of Rule 1311, by potentially facilitating 
new power plant construction without mitigation measures 
regarding emissions offsets based on.speculations regarding 
future air quality do not meet the requirements of the Clean 
Air Act and the EPA implementing regulations.(40 CFR Part 51, 
Appendix S), and EPA guidance set forth in 44 Fed. Reg. 51924, 
at 51958~ $eptem1Jer -s-;-T970, fric1 ucffno-61:lt not Timi tea to· -
the following: ~ 

a. that exemptions of major new sources from offset requirements 
will be permitted only if it is certain that the area where 
the source is to locate will be an attainment area by the time 
the source commences operation; and 
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b. That the finding regarding attainment must be based upon an approved 
SIP which demonstrates attainment by the deadline specified in Clean 
Air Act Section 172 based exclusively on currently adopted, approved, 
and enforceable requirements; plans wh.ere approval under Part Dis 
conditioned on submittal of additional material,1 plans containing 
schedules for submittal of additional material rather than enforce
able regulatory measures. and plans where additional submittals are 
needed by July 1,. 1982 in order to demonstrate attainment by 1987 
do not fulfill this requirement. 

8. That adoption of Regulation XIII, Rule 1311 as amended by the 
District would result in adverse environmental impacts on air 
quality by exempting certain major sources from offset requirements, 
contrary to CEQA and ARB regulations. 

NOW TH.EREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Los Angeles County APCD's 
Regulation XIII be amended as shown in Attachment A attached hereto, 
The Board hereby directs the Executive Officer to suanit Regulation 
XIII, as amended. to the EPA as part of the State Implementation Plan 
for the Los Angeles County APCD, 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that Los Angeles County APCD's Regulation XIII? R.ule 
1311-. Power Pl ants, as amended m<\y subsequently be amended by_ the Ots trict · 
in_ (KCOl'.'dance with the µr¢ced(\.f.~-'ccfo-rt¥\:-A,n-,,,TH-a-1 i fc,f 1i i a Annrimrti"ativc 
Code Section ~O0O8.l. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED. that to the extent that rules amended today are 
in conflict or are not consistent with any other provision of the 
affected Districts' rules and regulations. the provisions of the amended 
rules adopted July 23 1 1980 shall prevail. The amended rules shall have 
the same force and effect as a program, rule or regulation adopted by 
the District and shall be enforced by the District, 

I certify that the above is a 
true and correct copy of 
Resolution 80-49, as adopted 
by the Air Resources Board . 

. ~k,e
s~.l 1yRump,aid Secretary 
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ATTACHMENT A 

Amend Los Angeles County APCD Regulation XIII, New Source Review, 

as follows. Specifically see Rule 1311, Power Plants. Deleted 

language is shown struck out, added language is shown underlined. 

LOS ANGELES COUNTY AIR POLLlITION CONTROL DISTRICT 

Rule 1300. State Ambient Air Quality Standards 

For the purpose of this regulation, all references to the 

national ambient air quality standards shall be interpreted to 

include state ambient air quality standards. This rule shall 

not be enforceable as part of any revisi~n to the Los Angeles 

County Air Pollution Control District's portion of the State 

- Implementation Plan. 
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Rule 1301. General 

(a) Purpose 

This regulation sets forth the requirements for the 
preconstruction review of new stationary sources or 
modifications to existing stationary sources, to ensure 
that the construction of such stationary.sources does not 
interfere with the a.t,tatl.nmen:t;1of the national ambient air 
quality standards, without um'.(ecessarily restricting 
future economic growth within the District. 

(b) Applicability 

The requirements of this regulation shall apply to all 
new stationary sources and modifications which are 
required pursuant to District rules, to obtain a permit 
to construct, or in the case of power plants, a 
Determination of Compliance. 

(c) Existing Rules. 

,This regulation shall supersede Rules 213, 213.1, and 
213.2, except that such rules shall apply to applications 
for permits to construct which have been accepted as 
complete and to applications for permits to operate 
facilities which received permits to construct under such 

·rules, prior to the date of adoption of this regulation. 

Rule 1302. Definitions 

For the purpose of this regulation, the following definitions 
shall apply: . 

(a). Affected air contaminant means any_•no~'tta'inmertt- air 
contaminant for which the net emission increase from a 
stationary source of that air contaminant is greater than 
68 kilograms (150 pounds) per day, except carbon 
monoxide, for which the value is an increase of more than 

. 340_ kilograms (750 pounds) per day. 

(b) Affected Source means a new stationary source or 
modification to an existing stationary source which 
results in a net increase in the emissions of any 
non-attainment air contaminant of more than 68 kilograms 
(150 pounds) per day, except carbon monoxide, for which 
the value is an increase of more than 340 kilograms (750 
pounds) per day. 
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(c) Air Contaminant means any air pollutant for which 
there is a national ambient air quality standard, or 
precursor to such air pollutant, including but not 
limited to: carbon monoxide, sulfur dioxide, nitrogen 
oxides, particulate matter, lead, and organic gases, but 
excluding methane, 1, 1, 1 trichloroethane, methylene 
chloride, or trichlorotrifluoroethane. 

(d) Best Available Control Technology (BACT) means the more 
stringent of: 

(1) The most effective emission control technique which 
has been achieved in practice, for such permit unit 
category or class of source; or 

(2) The control technique which will result in the most 
stringent emissions limitation contained in any 
State Implementation Plan approved by the 
Environmental Protection Agency for such permit unit 
category or class of source. 

A specific control technique shall not be required if the 
owner or operator of the proposed source demonstrates to 
the satisfaction of the Executive Officer that such 
control techniques are not available (i.e. that such 
emissions limitations are not presently achievable); or 

(3) Any other emission control technique found by the 
Executive Officer to be technologically feasible and 
cost-effective for such class or c&tego~y of sources 
or for a specific sonrce. 

No control technique, the application of wh~ch would 
result in emissions from a new or modified source in 
excess of the amount allowable under applicable new 
source performance standards specified in Regulation IX 
of these rules and regulations or promulgated by the 
Environmental Protection Agency pursuant to Section 111 
of the Clean Air Act may be considered Best Available 
Control Technology. 

(e) Cogeneration Project means a project which: 

(1) makes use of exhaust steam, waste steam, heat or 
resultant energy from an industrial, commercial, or 
manufacturing plant or process for the generation of 
electricity, or, 

(2) makes use of exhaust steam, waste steam, or heat 
from a thermal power plant, in an industrial, 
commercial, or manufacturing plant or process. 
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For the purposes of this definition, the "industrial, 
commercial or manufacturing plant or process" shall not 
be a thermal power plant or portion thereof. A 
cogeneration project shall not consist of steam or heat 
developed solely for electrical power generation. To 
qualify as a cogeneration project, the processes listed 
in (1) and (2) above must concurrently recover, for 
useful purposes, at the first stage of heat transfer, not 
less than 25 percent of the energy. 

(f) Contiguous Property means two or more parcels 
of land in actual physical contact or separated solely 
by a public roadway or other public right-of-way. 

(g) District means the Los Angeles County Air Pollution 
Control District. 

(h) Executive Officer means Air Pollution Control Officer of the 
Los Angeles County Air Pollution Control District. 

(i) Exempt Permit Unit means a specific article, machine, 
equipment, or other contrivance which may cause the 
issuance or control the issuance of air contaminants but 
which has been exempted from permit requirements by Rule 
219. 

(j) Intermittent Source means a stationary source whic'.h may 
operate annually, but which emits 80 percent or more of 
its annual emissions on less than 120 days per year. 

(k) Mobile Source means a device by which any person or 
property may be propelled, moved, or drawn upon the 
surface, waterways, or through the atmosphere, and which 
emits air contaminants. 

(1) Modeling means using an air quality simulation model 
based on specified assumptions and data, and which model, 
assumptions and data have been approved in advance and in 
writing by the Executive Officer. 

(m) Modification means any physical change in, change in method of 
operation of, or addition to an existing stationary source, 
requiring an application for permit to construct or operate, 
except that routine maintenance or repair shall not be 
considered to be a physical change. A change in the method of 
operation, unless previously limited by an enforceable permit 
condition, shall not include: 
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(1) An increase in the production rate, if such increase 
does not exceed the maximum design capacity of the- source. 

(2) An increase in the hours of operation. 

(3) A change in ownership of a source. 

(n) Permit Unit means any article, machine, equipment, or 
other contrivance, or combination thereof, which may 
cause the issuance or control the issuance of air 
contaminants, and which requires a permit pursuant to 
these rules and regulations. 

(o) Precursor means a substance that, when released to the 
atmosphere, forms or causes to be formed or contributes 
to the formation of another air contaminant for which a 
national ambient air quality standard has been adopted, 
or whose presence in the atmosphere will contribute to 
the violation of one or more national ambient air quality 
standards. 
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Precursors Secondary Pollutants 

Hydrocarbons and substituted a) photochemical 
hydrocarbons (reactive organic oxidant (ozone) 
gases) 

b) the organic 
fraction of 
suspended 
particulate matter 

Nitrogen oxides (NOx) a) nitrogen dioxide 
(N02) 

b) the nitrate 
fraction of 
suspended 
particulate matter 

c) photochemical 
oxidant (ozone) 

Sulfur dioxides (SOx) a) sulfur dioxide 
(S02) 

b) sulfates (S04) 

c) the sulfate 
fraction of 
suspanded 
particulate 
matter. 
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(p) Seasonal Source means a stationary source which operates 
during a period of less than 120 days and only within one 
five consecutive month period per year. 

(q) Stationary Source means any structure, building, 
facility, or installation which emits or may emit any air 
contaminant. Structure, building, facility or 
installation means any grouping of air 
contaminant-emitting activities which is located on a 
single parcel of land or contiguous property within the 
District and which is owned or operated by the same 
person (or by persons under common control). For the 
purpose of this regulation, such above-described 
groupings, remotely located but connected only by land 
carrying a pipeline, shall not be considered one 
stationary source. 

Proposed Rule 1303. Applicability and Analysis 

(a) Applicability 

The provisions of this rule shall apply to new stationary 
sources or modifications to existing stationary sources 
and relocation to non-contiguous property of existing 
stationary sources as provided in subsection (c) which 
result in a net emission increase from such stationary 
sources of any non-attainment. air contaminant greater 
than 68 kilograms (150 pounds) per day, except carbon 
monoxide, for which the value is an increase of 340 
kilograms (750 pounds) per day. 

(b) Analysis 

The Executive Officer shall deny the permits to construct 
for permit units subject to this regulation, except as 
Rule 1304 applies, as provided by Rule 1303(a) unless: 

(1) The new source or modification complies with all 
applicable rules and regulations of the District; 
and 

(2) The applicant certifies in writing, prior to the 
issuance of such permit, that all stationary sources 
owned or operated by such person (or by any entity 
controlling, controlled by, or under common control 
with such person) in the State of California are in 
compliance with all applicable emission limitations 
and standards under the Clean Air Act (42 USC 7401, 
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et. seq.) and all applicable emission limitations 
and standards which are part of the State 
Implementation Plan approved by the Environmental 
Protection Agency or on a compliance schedule 
approved by the appropriate federal, ~tate or 
district officials. 

The requirements of this subsection shall apply to 
stationary sources with allowable emissions-of any 
air contaminant of 25 tons per year or more; and 

(3) The new source or modification will be constructed 
using RA~for;:.:ceach:affected ·air contaminant.• In 
carrying out this provision, the Executive Officer 
shall annually publish a guideline of BACT for 
commonly processed permit unit categories or classes 
of sources.· BACT for other permit unit categories 
or classes of sources shall be determined on a 
case-by-case.basis; and 

(4) The net increase in emissions for each affected air 
contaminant has been offset; pursuant to Rule 1307; 
and 

(S) The applicant has substantiated with ·model"i.ng or 
other analysis approved by the Executive Officer 

· that the new source or modification will not cause a 
violation or make measurably worse an existing 
violation of any national ambient air quality 
standard at the point of maximum ground level 

. impact. However, modeling shall not be required if 
all offset sources are within a distance of 
eight kilometers (five miles) from the 
affected permit units, unless otherwise required by 
the Executive Officer. 

The air quality methods used for the purposes of 
this subsection shall be from an approved list of 
models. Such model list shall be. that prepared by 
the-Executive Officer of the California Air 
Resources Board in consultation with the Executive 
Officer. 

(6Y The Executive Officer determines that the new source 
or modification will not result in emissions which 
interfere with the schedule of reasonable further 
progress set forth in the State Implementation Plan 
for the Los Angeles Air Pollution Control District, 
approved by the Environmental Protection Agency. 

https://model"i.ng
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(c) The provisions of this regulation, except as provided in 
Rule 1304(f), shall apply to existing stationary 
sources relocated to non-contiguous properties, 
provided; 

(1) The relocation distance is greater than eight 
kilometers (five miles) and the emissions of any 
non-attainment air contaminant, at the new location, 
are greater than 68 kilograms (150 pounds) per day, 
except carbon monoxide, for which the value is 340 
kilograms (750 pounds) per day; or 

(2) The relocation distance is less than eight 
kilometers (five miles) and there is a net emission 
increase of any non-attainment air contaminant 
greater than 68 kilograms (150 pounds) per day, 
except carbon monoxide, for which the value is an 
increase of 340 kilograms (750 pounds) per day. 

Rule 1304. Exemptions from Regulation XIII 

Upon approval by the Executive Officer, and provided BACT is 
employed on the subject permit units, an exemption from this 
regulation, for one or more non-attainment air contaminants as 
appropriate, shall be allowed for the permit unit or source 
which; 

(a) Fuel Conversion 

Is ex~lusively a modification to convert from use of 
gaseous fuels to liquid fuels because of a demonstrable 
shortage of gaseous fuels (for the purpose of this 
sub3ection, modification shall include the permit units 
for storing or transferring such fuel at the facility), 
provided; 

(1) the applicant demonstrates that best efforts have 
been made to obtain the required emission offsets, 
and the applicant certifies that the required 
offsets will be sought until construction of the 
modification begins, and that all required offsets 
available shall be used; and 

(2) the applicant agrees to conditions on the operating 
permit requiring conversion to gaseous or other 
equivalent low-polluting fuels, should they become 
available; or 

(b) Portable Equipment 

Is portable and used for not more than one 90 consecutive 
day period in any twelve consecutive month period within 
the District; or 
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(c) Essential Public Services 

Will be used exclusively for providing essential public 
services; including but not limited to: schools, 
hospitals, or police and fire-fighting facilities; but 
specifically excluding sources of electrical power 
generation other than for emergency standby use at 
essential public service facilities; or 

(d) Air Pollution Control Equipment 

Is air pollution control equipment used solely to reduce 
the issuance of air contaminants from an existing 
stationary source, provided the applicant establishes 
with modeling that the affected source will not cause a 
new violation or make measurably worse an existing 
violation of any national ambient air quality standard at 
the point of maximum ground level impact; or 

(e) Resource Conservation and Energy Projects 

(1) Is a cogeneration project or other energy-related 
project using fossil fuels, but excluding such other 
energy-related projects at power plants or 
refineries, provided: 

(A) the project produces 50 megawatts or less of 
electricity, and 

(B) the applicant has provided all required offsets 
available by modifying facilities owned or 
operated by the applicant within the District; 

(C) the applicant demonstrates to the satisfaction 
of the Executive Officer that the applicant 
owns or operates no facilities within the air 
basin which could be modified to provide 
offsets; or 

(2) Is a resource recovery project using municipal 
waste, refuse-derived, biomass derived, 
or other non-fossil 
fuels for useful energy generation, provided: 

(A) the project produces 50 megawatts or less of 
electricity, and 

(B) the project is a modification to an existing 
source and 
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(i) the applicant has provided all required 
offsets available by modifying · 
facilities owned or operated in the air 
basin by the applicant; or 

(ii) the applicant demonstrates to the 
satisfaction of the Executive Officer 
that the applicant owns or operates no 
facilities within the air basin which 
could be modified to provide offsets; 
or 

(C) the project is a new project, and the applicant 
demonstrates to the satisfaction of the 
Executive Officer that all available required 
offsets have been obtained and, if those 
offsets are not sufficient, that additional 
offsets are not available. 

The Executive Officer shall notify the Executive 
Officer of the Air Resources Board upon receipt of 
an application for a permit to construct a project 
for which an exemption under this subsection may be 
appropriate; or 

- (f) Relocations 

Is a relocation of an existing stationary source within a 
distance of eight kilometers (five miles) and the net 
increase in emissions of any air contaminant is less than 
68 kilograms (150 pounds) per day, except carbon 
monoxide, fnr which the value is a net increase of 340 
kilograms (750 pounds) per day; or 

- (g) Innovative Technology 

Is innovative equipment or a process which: 

(1) the applicant demonstrates will likely result in a 
significantly lower emission rate from the affected 
source than would have occurred with the use of 
previously recognized BACT; and 

(2) can be expected to serve as a model for emission 
reduction technology; and 
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(3) the applicant establishes by modeling that the 
affected source will not cause the violation of, or 
make measurably worse an existing violation of any 
national ambient air quality standard at the point 
of maximum ground level impact. This exemption 
shall apply only to air contaminants which are 
reduced by the innovative equipment or process. 

The Executive Officer shall notify the Executive Officer 
of the Air Resources Board this when an application is 
received for which such an exemption may be appropriate. 

(h) Replacement is a permit unit replacing a functionally 
identical permit unit, provided there is no increase in 
maximum rating. 

Rule 1305. Special Permit Provisions 

(a) Modifications to Equipment Under Existing Permits, 

Any person operating permit units who plans to make 
modifications to those permit units for the purpose of 
effecting emission reductions required by Rule 1307, 
Emission Offsets, shall submit applications for new 
permits to construct or operate for both the basic and 
control equipment involved in such emissions reductions, 
regardless of whether modifications or additions are to 
be made to the basic or control equipment, or both. 

- (b) Surrender of Permits. 

Existing permits to operate pertaining to the basic and 
control equipment as specified above shall be surrendered 
and canceled at the time such new permits to operate are 
issued. Permits to operate for equipment taken out of 
service to effect an emission reduction under Rule 1307 
shall be surrendered at the time the affected permit unit 
or source is issued a permit to operate. 

(c) Evaluation. 

In evaluating the applications submitted pursuant to this 
rule, the Executive Officer shall: 

(1) Determine completeness of the application and inform 
the applicant of such pursuant to Rules 210 and 
1310 (a); and 
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(2) Evaluate only those portions of the applicant's 
operations which pertain to the emission reduction 
to be made under the provisions of this regulation. 
No other review or analysis shall be made for the 
purpose of issuing new permits pursuant to this 
rule; and 

(3) Consider emission reductions only if before the 
applications are determined to be complete, rules or 
regulations have not been adopted which would 
require the same emission reductions from the same 
equipment type as those proposed by the applicant. 

Rule 1306. Emission Calculations 

This rule shall be used as the basis for calculating 
applicability to Regulation XIII as delineated in Rule 
1303. This rule shall also be the basis for calculating 
emission increases and decreases used for offset 
calculations in Rule 1307. 

(a) Accumulation of Emissions 

(1) Emission increases and decreases for each air 
contaminant, including the emission increases or 
decreases directly associated with the permit units 
or source, shall be summed either (A) within the 
last five years prior to the date of submittal of 
application for p~rmits to construct or (B) from 
October 8, 1976. Whichever time period of (A) or 
(B) is less will be the basis for accumulating 
emission increaces or decreases. 

In those cases where (B) is the appropriate time 
period for determination, emission increases of any 
air contaminants occurring from October 8, 1976 to 
date of adoption shall be forgiven up to a maximum 
amount of 45 kilograms (100 pounds) per day. 

(2) Such sum of accumulated emissions, after proper 
calculations, shall be the basis for the threshold 
determination of Rule 1303 and for the offset 
requirements of Rule 1307. 

(3) Emission increases or decreases occurring during the 
period described in subsection (a)(1) are those 
associated with a new or modified permit to operate 
or a permit to construct issued during the same 
period, excluding any emissions reductions required 
to comply with federal, state, or district laws, 
rules, or regulations. 
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(4) Emission reductions required to comply with federal, 
state, or District laws, rules or regulations shall 
be excluded from the accumulation of emissions 
pursuant to subsection (a)(2) of this rule; however, 
emission reductions in excess of those required by 
this regulation may be accumulated. 

(5) the following mobile source emissions directly 
associated with a modification to an existing source 
or with a new source shall be accumulated: 

(A) On-premise vehicles; and 

(B) All emissions resulting from the loading or 
unloading of cargo at the source 
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(b) If in calculating emission increases and decreases, it is 
determined that violations of district, state or federal 
laws, rules, regulations, permit conditions, or orders 
would occur under the conditions specified in subsection 
(c), adjustments to the emissions shall be made to 
determine the emissions the existing source would have 
caused without such violations. The provisions of this 
subsection shall not apply to ambient air quality 
standards. 

(c) Calculation of Emissions for Threshold Determination. 

This subsection provides the method for calculating 
emission increases and reductions at a stationary source 
in order to determine if such source is subject to New 
Source Review as specified in Rule 1303(a). 

(1) Emission increases or reductions from permit units 
in a stationary source shall be calculated using the 
permit conditions restricting the operation of the 
subject permit units. In those cases where there 
are no permit conditions, which directly limit 
emissions, the emission increase or reduction shall 
be determined as follows: 

(A) For new permit units, the emission increase 
shall be calculated from: 

(i) the maximum ra~ed capacity; and 

(ii) the maximum proposed daily hours of 
operation; and 

(iii) the actual materials processed; or 

(B) For modified permit units, the emission 
increase or reduction shall be the difference 
in emissions before and after modification, 
determined as follows: 

(i) the emissions after modification shall 
be calculated from: 

(a) the maximum rated capacity; and 

(b) the maximum proposed daily hours of 
operation after modification; and 

(c) the actual materials processed; and 

(ii) the emissions before modification shall 
be calculated from the sum of actual 
emissions, determined from company 
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records or other data approved by the 
Executive Officer, which have occurred 
during the highest three years of the 
last five-year period, divided by the 
total number of actual operating days in 
those three years, provided the 
applicant demonstrates that such permit 
units have been operated at least 90 
days during each of such three years; 
or 

(C) For permit units removed from service, the 
emission reductions shall be calculated from 
the sum of actual emissions, determined from 
company records or other data approved by the 
Executive Officer, which have occurred during 
the highest three years of the last five-year 
period, divided by the total number of actual 
operating days in those three years, provided 
the applicant demonstrates that such permit 
units have been operated at least 90 days 
during each of such three years. 

(2) In those cases where the applicant is unable to 
furnish use records to the satisfaction of the 
Executive Officer, the emissions for subsections 
(l)(B)(ii) and (l)(C) of this rule shall be 
calculated using: 

(A) Fifty percent of the ma,.imum rated capacity; 
and 

(B) the maximum daily hour., of operation; and 

(C) the actual materials processed; provided the 
applicant demonstrates to the satisfaction of 
the Executive Officer that the subject permit 
units operated at least 90 days within each of 
three of the last five years. 

(3) Emission reductions appropriate to the air pollution 
reduction equipment or process shall be used in the 
calculations of subsection (c)(l) and (c)(2). 

(4) Emission increases and reductions from mobile and 
other sources shall be determined from records or 
other usage information approved by the Executive 
Officer, calculated as a daily emission, using the 
calculation methods of subsection (c)(l), except 
that light-duty motor vehicles' emissions shall be 
based upon the make and model year of the vehicles 
and 30 miles per day driven for each vehicle. 
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(d) Calculation of Emissions for Offset 

This subsection provides the method for calculating the 
quantities of emissions used in the offset determination 
of Rule 1307. 

(1) Emission increases or reductions from permit units 
in a stationary source shall be calculated using the 
permit conditions restricting thi operation of the 
subject permit units and the total days of operation 
per year. In those cases where there are no permit 
conditions which directly limit emissions, the 
emission increase or reduction shall be determined 
as follows: 

(A) For new permit units, the emission increase 
shall be calculated from: 

(i) the maximum rated capacity; and 

(ii) the maximum proposed annual hours of 
operation; and 

(iii) the actual materials processed; or 

(B) For modified permit units, the emission 
increase or reduction shall be the difference 
in emissions before and after modification 
determined as follows: 

(i) the emissions after modification shall 
be calculated from: 

(a) the maximum rated capacity; and 

(b) the maximum proposed annual hours of 
operation after modification; and 

(c) the actual materials processed; and 

(ii) the emissions before modification 
shall be calculated from the sum of 
actual annual emissions, determined from 
company records or other data approved 
by the Executive Officer which have 
occurred during the highest three years 
of the last five-year period, divided by 
three, provided the applicant 
demonstrates that such permit units have 
been operated at least 90 days during 
each of such three years; 
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(C) For permit units removed from service, the 
emission reductions shall be calculated from 
the sum of actual annual emissions, determined 
from company records or other data approved by 
the Executive Officer, which have occurred 
during the highest three years of the last 
five-year period, divided by three, provided 
the applicant demonstrates that such permit 
units have been operated at least 90 days 
during each of such three years; 

(2) In those cases where the applicant is unable to 
furnish use records to the satisfaction of the 
Executive Officer, the emissions for subsections 
(2)(B)(ii) and (2)(C) of this rule shall be 
calculated using: 

(A) Fifty percent of the maximum rated capacity; 
and 

(B) the maximum annual hours of operation; and 

(C) the actual materials processed, provided the 
applicant demonstrates to the satisfaction of 
the Executive Officer that the subject permit 
units operated at least 90 days within each of 
three of the last five years. 

(3) Emission reductions appropriate to the air pollution 
reduction equipment or process shaJ.l be used in the 
calculations of subsection (d)(l) and (d)(2). 

(4) Emission increases and recuctions from mobile and 
other sources shall be determined from records or 
other usage information approved by the Executive 
Officer calculated as an annual emission, using the 
calculation methods of subsection (d)(l), except 
that light-duty motor vehicles' emissions shall be 
based upon the make and model year of the vehicles 
and 11,000 miles per year driven for each vehicle. 

(5) Notwithstanding Rule 1307, the offset factor for 
mobile source emission reductions shall be 2.0. 
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Rule 1307. Emission Offsets 

(a) 

(b) 

(c) 

Offset Calculation 

Affected sources shall offset emission increases of 
non-attainment air contaminant greater than 68 kilogramb 
(150 pounds) per day, except carbon monoxide, for which 
the value is an increase greater than 340 kilograms (750 
pounds) per day, as determined pursuant to Rule 1306, 
times the offset factor determined as follows: 

Offset factor= 1.2 + b(x). 

where: x = the distance in kilometers between the 
affected source permit unit and the offset 
source permit unit; 

b = O; when xis less than eight kilometers 
(five miles); 

b = 0.01; when xis equal to or greater than 
eight kilometers (five miles); 

Seasonal Sources 

In addition to the requirements of section (a) above, 
seasonal emissions used for offset shall generally occur 
during the same five consecutive month period as the new 
source or modification operates. Seasonal offset sources 
shall not offset any other affected source other than a 
seasonal source. 

Intermittent Sources 

In addition to the requirements of section (a) above, for 
affected intermittent sources and intermittent offset 
sources, the emission increases and reductions shall be 
shown on annual emission profiles. Separate profiles for 
the affected and offset source shall be constructed by 
plotting on the same graph the absolute value of the 
source emissions and offset reductions in order of 
descending magnitude. The abscissa shall show the number 
of days in the year and the ordinate shall show the 
source emissions and offset reductions. Separate 
profiles shall be constructed for each affected air 
contaminant. The offset profile shall at no point fall 
below the profile of the affected intermittent source. 
Intermittent offset sources shall not offset any affected 
source other than an intermittent source. 
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Rule 1308. Eligibility of Emission Offsets 

(a) Source Eligibility 

All offset sources and offset emissions shall be subject 
to the aproval of the Executive Officer. In determining 
the eligibility of emission offsets pursuant to this 
regulation, the Executive Officer shall consider 
reductions of the same air contaminant as the result of: 

(1) For stationary sources, the additional control of 
air contaminants from or removal from service of: 

(A) Existing permit units, provided that in 
accordance with Rule 1305, new applications for 
permits to construct and operate are submitted 
for modified permit units or are surrendered 
for permit units taken out of service; or 

(B) Existing exempt permit units, excluding 
equipment used in conjunction with any 
structure designed and used exclusively as a 
dwelling and excluding mobile sources. If 
modified or controlled in order to be used as 
an offset source, such equipment shall lose its 
exempt status and such permit unit will be 
subject to the requirements of Rule 203; or 

(2) For mobile source emission reductions, provided the 
applicant demonstrates sufficient control over the 
mobile sources to assure the claimed reductions are 
realized, and provided the emission reductions are 
the result of: 

(A) substitution and usage of high occupancy 
vehicles for low occupancy vehicles; or 

(B) installation of additional emission control 
devices not otherwise required by federal or 
California law; or 

(C) any other means, upon prior written approval of 
the Executive Officer; or 

(3) Emission reductions which result from energy 
conservation projects; or 

(4) Emission reductions by any other means, upon 
prior written approval of the Executive Officer. 

(b) Offset Eligibility Requirements 

The Executive Officer shall disallow an emission offset 
unless: 
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(1) the Executive Officer determines the offset is 
enforceable; and 

(2) the affected source applicant demonstrates the 
degree of emission reduction. 

(3) in cases where the offset permit units are located 
more than 24 kilometers (15 miles) in the prevailing 
downwind direction from the affected source permit 
units, the applicant demonstrates, through modeling, 
to the satisfaction of the Executive Officer that 
the offsets will result in a net air quality benefit 
in the area impacted by the affected source. 

For the purpose of this subsection, the prevailing 
downwind direction shall be determined by the 
Executive Officer on the basis of meteorological 
records. 

(c) Changes in Operating Hours 

For the purpose of this rule, reductions in emissions due 
to changes in the hours of operation shall not qualify as 
an offset. 

(d) Interpollutant Offsets 

For the purpose of offsetting increases in particulate 
emissions, the Executive Officer may allow offsets of 
reactive hydrocarbons, S02, or NOx, provided the 
applicant demonstrates to the satisfaction of the 
Executive Officer that required particulate emission 
offsets are not available. The ratio of emission 
reductions between hydrocarbons, S02, or NOx and 
particulate matter shall be determined by the Executive 
Officer from a list prepared by the Executive Officer of 
the Air Resources Board in consultation with the 
Executive Officer. 

(e) Emission reductions of methane, 1, 1, 1-trichloroethane, 
methylene chloride, or trichlorotrifluoroethane shall not 
qualify as offsets for increases in emissions of 
reactive hydrocarbons. 

(f) Notwithstanding the provisions of this regulation, the 
Executive Officer shall deny the permits to construct for 
permit units which result in a net emission increase from 
a stationary source of any combination of 1, 1, 
1-trichloroethane, methylene chloride, or 
trichlorotrifluoroethane totaling 68 kilograms (150 
pounds) per day or more, unless: 



Rule 1309. Banking 

Reserved. 

Rule 1310. Analysis, Notice, and Reporting 

(a) Completeness of Application 

The Executive Officer shall determine whether the 
application is complete not later than 30 calendar days 
after receipt of the application, or after such longer 
time as both the applicant and the Executive Officer may 
agree. Such determination shall be transmitted in writing 
immediately to the applicant at the address indicated on 
the application. If the application is determined to be 
incomplete, the determination shall specify which parts of 
the application are incomplete and how they can be made 
complete. Upon receipt by the Executive Officer of any 
resubmittal of the application, a new 30-day period in 
which the Executive Officer must determine completeness, 
shall begin. Completeness of an application or 
resubmitted application shall be evaluated on the basis of 
the guideline for such, published by the Executive 
Officer, 

After acceptance of an application as complete, the 
Executive Officer shall not subsequently request of an 
applicant any new or additional information which was not 
specified in the Executive Officer's list of items to be 
included within such applications. However, the Executive 
Officer may, during the processing of the application, 
requtst an applicant to clarify, amplify, correct, or 
otherwise supplement the information required in such list 
in effect at the tiine the complete application was 
received. Making any such request does not waive, extend, 
or delay the time limits in this rule for decision on the 
completed application, except as the applicant and 
Executive Officer may both agree. 

(b) Requirements for Public Notice 

For those sources subject to this regulation or exempt 
pursuant to Rule 1304(a), (c), (d), (e), or (g), 
following acceptance of an application as complete, the 
Executive Officer shall: 

(1) Perform the evaluations required to determine 
compliance with this regulation and make a 
preliminary written decision as to whether a permit 
to construct should be approved, conditionally 
approved, or disapproved, or exempt. The decision 
shall be supported by a succinct written analysis; 
and 
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(2) Within ten calendar days following such decision, 
publish a notice by prominent advertisement in at 
least one newspaper of general circulation in the 
District stating the preliminary decision of the 
Executive Officer and where the public may inspect 
the information required to be made available under 
subsection (b)(3). The notice shall provide 30 days 
from the date of publication for the public to 
submit written comments on the preliminary decision; 
and 

(3) At the time notice of the preliminary decision is 
published, make available for public inspection at 
the District office the information submitted by the 
applicant, the supporting analysis for the 
preliminary decision, and the preliminary decision 
to grant or deny the permit to construct, including 
any proposed permit conditions, and the reasons 
therefor. The confidentiality of trade secrets 
shall be considered in accordance with Section 
6254. 7 of the Government Code; and 

(4) No later than the date of publication of the notice 
required by subsection (b)(2), forward the analysis, 
the preliminary decision, and copies of the notice 
to the Air Resources Board (attention: Chief, 
Stationary Source Control Division) and the Regional 
Office of the United States Environmental Protection 
Agency; and 

(c) Comments 

The Executive Officer shall consider all written comments 
submitted during the 30-day public comment period; and 

(d) Final Action 

Within 180 days after acceptance of the application as 
complete, the Executive Officer shall take final action 
on the application after considering all written 
comments. The Executive Officer shall provide written 
notice of the final action to the applicant, the 
Environmental Protection Agency, and the California Air 
Resources Board, shall publish such notice in a newspaper 
of general circulation, and shall make the notice and all 
supporting documents available for public inspection at 
the District office. 
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Rule 1311. Power Plants 

This section shall apply to all power plants proposed to 
be constructed in the District and for which a Notice of 
Intention (NOI) or Application for Certification (AFC) 
has been accepted by the California Energy Commisssion 
(Commission). 

(a) Intent to Participate and Preliminary Report 

Within fourteen days of receipt of an NOI, the Executive 
Officer shall notify the California Air Resources Board 
and the Commission of the District's intent to 
participate in the NOI proceeding. If the District 
chooses to participate in the NOI proceeding, the 
Executive Officer shall prepare and submit a report to 
the California Air Resources Board and the Commission 
prior to the conclusion of the nonadjudicatory hearings 
specified in Section 25509.5 of the Public Resources 
Code. That report shall include, at a minimum: 

(1) a preliminary specific definition or description of 
BACT for the proposed facility; and 

(2) a preliminary discussion of whether there is 
substantial likelihood that the requirements of this 
regulation and all other District regulations wi:xi -can 
be satisfied by the proposed facility ax xke xi:J:le xke 
£aEi:ii:x¥ i:s xe EmDm&REe e~exaxi:eR: and 

(3) a preliminary list of conditions sa~k ~BRdixi®RS skaii 
i:R~iade xkese which the proposed facility must meet in 
order to comply with this regulation or any other appli
cable District regulation RRd xkese ~eRdixi®Rs Re~essRX¥ 
XB HRSHXH XRRX xke XR~iiix¥ xiii ~em~i¥ Mixk Kii -~~ii:
~RMXH 9isxxi~x xaies RRd xe~aiaxi®RS iR xke exeRx xkax 
KR¥ KSSHM~XX®RS ®X ~xedi~XX®RS HS&d XR SHBSR~XX®R tattxx 
axe RBX •~~Hxaxe. The preliminary determinations contained 
in the report shall be as specific as possible within 
the constraints of the information contained in the NOI. 

(b) Determination of Compliance Review 

Upon receipt of an AFC for a power plant, the Executive 
Officer shall conduct a Determination of Compliance 
review. This Determination shall consist of a review 
identical to that which would be performed if an 
application for a permit to construct had been received 
for the power plant. If the information contained in the 
AFC does not meet the requi.rements which would otherwise 
comprise a complete permit to construct application 
pursuant to these regulations, the Executive Officer 
shall, within 20 calendar days of receipt of the AFC, so 
inform the Commission, and the AFC shall be considered 
incomplete and returned to the applicant for 
resubmit ta1. 
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(c) Application for Permit to Construct 

- The Executive Officer shall consider the AFC to be 
equivalent to an application for a permit to construct 
during the Determination of Compliance review, and shall 
apply all provisions of these regulations which apply to 
applications for a permit to construct. 

(d) Additional Information 

The Executive Officer may request from the applicant any 
information necessary for the completion of the 
Determi.nation of Compliance review. If the Executive 
Officer is unable to obtain the information, the 
Executive Officer may petition the presiding Commissioner 
for an order directing the applicant to supply such 
information. 

(e) Preliminary Decision 

Within 180 days of accepting an AFC as complete, the 
Executive Officer shall make a preliminary decision on: 

(1) whether the proposed power plant meets the 
requirements of this regulation and all other 
applicable District rules and regulations a:k :kke :kime 
:kke fau~iii::ky: .is XI!!! m:mameRm:e l!!lfilRXat:ki:l!!IRS; and 

( 2) in the event of compliance, what permit conditions 
will be required, including the specific BACT requirements 
and :tkl!!lse m:l!!IR3i:ki:l!!IRS Rem:esax}I: :kl!!! eRssxe xkax :kke xam:iii:k¥ 
wi:ii m:l!!lm~i¥ wi:kk aii a~~ii:m:aGie xsies RR3 xe~sia:ki:l!!IRS i:R 
:kke RSSHM~:kil!!IRS l!!IX ~Xe3i:m::kil!!IRS HSR3 iR SHGSRll!:XXl!!IR tettxt 
axe Rl!!l:k am:m:sxaxe~ and a description of required mitigation 
measures. 

(f) Preliminary Decision Public Notice Requirements 

The preliminary written decision made under subsection 
(e) shall be treated as a preliminary decision under Rule 
1310(b)(l) and shall be finalized by the Executive 
Officer only after being subject to the public notice and 
comment requirements of Rule 1310. 

(g) Determination of Compliance 

Within 240 days of the filing date, the Executive Officer 
shall issue and submit to the commission a Determination 
of Compliance or, if such a determination cannot be 
issued, shall so inform the Commission. A Determination 
of Compliance shall confer the same rights and privileges 
as a permit to construct only when and if the Commission 
approves the AFC, and the Commission certificate includes 
all conditions of the Determination of Compliance. 
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Rule 1312. Alternative Siting 

Reserved. 

Rule 1313. Permits to Operate 

(a) Analysis 

The Executive Officer shall analyze the effects on air 
quality of sources subject to this regulation as 
determined in Rule 1303(a) and shall deny the permit to 
operate unless: 

(1) the owner or operator of the source has submitted a 
completed application for permit to construct. Such 
application is deemed complete upon receipt by the 
applicant of the notice from the Executive Officer 
pursuant to Rule 1310; and 

(2) it is determined that the new source or 
modification, and any sources which provide offsets, 
have been taken out of service or constructed, are 
operated in a manner consistent with the conditions 
of the permit to construct; and 

(3) it is determined that any offsets required as a 
condition of the permit to construct will commence 
at the time of or prior to initial operations of the 
new cource or modification. For a new source or 
modification which will be a replacement, in whole 
or part, for an existirig source on the same or 
contiguous property, a maximum of 90 days may be 
allowed as a start-up period for simultaneous 
operation of the subject sources; and 

(4) it is determined that all conditions specified in 
the permit to construct have been or will be 
complied with by any dates specified in such 
permits. 

(b) Permit Conditions 

The Executive Officer shall require as a condition for 
the issuance of any permit to operate for a new or 
modified source, that the source and any offset source be 
operated consistent with any conditions imposed on their 
respective permits to construct. 
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(c) Change of Ownership 

The Executive Officer shall exempt from the provisions of 
this rule any stationary source which is a continuing 
operation, without modification or change in operating 
conditions, when a permit to operate is required solely 
because of permit renewal or change in ownership. 

(d) No Permit to Construct Issued 

For new or modified permit units or sources which are 
constructed without the required permit to construct, the 
application for permit to operate shall, 
for the purposes of this regulation, be considered 
an application for permit to construct. 
The Executive Officer shall deny the permit 
to operate unless the new source or modification complies 
with all rules in this regulation whether the rules 
pertain to a permit to construct or permit to operate. 



State of Callfornla 

Memorandum 

Huey D. Johnson 
Secretary
Resources Agency 

From , Air Resources Board 

IDote August 11, 1980 

Subject: Filing of Notice 
of Decision of the 
Air Resources Board 

Pursuant to Title 17, Section 60007(b), and in compliance with 
Air Resources Board certification under section 21080.5 of the 
Public Resources Code, the Air Resources Board hereby forwards 
for posting the attached notice of decision and response to en
vironmental comments raised during the comment period. 

I 

Sally Rump 
Board Secretary 
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State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 80-49 

. July 23, 1980 

WHEREAS, Section 39602 of the Health and Safety Code designates the 
Air Resources Board (ARB) as the air pollution control agency for 
all purposes set forth in federal law and designates the ARB as the 
state agency responsible for the preparation of the State 
Implementation Plan (SIP) required by the Clean Air Act; 

WHEREAS, the Clean Air Act as amended in 1977 mandates the revision 
of the SIP in designated nonattainment areas of the state in order 
to assure the attainment and maintenance of national ambient air 
quality standards by specified deadlines; 

WHEREAS, Health/and Safety Code Sections 41500, 41504, 41650 and 
41652 provide that the ARB shall adopt a locally prepared non
attainment plan and authorize the.ARB to make such revisions to a 
nonattainment plan as are necessary to meet the requirements of 
the Clean Air Act; 

WHEREAS, the ARB is the designated lead agency for the Los Angeles 
County nonattainment plan and has committed itself to a coordinated 
program for the development of the nonattainment plans for ozone 
with the active participation of other agencies possessing resources 
and expertise in the air quality and transportation fields; 

WHEREAS, the California Environmental Quality Act and ARB 
implementing regulations require that an activity not be adopted if 
feasible alternatives and/or feasible mitigation measures are 
available which would significantly lessen any negative environ
mental impacts of the proposed activity; 

WHEREAS, on November 29, 1979, the ARB resolved in Resolution 79-79, 
incorporated by reference herein, that the Los Angeles County APCD's 
nonattainment plan did not include New Source Review rules which 
would achieve and maintain state and national ambient air quality
standards and do not meet the requirements of the federal Clean Air 
Act; 

WHEREAS, on July 17, 1980, the Los Angeles County APCD Board adopted 
Regulation XIII, New Source Review, which among other provisions
amended Sections (a)(2) and (3) and (e)(l) and (2) of Rule 1311, 
Power Plants, to purportedly facilitate the issuance of permits , 
for the construction of power plants which would not require miti
qation of potential adverse impacts. 

l'?fCEIVf::) CY 

lttscurcc, Ammcy of California 

AUG 1 ~ mtiu :. 
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State of California 

AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Respons~to Significant Environmental Issues 

Item: Public Hearing to Consider Amending the Rules and Regulations of 
Imperial County Air Pollution Control District, Los Angeles County
Air Pollution Control District and San Bernardino County Air 
Pollution Control District 

Public Hearing Date; July 23, 1980 

Response Date:' July 23, 1980 

Issuing Authority: Air Resources Board 

Issue: No adverse environmental impacts identified 
in staff report or in public testimony. 

Response; 

CERTIFIED: 

Date: 

pi:ri,111~"" '>.Y 
o<•· •~rv 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

OPPOSING CONSIDERATIONS AND AGENCY RESPONSE 

July 23, 1980 

Puf>lic Hearing to Consider Amending the Rules and Regulations 
of Imperial County Air Pollution Control District, 

Los Angeles County Air Pollution Control District and 
San Bernardino County Air Pollution Control District 

l. Opposing Consideration: The Los Angeles County Air Pollution Control District 
adopted amendments to Rule 1311 of Regulation XIII, referring to Power Plants, 
to purportedly allow a power plant with a projected date of operation sub
sequent to December 31, 1987 to be exempt from the emission offset requirements 
of the regulation. The rationale is that by that date the area will be

4I attaining the ambient air quality standards for ozone, since the Clean Air Act 
requires the SIP to so provide, thus obviating the necessity to provide off
sets. ("Offsets" provide a mechanism whereby a major source can locate in a 
polluted area by assuring a net air quality benefit as a result of reducing 

emissions from other sources in the impacted area). 

Response: The adopted language in Rule 1311 is unclear and imprecise and as 
a regulatory measure is meaningless. As such, it changes the complexion of the 
previous language fn Sections (a)(2) and (3) and (e)(l) and (2) of the rule, 
alters and confuses its applicability and intent, and should be deleted. While 
the Clean Air Act, the EPA Emission Offset Interpretive Ruling (40 CFR Part 51, 
Appendix S), and EPA's proposed rule amending the Interpretive Ruling in 
response to the ruling of the U.S. Supreme Court in Alabama Power Co. vs. 
Costle, 13 ERC 1225 (1979) allow the determination of whether a source would 
cause or contribute to exceedances of a NAAQS to be made as of the new 
source's start-up date, certain conditions must be met before such source 
can be exempt from providing offsets when obtaining a permit to construct. 

The purpose of the conditions is to assure that exemptions from 
offset requirements will be permitted only if it is certain that the area 
where the source is to locate will be an attainment area by the start-up date. 
Even if the language adopted by the District clearly set forth what it is 
intended to accomplish, which it certainly does not do, provision of such an 
exemption would be impermissible in this region becuase the conditions are 
not met. 
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It is initially assumed in reviewing a permit application 
that every location within a designated nonattainment area will exceed 
the NAAQS as of the source start-up date and that any major source 
would significantly contribute to a violation, thus requiring offsets. 
If the applicant presents a "substantial and relevant argument," 
including necessary analysis and documentation to prove that this 
assumption is incorrect, the applicability of the Interpretive Ruling 
and any state SIP offset requirement would be determined by the specific 
facts of the case. The amended 1 anguage does not reflect this. 

Further, the source must be located in an area which is pro-
- jected to be an attainment area as part of an approved SIP control strategy 

by the source's start-up date. The plan must show attainment by the 
deadline specified in Clean Air Act Section 172 based exclusively on 
currently adopted, approved, and enforceable~requirements. Plans 
where approval under Part Dis conditioned on submittal of additional 
material, plans containing schedules for submittal of additional material 
rather than enforceable regulatory measures, and plans .where additional 
submittals are needed by July 1, 1982 in order to demonstrate attainment 
by 1987 do not fulfill this requirement. This is because such plans do 
not definitely provide for attainment by the source's start-up date. In 
these cases, attainment is more of a goal than a probability, and is based 

- on the adoption and implementation of measures not yet developed. Attain
ment is also based on other variables such as source compliance with 
adopted measures as opposed to extensive litigation and recalcitrance. 

The present exemption of many major sources from offset re
quirements would cause difficulties even if the area were to attain the 
standards by 1987, because it would be impossible to calculate how many 
and which new sources could operate and contribute new pollutants without 
the area again ex_ceeding standards. The time and resources necessary for 
obtaining acceptable offsets logically require that they be obtained 
under enforceable contractual arrangement early in the process, before 
construction commences. This will obviate any vested rights problems 
which could arise at the operation stage and will avoid last-minute 
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scrambling for offsets. 

Only where attainment of the NAAQS is a certainty does the 

law allow these considerationsto be overridden by an exemption. Under 
the circumstances, the adopted provisions do not meet the requirements 

of the Clean Air Act and must be deleted and the original language and 

meaning restored. 

2. Opposing Consideration: The representative from Southern California 

Edison Company stated the opinion that when a project like a power 

plant applies for an AFC, the lead time to commencing operation can 

be 10 years. It is their opinion therefore that applying present 

day regulations to a project which will not "start-up" for another 

- 10 years is not practical or justifiable. It is their contention that 

the Clean Air Act allows considering future air quality to determine 

conditions of the permit to construct. Therefore, they would support 

not amending the language adopted by the Los Angeles County APCD 

Board concerning power plants in Rule 1311 -Power Plants. 

Response - See response given in number 1 for the action taken by the 

Los Angeles County APCD. 

3. Opposing Consideration: The Western Oil and Gas Association written testimony 

states that there is no authority under either California law or the Clean 

Air Act which requires that the Executive Officer of the Air Resources 

Board have concurrent authority with the district Executive Officer for 

determining BACT, appropriate air quality models, and exemptions for 

innovative technology. Inclusion of such provisions into the San Bernardino 



County and Los Angeles County APCD's new source review regulations represents 

an unwarranted interference with local permitting processes. 

Response: The Air Resource Board will not be adopting the language 

objected to by the WOGA. 

4. Opposing Consideration: In addition, WOGA's testimony contends that the 

EPA's criteria for approval only requires adoption of new source review rules 

such as the staff proposed rule, for nonattainment areas. (PSD rules govern 

new major sources in attainment areas.) Therefore, the rules adopted need 

not apply to all new and modified sources in both attainment and nonattain

ment areas. (note SCAQMD Reg. XIII, New Source Review addresses nonattain

ment pollutants only) 

Response: The Air Resources Board will not be adopting the language objected 

to by the WOGA. 

5. Opposing Consideration: The Union Pacific Railroad Co~pany representative 

objected to the inclusion of cargo carrier emissions emitted while operating 

within the air basin which is specified in the San Bernardino Regulation XIII. 

Response: The Air Resource Board will not be adopting the language objected 

to by the Union Pacific Railroad Company. The San Bernardino County APCD 

Board adopted Regulation XIII, New Source Review, for themselves. 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 80-50 

August 28, 1980 

WHEREAS, the Air Resources Board has been directed to carry out an 
effective research program in conjunction with its efforts to combat 
air pollution, pursuant to Health and Safety Code Sections 39700 
through 39705; 

WHEREAS, an unsolicited .research Proposal Number 934-78 entitled 
"Investigation of the Role of Natural Hydrocarbons in Photochemical Smog 
Formation in California" has been submitted by the University of California 
at Riverside to the Air Resources Board; and 

WHEREAS, the Research staff has reviewed and recommended this proposal 
for approval; and 

WHEREAS, the Research Screening Committee has reviewed and recommends for 
funding: 

Proposal Number 934-78 entitled "Investigation of the Role of 
Natural Hydrocarbons in Photochemical Smog Formation in California" 
submitted by the University of California at Riverside for an amount 
not to exceed $137,964; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Air Resources Board pursuant to 
the authority granted by Health and Safety Code Section 39703, hereby accepts 
the recommendation of the Research Screening Committee and approves the 
following: 

Proposal Number 934-78 entitled "Investigation of the Role of 
Natural Hydrocarbons in Photochemical Smog Formation in California" 
submitted by the University of California at Riverside for an amount 
not to exceed $137,964, 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Officer shall initiate adminis
trative procedures and execute all necessary documents and contracts for 
the research effort proposed in an amount not to exceed $137,964. 

I certify that the above is a true 
and correct copy of Resolution 80-50 
as passed by the Air Resources Board. 

Board Secretary 

10a 



ITEM: 

RECOMMENDATION: 

SUMMARY: 

State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

ITEM NO: 80-14-4(b-l)
DATE: August 28, 1980 

Research Proposal No. 934-78 entitled 
"Investigation of the Role of Natural 
Hydrocarbons in Photochemical Smog
Formation in California;" University of 
California, Riverside, Arthur M. Winer. 

Adopt Resolution 80-50 approving Research 
Proposal No. 934-78 for funding in an amount 
not to exceed $137,964. 

Recent reports in the literature have advanced the 
hypothesis that a significant relationship exists 
between enhanced emissions attributable to biomass 
increases resulting from wet winters and abnormally
high ozone levels during the following summers. 
Naturally-occurring hydrocarbons volatilized from 
supposedly increased biomass were suggested as the 
primary factor responsible for the observed increase 
in days with ozone concentrations exceeding the 
federal air quality standard. 

One of the weakest links in the biomass hydrocarbon
ozone hypothesis is that no evidence is available 
to show whether reactive hydrocarbons of biogenic 
origin are actually accumulating to a concentration 
sufficiently high to significantly affect ambient 
ozone levels in locations such as the South Coast 
and Bay Area Air Basin~. While a substantial amount 
of data gathered under ambient conditions suggests. 
that bio-mass hydrocarbons do not accumulate to 
concentrations that would have a significant effect 
on ozone production, such conclusions have been 
challenged in the published literature and the issue 
remains unresolved. 

This proposal is the second part of a two-year effort 
to investigate the role of natural hydrocarbons 'in 
ozone. During the first year of this study, the 
investigators have developed the equipment and method
ology to identify and measure natural hydrocarbons in 

. the ambient air, for measuring emission rates for vege
tati11e communities, and for making smog chamber studies 
of precursor oxidant relationships in the South Coast 
Air Basin. In the proposed program the investigators 
will use these methodologies and equipment to (1) measure 

101 
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rates of emission of representative plant species; 
(2) measure ambient concentrations of natural hydro
carbons in "source" areas in the South Coast Air 
Basin; and (3) determine the impact of natural hydro
carbons on smog formation. 

The staff and the Research Screening Committee believe 
that the question concerning the importance of natural 
hydrocarbons as a significant precursor for photochemical 
smog remains largely unanswered and that sound experi
mental evidence is needed to permit a final scientific 
judgment on this issue. 

102 
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State of Caltfornia 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 80-51 

August 28, 1980 

WHEREAS, the Air Resources Board has been directed to carry out an 
effective research program in conjunction with its efforts to combat 
air pollution, pursuant to Health and Safety Code Sections 39700 
through 39705; 

WHEREAS, an unsolicited research Proposal Number 935-78 entitled 
"Effects of Ozone and Sulfur Dioxide on Forage and Range Spectes:
l. On Growth and Partioning; 2. Under Simulated Grazing (Defoliation)", 
has been submitted by the University of California at Riverside, to the 
Air Resources Board; and 

WHEREAS, the Research staff has reviewed and recommended this proposal for 
funding: 

WHEREAS, the Research Screening Committee has reviewed and recommends for 
funding: 

Proposal Number 935-78 entitled "Effects of Ozone and Sulfur Dioxide on 
Forage and Range Species: l. On Growth and Partioni ng; 2. Under 
Simulated Grazing (Defoliation)", submitted by the University of Cali
fornia at Riverside, for an amount not to exceed $125,000; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Air Resources Board pursuant to 
the authority granted by Health and Safety Code Section 39703, hereby 
accepts the recommendation of the Research Screening Committee and approves
the fo 11 owing: 

Proposal Number 935-78 entitled "Effects of Ozone and Sulfur Dioxide on 
Forage and Range Species: l. On Growth and Partioning; 2. Under 
Simulated Grazing (Defoliation)", submitted by the University of 
California at Riverside for an amount not to exceed $125,000. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Officer sha11 initiate administrative 
procedures and execute all necessary documents and contracts for the research 
effort proposed in an amount not to exceed $125,000, 

I certify that the above is a true 
and correct copy of Resolution 80-51 
as passed by the Air Resources Board. 

Board Secretary 
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ITEM: 

RECOMMENDATION: 

SUMMARY: 

• 

State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

ITEM NO: 80-14-4(b-2) 
DATE; August 28, 1980 

Research Proposal No. 935-78 entitled "Effects 
of Ozone and Sulfur Dioxide on Forage and Range
Species: 1. On Growth and Partiti ontng; 2. Under 
Stmul ated Grazing (Defo1iation l", University of 
California at Riverside, Victor Youngner 

Adopt Resolution No. 80-51 approving Research 
Proposal No, 935-78 for funding for an amount not 
to exceed $125 1000. 

The current state of understanding on how air pollution
affects vegetation has been derived from numerous 
studies done on cormnon crop or tree species. Few 
efforts have been expended in looking at natural or 
grassland vegetation. The monetary value of these 
uncultivated species has not been as obvious as with 
cultivated species, but their productivity is very
important to the 1 i ves tock industry, to wi'l dl ife and 
for the preservation of watersheds. The results of 
the few studies done to date on grasslands materials 
have shown various effects. Such factors as gradual
changes in species distribution, decreased grazing
capacity, protein content reductions and decreased 
number of tillers have been reported, sometimes after 
very low level exposures. 

The proposal is made up of two projects that will 
employ different exposure facilities, plant species
and exposure protocols, and study somewhat different 
end points • 

Project l: In this study, two important CaHfornia 
forage grasses wi'll be exposed to ozone and/or S0 2 , 
each at 0.2 ppm. The exposure protocol will conslst 
of fumigattng plants 6 hours/day, 5 days/week for 15 
or 26 weeks depending on the grass. 

Plants will be removed at intervals for analysis of 
important morphologtcal and nutritional factors. 

Project 2: Two separate fumigation protocols would be 
employed in this project. Fumigation l would employ
SO at O, 0,1 and 0.2 ppm over a 6 hour/day, 5 days/
we~k, four month period, Each exposure level would be 
repl teated i.n three cham6ers. Fumigation II would ex-. 
pose plants to the same levels of O .as used for SO 
over the same time scale, Half of the plants in eaEh 
group would be clipped to simulate grazing at four week 
i'ntervals. The other plants will be clipped only in 
th.e 1ater part of the season. Pl ants will be removed 
at intervals for analysis of nutrient content and 
morphological effects, 
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State of California 

AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution No. 80-52 

August 23, 1980 

WHEREAS, a proposal to augment Contract Number A8-126-31, entitled, "Emission 
Characteristics of Cooling Towers Using Reclaimed Waste-Water in California", 
has been submitted By Science Applications Incorporated, to. the Air Resources 
Board; and 

WHEREAS, the Research staff has reviewed and recommended this proposal for 
approval; and 

WHEREAS, the Research Screening Committee has reviewed and recommends for 
funding: 

An Augmentation to Contract Number AS-126-31, entitled "Emission 
Characteristics of Cooling Towers Using Reclaimed Waste-Water in 
California", submitted by Science Applications Incorporated, for 
an amount not to exceed $12,645; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Air Resources Board pursuant to the 
authority granted by Health and Safety Code Section 39703, hereby accepts 
the recommendation of the Research Screening Committee and approves the following: 

An Augmentation to Contract Number AS-126-31, entitled "Emission 
Characteristics of Cooling Towers Usfog Reclaimed Waste-Water in 
California", submitted by Science Applicatfons Incorporated, for an 
amount not to exceed $12,645 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Officer shall initiate administrative 

' procedures and execute all necessary documents and contracts for the research 
effort proposed in an amount not to exceed $12,645. 

I certify that the above is a true 
and correct copy of Resolution 80-52 
as passed by the Air Resources Board. 

SalT~ ~ 
Board Secretary 
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ITEM: 

RECOMMENDATION: 

SUMMARY: 

' 

State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

ITEM NO: 80-14-4(b-3)
DATE: August 28, 1980 

Proposal to augment Contract Number AB-.126--31 
entitled "Emission Characteristics of Cooling 
Towers Using Reclaimed Waste-Water in California'', 
Science Applications Incorporated, Michael Rogozan 

Adopt Resolution No. 80-52 approving Proposed
Augmentation of Contract A8-126-31 for an amount 
not to exceed $12,645. 

This proposal is a request for augmentation of an on
going study of the emissions from cooling towers that 
employ reclaimed waste water as their working medium. 
The original SAI project was co-funded by ARB and the 
California Energy Commission and is well under way.
Most towers selected for study have been sampled once 
to test basin and tower sites for their numerous organic, 
inorganic and biologic content. The Energy Commission, 
through ARB, has funded UCD in a separate contract to 
extend efforts of this project to look more closely at 
viral and bacterial content of the tower water and 
spray drift. 

Several potentially important additional areas of 
work have emerged after analysis of samples obtained 
thus far and after discussions among the contractor, 
UCO, Energy Commission and ARB staff. The addition of 
these tasks to the original scope of work for this 
project would allow important improvements to be made 
at modest expense. Most of the changes could not have 
been foreseen at the start of the project. 

The contractor will make one more complete sampling
trip to each designated tower to collect both tower 
water and drift samples. If approved, all changes
could be applied to applicable sites. 

Briefly, the added efforts include: l) additional 
bacterial sampling, 2) chlorine. measurement, 3)
efforts required to determine Legiorarnaires' Disease 
presence or absence, 4) Detailed :analysis of organics 
from an oil refinery using waste water, 5) analysis
of the metal content of the particulate fraction of 
water samples. 

106 



I 

RE'CFl\f:.,-, r>y 
Offic<> · .. •vState of California 

AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 80-53 
Resourcoa Agt:n,y 01 '-";,'"' ,ua 

August 28, 1980 

WHEREAS, Section 39601 of the Health and Safety Code authorizes the 
Air Resources Board to adopt standards, rules, and regulations necessary 
for the proper execution of the powers and duties granted to and imposed 
upon the Board by law; and 

WHEREAS, Section 43000(e) of the Health and Safety Code states that 
emission standards applied to new motor vehicles are standards with 
which all new motor vehicles shall comply; and 

WHEREAS, Sections 43101 and 43104 of the Health and Safety Code authorize 
the Board to adopt vehicle emission standards and test procedures in order 
to control or eliminate air pollution caused by motor vehicles; and 

WHEREAS, manufacturers of diesel-fueled passenger cars have petitioned 
the Board to consider amending the 100,000 mile 1.0 gram per mile oxides 
of nitrogen (NOx) standard for 1982 based upon their asserted lack of 
technological capability to meet the standard; and 

WHEREAS, the Board finds that the strictest control of NOx emissions 
that is technologically feasible is necessary to protect public health 
and to achieve state and federal ambient air quality standards; and 

WHEREAS, the Board finds that there are technological problems associated 
with diesel passenger cars meeting a NOx standard of 1.0 gram per mile in 
model year 1982, which problems are different for naturally aspirated 
and turbocharged diesel passenger cars; and 

WHEREAS, the Board finds that in model year 1982, a NOx emission standard 
of 1.2 grams per mile for a useful vehicle life of 50,000 miles is 
technologically feasible for naturally aspirated diesel passenger cars, 
and a NOx standard of 1.5 grams per mile for a useful vehicle life of 
100,000 miles is technologically feasible for turbocharged diesel 
passenger cars; and 

WHEREAS, the Board confirms its previous finding that in model year 1983, a 
NOx emission standard of 1.0 gram per mile for a useful vehicle life of 
100,000 miles is technologically feasible for all light-duty diesel vehicles; 
and 

WHEREAS, the California Environmental Quality Act and Board regulations 
require that no project having adverse environmental impacts be adopted 
as originally proposed if feasible alternatives or mitigation measures 
are available; and 
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WHEREAS, the Board finds that an available measure to mitigate the air 
quality impacts of adopting NOx standards listed above is to eliminate the 
current hydrocarbon correction factor found in 13 California Administrative 
Code Section 1960.l(a); and 

WHEREAS, a public hearing and other administrative proceedings have been 
held in accordance with the provisions of the Administrative Procedure 
Act dealing with the agency adoption of emergency regulations; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Board hereby amends Section 1960.1, 
Title 13, California Administrative Code, as set forth in Attachment A 
hereto. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board hereby amends the "California Exhaust 
Emission Standards and Test Procedures for 1981 and Subsequent Model Passenger 
Cars, Light-Duty Trucks and Medium-Duty Vehicles" as set forth in Attachment 
B hereto. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board hereby determines that the exhaust 
emission standards and test procedures adopted herein are, considered 
together with other vehicle emissions standards and test procedures found 
in Title 13 and adopted by the Board in Resolution 80-56, in the aggregate, 
at least as protective of public health and welfare as applicable federal 
standards. 

I certify that the above is a true 
and correct copy of Resolution 80-53 
as adopted by the Air Resources Board. 
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EXHAUST EMISSION STANDARDS 
(grams per mile) 

Equivalent
Inertia Oxides of 

Model- Vehicle Weight Non-Methane Carbon Nitrogen - Year Type (1) (lbs. ) (2) Hydrocarbons(3) Monoxide (N02) (5) 

1981 PC All (0.41) 3.4 1.0 
PC(4) All 0.39 (0.41) 7.0 0.7 
LDT,MDV 0-3999 0.39 (0.41) 9.0 1.0 
LDT,MDV 4000-5999 0.50 (0.50) 9.0 1. 5 
MDV 6000 &larger 0.60 (0.60) 9.0 2.0 

1982 PC All 0. 39 (0.41) 7.0 0.4 
PC(4) All 0. 39 (0.41) 7.0 0.7 
PC(7) All 0.39 ~0.41~ 7.0 1. 2 
LDT,MDV 0-3999 0.39 0.41 9.0 1.0 
LDT,MDV 4000-5999 0.50 (0.50) 9.0 1.5 
MDV 6000 &larger 0.60 (0.60) 9.0 2.0 

1983 & PC All 0.39 (0.41) 7.0 0.4 
Subsequent LDT,MDV 0-3999 0.39 (0.41) 9.0 0.4te LDT,MDV 4000-5999 o. 50 (0. 50) 9.0 1.0 

MDV 6000 &larger 0.60 (Q.60) 9.Q 1.5 

100,000 MILE EXHAUST EMISSION STANDARDS 
(grams per mile) 

Equivalent
Inertia Oxides of - Model- Vehicle Weight Non-Methane Carbon Nitrogen

Year Type (1) (lbs. ) (2) Hydrocarbons ( 3 Het Monoxide (N02) (5) 

1981 PC (Option 1) All 0.39 (6) 3.4 1.5 
PC (Option 2) All 0.46 (6) 4.0 1.5 
LDT,MDV 

(Option 1) 0-3999 0.39 (0.41) (6) 9.0 1.5 
LDT,MDV 

(Option 2) 0-3999 0.46 (6) 10.6 1.5 
LDT,MDV 4000-5999 o. 50 10:-50) m 9.0 2.0 
MDV 6000 &larger 0.60 (0.60) __f_ 9.0 2.3 

1982 PC (Option 1) All (0.41) 7.0 1.0 (8) 
PC (Option 2) All 0.46 8.3 1.0 (8)
LDT, MDV 

(Option l) 0-3999 0.39 (0.41) 9.0 1.5 
LDT, MDV 

(Option 2) 0-3999 0.46 10.6 1.5 
LDT,MDV 4000-5999 0.50 (0.50) 9.0 2.0 
MDV 6000 &larger 0.60 (0.60) 9.0 2.3 

1983 & PC All 0.39 (0.41) 7.0 1.0 
Subse- PC All 0.46 8.3 1.0 
quent LDT,MDV 

(Option l) 0-3999 0.39 (0.41) 9.0 1.0 
LDT,MDV -

(Option 2) 0-3999 0.46 10.6 1.0 
LDT,MDV 4000-5999 0.50 (0.50) 9.0 1.5
MDV 6000 &larger 0.60 (0.60) 9.0 2.0 



- (1) "PC" means passenger cars. 
"LDT" means light-duty trucks. 
"MDV" means medium-duty vehicles. 

(2) Equivalent inertia weights are determined under subparagraph 40 CFR 86.129-79(a). 
(3) Hydrocarbon standards in parentheses apply to total hydrocarbons. 
(4) The second set of passenger car standards is optional. A manufacturer must 

select ei.ther the primary or optional sets of standards for its full product 
line for the entire two-year period. 

(5) The maximum projected emissions of oxides of nitrogen measured on the federal 
Highway Fuel Economy Test (HWFET; 40 CFR Part 600, Subpart B) shall be not 
greater than 1.33 times the applicable passenger car standards and 2.00 times 
the applicable passenger car standards and 2.00 times the applicable light-duty
truck and medium-duty vehicle standards shown in the table. Both the projected
emi ss i ans and the HWFET standard sha 11 be rounded to the nearest O. l gm/mi 
before being compared. 

(6) For vehicles from evaporative emissions families with projected 50,000 mile 
evaporative emissions values below 1.0 gm/test, an adjustment to the hydrocarbon 
exhaust emission standards may be granted by the Executive Officer. The 
adjusted standard will be calculated using the following formula: 

HCex = .75 (.185 - [(Di+3.3 Hs) f (29.4)]) + HC 
0 

Where: 

HCex = adjusted exhaust hydrocarbon standard- HC = unadjusted exhaust hydrocarbon standard 
0 

Di = diurnal evaporative emissions 

Hs = hot soak evaporative emissions. 

ill Standards for diesels only 

ill Oxides of nitrogen standard of 1.5 grams per mile for turbocharged
diesels only. 

(b) The test procedures for determining compliance with these 
standards are set forth in "California Exhaust Emission Standards and 
Test Procedures for 1981 and Subsequent Model Passenger Cars, Light-Duty
Trucks, and Medium-Duty Vehicles," adopted by the Air Resources Board 
on November 23, 1976, as last amended May-24,-i978-aRa-Fee~Ha~y-9,-l979,
aRa-May-22,-l979, August 28, 1980. 
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Attachment B 

State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Note: These procedures are printed in a style to indicate the adopted
changes. New text is underlined and deleted portions are noted. 

CALIFORNIA EXHAUST EMTSSION 
STANDARDS AND TEST PROCEDURES 
FOR 1981 AND SUBSEQUENT MODEL 

PASSENGER CARS, LIGHT-DUTY 
TRUCKS, AND MEDIUM-DUTY VEHICLES 

Adopted: November 23, 1976 
Adopted: December 14, 1976 
Amended: May 26, 1977 
Amended: June 8, 1977 
Amended: June 22, 1977 
Amended: September 20, 1977 
Amended: January 15, 1978 
Amended: March 1, 1978 
Amended: April 10, 1978 
Amended: May 24, 1978 
Amended: February 9, 1979 
Amended: May 22, 1979 
Amended: March 5, 1980 
Amended: March 26, 1980 
Amended: August 27, 1980 
Amended: August 28, 1980 



CALIFORNIA EXHAUST EMISSION 
STANDARDS AND TEST PROCEDURES 

FOR 1981 AND SUBSEQUENT 
MODEL PASSENGER CARS, LIGHT-DUTY TRUCKS 

AND MEDIUM-DUTY VEHICLES 

The provisions of Subparts A and B, Part 86, Title 40, Code of Federal 
Regulations, as they existed on April 15, 1978, are hereby adopted as 
the California Exhaust Emission Standards and Test Procedures for 1981 
and Subsequent Model Passenger Cars, Light-Duty Trucks and Medium-Duty 
Vehicles, with the following exceptions and additions: 

1. Applicability 

a. These test procedures are applicable to 1981 and subsequent 
model passenger cars, light-duty trucks and medium-duty 
vehi c 1 es, except motorcyc1 es. References to "light-duty 
trucks" in 40 CFR 86 shall apply both to "light-duty trucks" 
and "medium-duty vehicles" in these procedures. 

b. Any reference to vehicle sales throughout the United States 
shall mean vehicle sales in California. 

c. Regulations concerning EPA hearings, EPA inspections, specific 
language on the Certificate of Conformity, evaporative emissions, 
high-altitude vehicles and testing, and heavy-duty engines and 
vehicles shall not be applicable to these procedures, except 
where specifically noted. 

2. Definitions 

a. "Administrator" means the Executive Officer of the Air Resources 
Board. 

b. "Certificate of Conformity" means Executive Order certifying 
vehicles for sale in California. 

c. "Certification" means certification as defined in Section 
39018 of the Health and Safety Code. 

d. "Passenger car" means any motor vehicle designed primarily for 
transportation of persons and having a capacity of twelve 
persons or less. 



e. "Heavy-duty engine" means an engine which is used to propel a 
heavy-duty vehicle. 

f. "Heavy-duty vehicle" means any motor vehicle having a manu
facturer's gross vehicle weight rating greater than £,000 
pounds, except passenger cars. 

g. "Light-duty truck" means any motor vehicle, rated at 6,000 
pounds gross vehicle weight or less, which is designed 
primarily for purposes of transportation of property or is a 
derivative of such a vehicle, or is available with special 
features enabling off-street or off-highway operation and use. 

h. "Medium-duty vehicle" means any heavy-duty vehicle having a 
manufacturer's gross vehicle weight rating of 8500 pounds or 
1ess. 

3. Test Procedures 

a. In order to demonstrate compliance with a non-methane hydrocarbon 
emission standard, hydrocarbon emissions shall be measured in 
accordance with the "California Non-Methane Hydrocarbon Test 
Procedures." 

b. Durability data submitted pursuant to subparagraph 86.078-
23(f) may be from vehicles previously certified by EPA or ARB. 

c. The requirements in subparagraph 86.078-28(a)(4)(i)(B) (durability 
vehicles must meet emission standards) refer, for each pollutant, 
to the highest of either the federal or California emission 
standards. 

d. In paragraph 86.079-21 (Application for certification), amend 
subparagraph (b)(5) to read: 

(5) A statement of maintenance and procedures consistent with 
the restrictions imposed under subparagraph 86.078-25(a)(l), 
necessary to assure that the vehicles (or engines) covered by 
a certificate of conformity in operation in normal use conform 
to the regulations, and a description of the program for 
training of personnel for such maintenance, and the equipment 
required. 

2. 
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e. In paragraph 86.078-25 (Maintenance): 

1. Amend subparagraph (a)(l) to read as follows: 

(1) Scheduled maintenance on the engine, emission control 
system and fuel system of durability vehicles shall, 
unless otherwise provided pursuant to paragraph (a) 
(5)(iii), be restricted as set forth in the following 
provisions. 

(i )(A) for gasoline-fueled vehicles, maintenance shall 
be restricted to the inspection, replacement, 
cleaning, adjustment and/or service of the 
following items at intervals no more frequent 
than indicated: 

(1) Drive belts on engine accessories (tension 
adjustment only}; (30,000 miles). 

(2) Valve lash (15,000 miles). 

(3) Spark plugs (30,000 miles). 

(4) Air filter (30,000 miles). 

(5) Exhaust gas sensor (30,000 miles): Provided 
that an audible and/or visible signal approved 
by the Executive Officer alerts the vehicle 
operator to the need for sensor maintenance 
at the mileage point. 

(6) Choke (cleaning or lubrication only); (30,000 
miles). 

( 7) In addition, adjustment of the engine idle 
speed (curb idle and fast idle), valve lash, 
and engine bolt torque may be performed once 
dudng the first 5,000 miles of scheduled 
driving, provided the manufacturer makes a 
satisfactory showing that the maintenance 
wi 11 be performed on vehicles in use. 

3. 



(Bl for diesel-powered vehicles, maintenance shall be 
restricted to the following items at intervals no 
more frequent than every 12,500 miles of scheduled 
driving, provided that no maintenance may be per
fonned after 45,000 miles of scheduled driving: 

(1 ) Adjust low idle speed. 

(2) Adjust valve lash if required. 

(3) Adjust injector timing. 

(4) Adjust governor. 

(5) Clean and service injector tips. 

(6) Adjust drive belt tension on engine 
accessories. 

(]) Check engine bolt torque and tighten as 
required. 

(ii) Change of engine and transmission oil, change or 
service of oil filter and, for diesel-powered vehicles 
only, change or service of fuel filter and air filter, 
will be allowed at the mileage intervals specified in 
the manufacturer's maintenance instructions. 

(iii) Maintenance shall be conducted in a manner consistent 
with service instructions and specifications provided by 
the manufacturer for use by customer service personnel. 

(2) Delete subparagraph (a)(3) (Service of exhaust gas 
recirculation system). 

(3} Delete subparagraph (a)(4) (Service of catalytic 
converter). 

f. In paragraph 86.078-38 (Maintenance instructions): 

l. Amend subparagraph (a) to read: 

4. 



(a) The manufacturer shall furnish or cause to be 
furnished to the purchaser of each new motor vehicle 
(or motor vehicle engine) subject to the standards 
prescribed in paragraphs 86.078-8 through 86.078-11 
as applicable, written instructions for the maintenance 
and use of the vehicle (or engine) by the purchaser as 
may be reasonable and necessary to assure the proper 
functioning of emission control systems in normal use. 
Such instructions shall be consistent with and not 
require maintenance in excess of the restrictions imposed 
under subparagraph 86.078-25(a){l), except that the 
instructions may, subject to approval by the Administrator, 
require additional maintenance for vehicles operated under 
extreme conditions. In addition, subject to approval by 
the Administrator, the instructions may require inspections 
necessary to insure safe operation of the vehicle in use. 

In addition to any maintenance which may be required pursuant 
to the preceding paragraph, the instructions may also recornmend 
such inspections,·maintenance, and repair as may be reasonable 
and necessary for the proper functioning of the vehicle and 
its emission control systems. If the instructions recornmend 
maintenance in addition to that which may be required pursuant 
to the preceding paragraph, they shall distinguish clearly 
between required and recommended maintenance. 

2. Amend subparagraph (c){l) to read: 

(1) Such instructions shall specify the performance 
of all scheduled maintenance performed by the manu
facturer under subparagraph 86.078-25(a)(l). 

If the instructions specify recommended maintenance as 
well as required maintenance, they shall distinguish 
clearly between the two. 

3. Amend subparagraph (d) by adding a new subparagraph 
(3) to read: 

(3) Such instructions shall specify the performance 
of a11 scheduled maintenance performed by the manu
facturer under subparagraph 86.078-25{a){l). 

If the instructions specify recommended maintenance 
as well as required maintenance, they shall distinguish 
clearly between the two. 

5. 
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g. Amend subparagraph 86.078-39(a) (Submission of maintenance 
instructions) to read: 

(a) The manufacturer shall provide to the Administrator, 
no later than the time of the submission required by 
paragraph 86.078-23 a copy of the maintenance instructions 
which the manufacturer proposes to supply to the ultimate 
purchaser in accordance with subparagraph 86.078-3£(a). 
The Administrator will review such instructions to detennine 
whether they are consistent with federal requirements, and 
to determine whether the instructions for required maintenance 
are consistent with the restrictions imposed under subparagraph 
86.078-25(a)(l). The Administrator will notify the manufacturer 
of his determinations. 

4. Standards 

The following standards represent the maximum projected exhaust 
emissions for the useful life of the vehicle. 

Equivalent Exhaust Emission Standards 
Inertia (grams per vehicle mile) 

Model Vehicle Weight Non-Methane Carbon Oxides of 
Year Type (a) ( 1 bs . ) ( b) Hydrocarbons ( c) Monoxide Nitrogen (tW2)(e) 

1981 PC All (0.41) 3.4 1.0 
PC(d) All 0.39 (0.41) 7.0 0.7 
PC(g) All 0.39 (0.41) 7.0 1.5 
LDT, MDV 0-3999 0.39 (0.41) 9.0 l.0 
LDT,MDV(h) 0-3999 0.39 (0.41) 9.0 l.5 
LDT, MDV 4000-5999 0.50 (0.50) 9.0 l.5 
MDV 6000&larger 0.60 (0.60) 9.0 2.0 

1982 PC All 0.39 (0.41) 7.0 0.4 
PC(d) All 0.39 {0.41) 7.0 0.7 
PC (i) All 0.39 (0.41) 7.0 l.O 
Diesel PC All 0.39 tt.-ffi 7.0 1.2 
LDT, MDV 0-3999 0.39 0.41 9.0 1.0 
LDT, MDV 4000-5999 0.50 (0.50) 9.0 l.5 
LDT,MDV(h) 0-3999 0.39 (0.41) 9.0 1.5 
MDV 6000&larger 0.60 (0.60) 9.0 2.0 

1983 PC All 0.39 (0.41) 7.0 0.4 
& Sub- LDT, MOV 0-3999 0.39 (0.41) 9.0 0.4 
sequent LDT, MDV 4000-5999 0.50 (0.50) 9.0 l.O 

MDV 6000&larger 0.60 (0.60) 9.0 l.5 

1983(i) PC All 0.39 (0.41) 7.0 0.7 
LDT, MDV 0-3999 0.39 (0.41) 9.0 1.0 ( j ) 

1984(i) PC All 0.39 (0.41) 7.0 0.7 
LDT, MDV 0-3999 0.39 (0. 41 ) 9.0 0.7 

0.71985 (i) LDT, MDV 0-3999 0.39 (0.41) 9.0 

6. 



- 100,000 Mile Exhaust 
Equivalent Emission Standards 

Inertia (grams per vehicle mile) 
Model Vehicle Weight Non-Methane Carbon Oxides of 
Year Type (a) (lbs. )(b) Hydrocarbons(c)ff ➔ Monoxide Nitrogen N02(e) 

1981 PC(Option l) All 0.39 (f) 3.4 l. 5 
PC(Option 2) All 0.46 ill 4.0 l. 5 
LDT, MDV 

(Option l) 0-3999 0.39 (0.4l)fil 9.0 l.5 
LDT, MDV 

(Option 2) 0-3999 0.46 ill 10.6 l.5 

LDT, MDV 4000-5999 0.50 (0.50) (f) 9.0 2.0 
MDV 6000+larger 0.60 (0.60) (f) 9.0 2.3 

1982 PC(Option l) All (0.41) 7.0 l.O ill
PC(Option 2) All 0.46 8.3 l.O k 
LDT, MDV 

{Option l) 0-3999 0.39 (0.41) 9.0 l. 5 
LDT, MDV 

(Option 2) 0-3999 0.46 10.6 l. 5 

LDT, MDV 4000-5999 0.50 (0.50) 9.0 2.0 
MDV 6000&larger 0.60 (0.60) 9.0 2.3 

1983 PC All 0.39 {0.41) 7.0 l.O - & Sub- PC All 0.46 8.3 l.O 
sequent LDT, MDV 

(Option 1 ) 0-3999 0.39 (0.41) 9.0 1.0 
LDT, MDV 

(Option 2) 0-3999 0.46 10.6 1.0 

LDT, MDV 4000-5999 0.50 (0.50) 9.0 l. 5 
MDV 6000&larger 0.60 (0.60) 9.0 2.0 

(a) "PC" means passenger cars. 
"LDT" means light-duty trucks. 
"MDV" means medium-duty vehicles. 

(b) Equivalent inertia weights are determined under subparagraph 
86. l29-79(a). 

(c) Hydrocarbon standards in parentheses apply to total hydrocarbons. 
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(d) The second set of passenger car standards is optional. A manu
facturer must select either the primary or optional sets of 
standards for its full product line for the entire two-year 
period. 

(e) The maximum projected emissions of oxides of nitrogen measured 
on the federal Highway Fuel Economy Test (HWFET; 40 CFR Part 600, 
Subparagraph B) shall be no greater than 1.33 times the applicable 
passenger car standards and 2.0 times the applicable light-duty 
truck and medium-duty vehicle standards shown in the tabfo. Both 
the projected emissions and the HWFET standard shall be rounded to 
the nearest 0.1 gm/mi before being compared. 

(f) For vehicles from evaporative emissions families with projected 
50,000 mile evaporative emissions values below 1.0 gm/test, an 
adjustment to the hydrocarbon exhaust ~mission standard may be 
granted by the Executive Officer. The adjusted standard will 
be calculated using the following formula: 

HC 75 ( 185 Di+3.3 Hs) + HC ex=· · - 29.4 o 

Where: 

HCex = adjusted exhaust hydrocarbon standard 

HC = unadjusted exhaust hydrocarbon standard 
0 

Di = diurnal evaporative emissions 
Hs = hot soak evaporative emissions. 

(g) For vehicles certified to special standards authorized by Section 
1960.2, Article 2, subchapter l, Chapter 3, Title 13, California 
Administrative Code. 

(h) For vehicles certified to special standards authorized by Section 
1960.3, Article 2, subchapter 1, Chapter 3, Title 13, California 
Administrative Code. 

(i) For vehicles certified to special standards authorized by Section 
1960.4, Article 2, Subchapter l, Chapter 3, Title 13, California 
Administrative Code. Special standards revert to "1983 and subsequent" 
standards for 1985 and subsequent passenger cars and 1986 and sub
sequent LDTs and MDVs. 

(j) The Executive Officer may grant limited relief from the 1983 special 
NOx standard to a manufacturer who exceeds the standard because of 
unforseen technical problems. 

ill Optionally, for turbocharged diesels, the NOx standard is 1.5 grams 
per mile. 

5. Additional Requirement 

a. A statement must be supplied that the production vehicles 
shall be in all material respects the same as those for 
which certification is granted. 

b. If a gasoline-fueled vehicle manufacturer requires the 
use of unleaded fuel, a statement will be required that 
the engine and transmission combinations for which certifi
cation is requested are designed to operate satisfactorily 
on a gasoline having a research octane number not greater 
than 91. 
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C. Labeling required pursuant to paragraph 86.079-35 and 
Section 1965, Chapter 3, Title 13 of the California 
Administrative Code shall conform with the requirements 
specified in the "California Motor Vehicle Tune-Up 
Label Specifications." 

d. For gasoline-powered vehicles evidence shall be supplied 
that the air/fuel metering system or secondary air injec
tion system is capable of providing sufficient oxygen to 
theoretically allow enough oxidation to attain the CO 
emission standard at barometric pressures equivalent to 
those expected at altitudes ranging from sea level to 
6,000 feet elevation. 

e. The mechanism for adjusting the idle air/fuel mixture, 
if any, shall be designed so that either: 

(i) The mixture adjustment mechanism is not visible, 
even with the air cleaner removed, and special 
tools and/or procedures are required to make 
adjustments; or 

(ii) in the alternative, the Executive Officer may, upon 
reasonable notice to the manufacturer, require that 
a certification test of a vehicle be conducted with 
the idle air/fuel mixture at any setting which the 
Executive Officer finds corresponds to settings 
likely to be encountered in actual use. The Executive 
Officer, in making this finding, shall consider the 
difficulty of making adjustments, damage to the 
carburetor in the event of any effort to make an 
improper adjustment, and the need to replace parts 
following the adjustment. 

The manufacturer shall submit for approval by the Executive 
Officer his or her proposed method for compliance with this 
requirement in his or her preliminary application for 
certification. 

f. The exhaust emissions shall be measured from all exhaust 
emission data vehicles tested in accordance with the 
federal Highway Fuel Economy Test (HWFET; 40 CFR Part 
600 Subpart B). The oxides of nitrogen emissions measured 
during such tests shall be multiplied by the oxides of 
nitrogen deterioration factor computed in accordance with 
paragraph 86.078-28, and then rounded and compared with 
the standard as set forth in paragraph 4 above. All data 
obtained pursuant to this paragraph shall be reported in 
accordance with procedures applicable to other exhaust 
emissions data required pursuant to these procedures. 
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In the event that one or more of the manufacturer's emission 
data vehicles fail the HWFET standard listed in paragraph 4, 
the manufacturer may submit to the Executive Officer engineering 
data or other evidence showing that the system is capable of 
complying with the standard. If the Executive Officer finds, 
on the basis of an engineering evaluation, that the ~ystem 
can comply with the HWFET standard, he or she may accept the 
information supplied by the manufacturer in lieu of vehicle 
test data. 

g. The manufacturer shall submit to the Executive Officer a 
statement that those vehicles for which certification is 
requested have driveability and performance characteristics 
which satisfy that manufacturer's customary driveability and 
performance requirements for vehicles sold in the United 
States. This statement shall be based on driveability data 
and other evidence showing compliance with the manufacturer's 
performance criteria. This statement shall be supplied with 
the manufacturer's final application for certification, and 
with all running changes for which emission testing is required. 

If the Executive Officer has evidence to show that in-use 
vehicles demonstrate poor performance that could result in 
wide-spread tampering with the emission control systems, he 
or she may request all driveability data and other evidence 
used by the manufacturer to justify the performance statement. 

6. Optional 100,000 Mile Certification Procedure 

The alternate emission standards shown in paragraph (4) above 
shall apply to any engine family which meets all of the following 
additional requirements: 

a. Each exhaust emission durability data vehicle shall be 
driven, with all emission control systems installed and 
operating, for 100,000 miles or such lesser distance as 
the Executive Officer may agree to as meeting the objectives 
of this procedure. Compliance with the emission standards 
shall be established as follows: 

(i) The linear regression line for all pollutants shall 
be established by use of all required data from tests 
of the durability vehicle at every 5,000 mile intervals 
from 5,000 to 100,000 miles. The requirements in 
subparagraph 86.078-28(a)(4)(i)(B)(durability vehicles 
must meet emissions standards) refer, for each pollutant, 
to the highest of either the federal 50,000 mile or 
California 100,000 mile emission standards. 
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(ii) Compliance with the hydrocarbon and carbon monoxide 
standards shall be determined as follows: 

(a) For Option 1: 

(A) the interpolated 4,000 and 50,000 mile points 
on the linear regression line in (i) shall not 
exceed the appropriate hydrocarbon and carbon 
monoxide standards, except as in (B) below. 

(B) the linear regression line in (i) may exceed 
the standard provided that no data point 
exceeds the standard. 

(C) the hydrocarbon and carbon monoxide data from 
the 4,000 mile test point of the emission data 
vehicle shall be multiplied by the deterioration 
factor computed by dividing the interpolated 
50,000 mile point by the interpolated 4,000 
mile point. These values shall not exceed the 
appropriate hydrocarbon and carbon monoxide 
standards. 

(b) For Option 2: 

(A) the interpolated 4,000 and 100,000 mile points 
on the linear regression line in (i) shall not 
exceed the appropriate hydrocarbon and carbon 
monoxide standards, except as in (B) below. 

(B) the linear regression line in (i) may exceed 
the standard provided that no data point 
exceeds the standard. 

(C) the hydrocarbon and carbon monoxide data from 
the 4,000 mile test point of the emission data 
vehicle shall be multiplied by the deterioration 
factor computed by dividing the interpolated
100,000 mile point by the interpolated 4,000 
mile point. These values shall not exceed the 
appropriate 100,000 mile hydrocarbon and carbon 
monoxide standards. 
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(iii) Compliance with the oxides of nitrogen standard for 
Options land 2 shall be determined as follows: 

(a) the interpolated 4,000 and 100,000 mile poi~ts 
on the linear regression line in (i) shall not 
exceed the appropriate 100,000 mile oxides of 
nitrogen standard except as in (b) below. 

(b) the linear regression line in (i) may exceed 
the standard provided that no data point exceeds 
the standard. 

(c) the oxides of nitrogen data from the 4,000 mile 
test point of the emission data vehicle shall be 
multiplied by the deterioration factor computed 
by dividing the interpolated 100,000 mile point
by the interpolated 4,000 mile point. These 
values shall not exceed the appropriate 100,000 
mile oxides of nitrogen standard. 

All references in these test procedures to "useful 
life, " 5 years, and 50,000 miles shall mean "total 
life,'' 10 years, and 100,000 miles, respectively, 
except in subparagraph (ii). 

b. Only the following scheduled maintenance shall be allowed 
under subparagraph 86.078.25(a)(l)(i). 

25(a)(l)(i)(A) Option 1. For 1981 and later model gasoline 
or diesel-fueled vehicles, maintenance shall be restricted 
to the inspection, replacement, cleaning, adjustment, and/or 
service of the following items at intervals no more frequent
than indicated. 

(1) Drive belt tension on engine accessories (30,000 miles). 
(2) Valve lash (15,000 miles). 
(3) Spark plugs (30,000 miles). 
(4) Air filter (30,000 miles).
(5) Exhaust gas sensor (30,000 miles); Provided that an 

audible and/or visible signal approved by the Executive 
Officer alerts the vehicle operator to the need for 
sensor maintenance. 

(6) Choke, cleaning or lubrication only (30,000 miles). 
(7) Idle speed (30,000 miles). 
(8) Fuel Filter (30,000 miles). 
(9) Injection timing (30,000 miles). 
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25(a)(l)(i)(B) Option 2. For 1981 and later model gasoline 
or diesel-fueled vehicles, maintenance shall be restricted to 
the inspection, replacement, cleaning, adjustment, and/or 
service of the following items at intervals no more frequent 
than indicated: 

(l) Drive belt tension on engine accessories (30,000 miles). 
(2) Valve lash (15,000 miles). 
(3) Spark plugs (30,000 miles). 
(4) Air filter (30,000 miles). 
(5) Fuel filter (30,000 miles). 
(6) Idle speed (30,000 miles). 
(7) Injection timing (30,000 miles). 

(iii) In addition, adjustment of the engine idle speed (curb 
idle and fast idle), valve lash, and engine bolt torque 
may be performed once during the first 5,000 miles of 
scheduled driving, provided the manufacturer makes a 
satisfactory showing that the maintenance will be performed 
on vehicles in use. 

c. The manufacturer agrees to apply to vehicles certified 
under this paragraph the provisions of Section 43204 of 
the California Health and Safety Code for a period of ten 
year or 100,000 miles, whichever first occurs. 
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State of California 

Memorandum 

Date , October 3, l 980Huey D. Johnson 
Secretary Subject: Filing of Notice ofResources Agency Decision of the Air 

Resources Board 

From , Air Resources Board 

Pursuant to Title 17, Section 60007(b), and in compliance with 
Air Resources Board certification under section 21080.5 of the 
Public Resources Code, the Air Resources Board hereby forwards 
for posting the attached notice of decision and response to en
vironmental comments raised during the comment period. 

~~ 
Sally Rump 
BOARD SECRETARY 

Attach: M 
Resolution 80-54 
Resolution 80-56 



FINDING OF EMERGENCY 

The Air Resources Board finds that an emergency exists and that the 
adoption of the attached amendments to Board regulations is necessary 
for the immediate preservation of the general welfare. A statement 
of the facts concerning this emergency action follows: 

l. A hearing to amend Section 1960.l of Title 13, California Admin
istrative Code and associated test procedures has been held com
mencing at 10:00 a.m., August 27, 1980, at the State Building, 
107 So. Broadway, Los Angeles, California. 

2. The amendments to the regulations are adopted under Health and 
Safety Code Sections 39600 and 39601 to implement Health and Safety 
Code Sections 43100 and 43101. 

3. Under existing regulations, manufacturers of designated diesel 
vehicles are required to meet a 100,000 mile exhaust emission 
standard of l .0 gram per mile for oxides of nitrogen {NOx) for the 
1982 model year. As a result of a recent regulatory action by the 
federal Environmental Protection Agency, they must also meet an 
emission standard for particulate matter of 0.6 gram per mile. The 
action taken by the Board incorporates the 0.6 gram per mile 
particulate standard into Title 13, and relaxes the existing 1982 
model year 1.0 gram per mile NOx standard for 100,000 miles to 1.2 grams 

•. per mile for 50,000 miles for naturally aspirated diesels and 1.5 grams 
4 _ per mile for 100,000 miles for turbocharged diesels. 

4. Immediate action to amend Board regulations to relax the 1982 emission 
standard for NOx is rieeded to preserve the general welfare in that 
some manufacturers of light-duty diesel automobiles are unable to meet 
the existing California NOx standard of 1.0 gram per mile for a useful 
vehicle life of 100,000 miles for the 1982 model years. Vehicle 
certification for the 1982 model year must begin in the fall of 1980 
for most manufacturers; it is therefore imperative that they know the 
exact NOx standards they must meet for the 1982 model year. The failure 
to consider the 1982 diesel standards, and in particular to modify the 
1.0 gram per mile NOx standard, at this time would delay the manufacturer's 
certification schedules and delay or prevent introduction in California of 
several engine families of emissions durable diesel engines. Some manu
facturers would be unable to market diesels in California in 1982 unless 
the NOx standard is changed immediately. This would cause substantial 
economic harm to affected manufacturers, their distributors and dealers 
in California, and the public in general. Immediate-action is also needed 
to commit California to enforcement of the recently adopted federal 
standard for control of particulate emissions from diesel vehicles. 
Increased sales of diesels in California will cause increased emissions 
of potentially carcinogenic particulate matter. In order to protect 
public health, California must enforce the federal standard until it 
can take appropriate action to adopt a California emission standard 
for these pollutants. 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Rl:CE!VcD BY 
Offic-1=1 nf thP S,:,,rra.-tory 

Resolution 80-54 OCT O 6 1980 

August 27, 1980 Resources Agency of California 

WHEREAS, Section 39601 of the Health and Safety Code authorizes the 
Air Resources Board to adopt standards, rules and regulations necessary 
for the proper execution of the powers and duties granted to and 
imposed upon the Board by law: 

WHEREAS, Section 43210 of the Health and Safety Code requires that 
the Board adopt regulations which provide for the testing of new motor 
vehicles on factory assembly lines or in such manner as the Board 
determines best suited to carry out the purpose of Part 5 (commencing 
with Section 43000), Division 26, of the Health and Safety Code; 

WHEREAS, Section 43000(e) of the Health and Safety Code states that 
emission standards applied to new motor vehicles are standards with 
which all new motor vehicles shall comply; 

WHEREAS, the California Environmental Quality Act and Board regulations 
require that no project having adverse environmental impacts be adopted 
as originally proposed if feasible alternatives or mitigation measures 
are available; 

WHEREAS, the Board finds that some sma 11-vo 1 ume manufacturers need addi ti onal 
lead time to meet certain exhaust emission standards; 

WHEREAS, a federal court vacated the federal waiver of Section 209(b) for 
certain California standards to the extent that the waiver denied small 
manufacturers the lead time to which they were entitled pursuant to 
Section 202(bl(J HB) of the Clean Air Act; 

WHEREAS, the Board has allowed light-duty truck and medium-duty vehicle 
NOx standards for manufacturers to lag passenger car standards by one year 
to provide time to prove and transfer emission control technology; 

WHEREAS, the Board finds that the standards in the proposed regulation, 
Section 1960. 4, Title 13, Ca1 i forni a Admi ni strati ve Code, are consistent 
with Sections 1960. 2 and 1960. 3 previously adopted by the Board; and 

WHEREAS, the Board has complied with the requirements of the Administrative 
Procedure Act dealing with agency adoption of emergency regulations
(Government Code Section 11421). 



NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Board hereby amends its regulation 
in Article 2, Subchapter 1, Chapter 3, Title 13, California Administrative 
Code, by adding section 1960.4 to read as follows: 

1960.4 Speci a 1 Standards for 1982 and Subsequent Mode 1 Passenger Cars. 
and 1983 and Subsequent Model Light-Out~ Trucks and Medium-Duty
Vehicles, 0-3999 Pound Equivalent InertTa Weight 

(a) 1982 Model Passenger Cars and 1983 Model Light-Duty Trucks and 
Medium-Duty Vehicles. 

(1) The oxides of nitrogen emissions from each 1982 model Passenger
Car and each 1983 model Light-Duty Truck and Medium-Duty
Vehicle engine family and subgroup produced by a manufacturer 
subject to "in lieu" standards pursuant to Section 202(b) (1) (B)
of the Clean Air Act as amended in 1977, shall not exceed a 
standard of .1.0 gram per vehicle mile. 

(2) Notwi ths tan ding any other provision of this Chapter, for any
vehicle manufacturer subject to "in lieu" standards 
pursuant to Section 202(b)(l)(B) of the Clean Air Act as 
amended in 1977, the oxides of nitrogen emissions from 1982 
model Passenger Cars; and, separately, 1983 model Light-Duty
Trucks and Medium-Duty Vehicles, 0-3999 Pounds Equivalent
Inertia Weight, shall not exceed an assembly line test level 
of 0. 7 gram per vehicle mile as determined on a production 
average basis as measured by calendar quarter and evaluated 
on a cumulative basis. 

(3) Joint ARB-manufacturer evaluations of production average data 
will be made each six months, starting with production test 
data accumulated through December 31, 1981, and appropriate
relief will be made available to such manufacturer should 
unanticipated technical problems yield an inability to meet 
the required production average level. 

(4) All definitions, standards, test procedures and other requirements
of this Chapter not inconsistent with this section shall apply to 
all vehicles produced by such manufacturer for sale in California. 

(b) 1983 Model Passenger Cars and 1984 Model Light-Duty Trucks and 
Medium-Duty Vehicles. 

( 1 ) The oxides of nitrogen emissions from each 1983 model Passenger
Car and each 1984 model Light-Duty Truck and Medium-Duty
Vehicle engine family and subgroup produced by a manufacturer 
subject to ''in lieu'' standards pursuant to Section 202(b)(l)(B)
of the Clean Air Act as amended in 1977. shall not exceed a 
standard of 0.7 gram per vehicle mile. Appropriate relief will 
be made available to such manufacturer should unanticipated 
technica 1 prob1ems yi e 1 d an inability to meet this standard. 
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(2) Notwithstanding any other provision of this Chapter, for any
vehi'cle manufacturer subject to "in lieu" standards pursuant to 
Section 202(b)(l)(B) of the Clean Air Act as amended in 1977, 
the oxides. of nitrogen emissions from 1983 model Passenger
Cars; and, separately, 1984 model Light-Duty Trucks and 
Medium-Duty Vehicles, 0-3999 Pounds Equivalent Inertia Weight,
shall not exceed an assembly line test level of 0.7 gram per
vehicle mile as detennined on a production average basis as 
measured by calendar quarter. 

(3) Joint ARB-manufacturer evaluations of production average data 
wi 11 be made each six months, starting with production test 
data accumulated through December 31, 1982, and appropriate
relief will be made available to such manufacturer should 
unanticipated technical problems yield an inability to meet 
the required production average level. 

(4) All definitions, standards, test procedures and other requirements
of this Chapter not inconsistent with this section shall apply to 
all vehicles produced by such manufacturer for sale in California. 

(c) 1984 Model Passenger Cars and 1985 Model Light-Duty Trucks and 
Medium-Duty Vehicles. 

(1) The oxides of nitrogen emissions from each 1984 model Passenger
Car and each 1985 model Light-Duty Truck and Medium-Duty
Vehicle engine family and subgroup produced by a manufacturer 
subject to "in lieu" standards pursuant to Section 202(b)(l)(B)
of the Clean Air Act as amended in 1977, shall not exceed a 
standard of 0.7 gram per vehicle mile. 

(2) Notwithstanding any other provision of this Chapter, for any
vehicle manufacturer subject to "in 1 ieu" standards pursuant 
to Section 202(b)(l)(B) of the Clean Air Act as amended in 1977, 
the oxides of nitrogen emissions from 1984 model Passenger Cars; 
and, separately, 1985 model Light-Duty Trucks and Medium-Duty
Vehicles, 0-3999 Pounds Equivalent Inertia Weight, shall not 
exceed an assembly line test 1eve1 of O. 7 gram per vehicle 
mile as determined on a production average basis as measured 
by calendar quarter. 

(3) Joint ARB-manufacturer evaluation of production average data 
will be made each six months, starting with production test 
data accumulated through December 31, 1983, and appropriate
reli.ef will be made available to such manufacturer should 
unanticipated technical problems yield an inability to meet 
the required production average level. 

( 4) All definitions, standards, test procedures and other requirements
of this Chapter not inconsistent with this section shall apply to 
all vehicles produced by such manufacturer for sale in California. 
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BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board hereby amends: "Ca1iforni a 
Exhaust Emission Standards and Test Procedures for 1981 and Subsequent
Model Passenger Cars, Light-Duty Trucks and Medium-Duty Vehicles" as 
set forth in Attachment 1. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board hereby finds that its regulations
in Sections 1960.4, Title 13, California Administrative Code, and 
related 1981 and subsequent year exhaust emission standards and test 
procedures are individually for each vehicle category, and, in the 
aggregate, at least as protective of public health and welfare as 
applicable federal regulations. 

I certify that the above is a true 
and correct copy of Resolution 80-54 
as adopted by the Air Resources Board. 
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State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Note: These procedures are printed in a style to indicate the 
adopted changes. New text is underlined and deleted 
portions are noted. 

CALIFORNIA EXHAUST EMISSION 
STANDARDS AND TEST PROCEDURES 
FOR 1981 AND SUBSEQUENT MODEL 

PASSENGER CARS, LIGHT-DUTY 
TRUCKS, AND MEDIUM-DUTY VEHICLES 

Adopted: 
Adopted: 
Amended: 
Amended: 
Amended: 
Amended: 
Amended: 
Amended: 
J\Jnended: 
Amended: 
Amended: 
Amended: 
Amended: 
Amended: 
Amended: 

November 23, 1976 
December 14, 1976 
May 26, 1977 
June 8, 1977 
June 22, 1977 
September 20, 1977 
January 15, 1978 
March 1, 1978 
April 10, 1978 
May 24, 1978 
February 9, 1979 
May 22, 1979 
March 5, 1980 
March 26, 1980 
August 27, l 9~Q_ 



CALIFORNIA EXHAUST EMISSION 
STANDARDS AND TEST PROCEDURES 

FOR 1981 AND SUBSEQUENT 
MODEL PASSENGER CARS, LIGHT-DUTY TRUCKS 

AND MEDIUM-DUTY VEHICLES 

The provisions of Subparts A and B, Part 86, Title 40, Code of Federal 
Regulations, as they existed on April 15, 1978, are hereby adopted as 
the California Exhaust Emission Standards and Test Procedures for 1981 
and Subsequent Model Passenger Cars, Light-Duty Trucks and Medium-Duty 
Vehicles, with the following exceptions and additions: 

l. Applicability 

a. These test procedures are applicable to 1981 and subsequent 
model passenger cars, light-duty trucks and medium-duty 
vehicles, except motorcycles. References to ''light-duty 
trucks" i.n 40 CFR 86 shall apply both to "light-duty trucks" 
and "medi'um-duty vehicles" in these procedures. 

b. 'Any reference to vehicle sales throughout the United States 
shall mean vehicle sales in California. 

c. Regulations concerning EPA hearings, EPA inspections, specific 
language on the Certificate of Conformity, evaporative emissions, 
high-altitude vehicles and testing, and heavy-duty engines and 
vehicles shall not be applicable to these procedures, except
where specifically noted. 

2. Definitions 

a. "Administrator" means the Executive Officer of the Air Resources 
Boi;!,rd. 

b. "Certificate of Conformity" means Executive Order certifying
vehicles for sale in Ca·lifornta. 

c. "Certification" means certification as defined in Section 
39018 of the Health and Safety Code. 

d. "Passenger car" means any motor vehicle designed primarily for 
transportation of persons and having a capacity of twelve 
persons or less. 



e. "Heavy-duty engine" means an engine which is used to propel a 
heavy-duty vehicle. 

f. "Heavy-duty vehicle" means any motor vehicle having a manu
facturer's gross vehicle weight rating greater than 6,000 
pounds, except passenger cars. 

g. "Light-duty truck" means any motor vehicle, rated_at 6,000 
pounds gross vehicle weight or less, which is designed . 
primari'ly for purposes of transportation of pro~erty or_ is a 
derivative of such a vehicle, or is available with special 
features enabling off-street or off-highway operation and use. 

h. "Medium-duty vehicle" means any heavy-duty vehicle having a 
manufacturer's gross vehicle weight rating of 8500 pounds or 
less. 

3. Test Procedures 

a. In order to demonstrate compliance with a non-methane hydrocarbon 
emission standard, hydrocarbon emissions shall be measured in 
accordance with the "California Non-Methane Hydrocarbon Test 
Procedures." 

b. Durability data submitted pursuant to subparagraph 86.078-
23(f) may be from vehicles previously certified by EPA or ARB. 

c. The requi•rements in subparagraph 86.078-28(a)(4l(i)(B} (durability 
vehicles must meet emission standards} refer, for each pollutant, 
to the highest of ei•ther the federal or California emission 
standards. 

d. In paragraph 86.079-21 (Application for certification), amend 
subparagraph (b 1(5 )_ to read: 

(5) A statement of maintenance and procedures consistent with 
the restrictions i~posed under subparagraph 86.078-25(a)(l), 
necessary to assure that the vehicles (or engines} covered by 
a certificate of conformity in operation in normal .use conform 
to ~h~ regulations, and a description of the program for 
tra1~1ng of personnel for such maintenance, and the equipment
required. 
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e. In paragraph 86.078-25 (Maintenance): 

1. Amend subparagraph (a)(l) to read as follows: 

(1 )_ Scheduled maintenance on ·the engine, emission control 
system and fuel system of durability vehicles shall, 
unless otherwise provided pursuant to paragraph (a) 
(S)(iii), be restricted as set forth in the following 
provisions.· 

(i}(A) for gasoline-fueled vehicles, maintenance shall 
be restricted to the inspection, replacement, 
cleaning, adjustment and/or service of the 
following items at intervals no more frequent 
than indicated: 

(1) Drive belts on engine accessories (tension 
adjustment only); (30,000 miles). 

(2) Valve lash (15,000 miles). 

(3) Spark plugs (30,000 miles). 

(4) Air filter (30,000 miles). 

(5) Exhaust gas sensor (30,000 miles): Provided 
that an audible and/or visible signal approved 
by the Executive Officer alerts the vehicle 
operator to the need for sensor maintenance 
at the mileage point. 

(~) Choke (cleanfng or lubrication only); (30,000
mi'les). 

(71 In addition, adjustment of the engine idle 
speed (curb idle and fast idle), valve lash, 
and engine bolt torque may be performed once 
during the first 5,000 miles of scheduled 
driving, provided the manufacturer makes a 
satisfactory showing that the maintenance 
will be performed on vehicles in use. 
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(B} for diesel-powered vehicles, maintenance shall be 
restricted to the following items at intervals no 
more frequent than every 12,500 miles of scheduled 
driving, provided that no maintenance may be per
formed after 45,000 miles of scheduled driving: 

(1) Adjust low idle speed. 

(2) Adjust valve lash if required. 

(3) Adjust injector timing. 

(4) Adjust governor. 

(5) Clean and service injector tips. 

(6) Adjust drive belt tension on engine 
accessories. 

- (7) Check engine bolt torque and tighten as 
required. 

(ii} Change of engine and transmission oil, change or 
service of oil filter and, for diesel-powered vehicles 
only, change or service of fuel filter and air filter, 
will be allowed at the mileage intervals specified in 
the manufacturer's maintenance instructions. 

(iii") Maintenance shall be conducted in a manner consistent 
with service instructions and specifications provided by
the manufacturer for use by customer service personnel. 

(2) Delete subparagraph (a)(3} (Service of exh~ust gas
recirculation system). 

(3} Delete subparagraph (a)(4) (Service of catalytic
converter). 

f. In paragraph 86.078-38 (Maintenance instructions): 

l. Amend subparagraph (a) to read: 
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(a) The manufacturer shall furnish or cause to ~e 
furnished to the purchaser of each new motor vehicle 
(or motor vehicle engine) subject to the standards 
prescribed in paragraphs 86.078-8 through 86.078-11 
as applicable, written instructiDns for the maintenance 
and use of the vehicle (or engine) by the purchaser as 
may be reasonable and necessary to assure the proper 
functioning of emission control systems in normal use. 
Such instructions shall be consistent with and not 
require maintenance in excess of the restrictions imposed 
under·subparagraph 86.078-25(a)(l), except that the 
instructions may, subject to approval by the Administrator, 
require additional maintenance for vehicles operated under 
extreme conditions. In addition, subject to apprnval by 
the Administrator, the instructions may require inspections 
necessary to insure safe operation of the vehicle in use. 

In addition to any maintenance which may be required pursuant 
to the preceding paragraph, the instructions may also recommend 
such inspections, maintenance, and repair as may be reasonable 
and necessary for the proper functioning of the vehicle and 
its emission control systems. If the instructions recommend 
mai'ntenance in addition to that which may be required pursuant 
to the preceding paragraph, they shall distinguish clearly 
between required and recommended maintenance. 

2. Amend subparagraph (c)(l) to read: 

(1) Such instructions shall specify the performance 
of all scheduled maintenance performed by the manu
facturer under subparagraph 86.078-25(a)(l). 

If the instructions specify recommended maintenance as 
well as requi•red maintenance, they shall distinguish
clearly between the two. 

3. Amend subparagraph (d) by adding a new subparagraph
(3)_ to read: 

(3) Such instructions shall specify the performance
of all scheduled maintenance performed by the manu
facturer under subparagraph 86.078-25(a) (l). 

If the instructions specify recommended maintenance 
as well as required maintenance, they shall distinguish
clearly between the two. 
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g. Amend subparagraph 86.078-39(a) (Submission of maintenance 
instructions) to read: 

(a) The manufacturer shall provide to the Administrator, 
no later than the time of the submission reouired by 
paragraph 86.078-23 a copy of the maintenance instructions 
which the manufacturer proposes to supply to the ultimate 
purchaser in accordance with subparagraph 86.078-38(a). 
The Administrator will review such instructions to determine 
whether they are consistent with federal requirements, and 
to determine whether the instructions for reouired maintenance 
are consistent with the restrictions imposed under subparagraph 
86.078-25(a)(l). The Administrator will notify the manufacturer 
of his detenninations. 

4. Standards 

The following standards represent the maximum projected exhaust 
emissions for the useful life of the vehicle. 

Equivalent Exhaust Emission Standards 
Inertia (grams per vehicle mile)

Model Vehicle Weight Non-Methane Carbon Oxides of 
Year l'lfle (a) (lbs.)(b) Hvdrocarbons(c) Monoxi'de Nitrogen (N02)(e)-~-
1981 PC All (0.41) 3.4 l.O 

PC(d) All 0.39 (0.41) 7.0 0.7 
PC(g) All 0.39 (0.41) 7.0 l. 5 
LDT, MDV 0-3999 0.39 (0.41) 9.0 l.O 
LDT,MDV(h) 0-3999 0.39 (0.41) 9.0 l.5 
LDT, MDV 4000-5999 0.50 (0.50) 9.0 l.5 
MDV 6000&larger 0.60 (0.60) 9.0 2.0 

1982 PC All 0.39 (0.41) 7.0 0.4 
PC(d) All 0.39 (0.41) 7.0 0.7 
PC( i) All 0.39 (0.41) 7.0 1.0 
LDT, MDV 0-3999 0.39 (0.41) 9.0 l.O 
LDT, MDV 4000-5999 0.50 (0.50) 9.0 1.5 
LDT,MDV(h) 0-3999 0.39 (0.41) 9.0 1.5 
MDV 6000&larger 0.60 (0.60) 9.0 2.0 

1983 PC All 0.39 (0.41) 7.0 0.4 
& Sub- LDT, MDV 0-3999 0.39 (0.41) 9.0 0.4 
sequent LDT, MDV 4000-5999 0.50 (0.50) 9.0 1.0 

MDV 6000&larger 0.60 (0.60) 9.0 1.5 

1983 (i) PC All 0.39 (0.41) 7.0 0.7{j)
LDT, MDV, 0-3999 0.39 (0.41) 9.0 1.0 

1984( i) PC All 0.39 (0.41) 7.0 0.7 
1DT, MDV 0-3999 0.39 ro.4n 9.0 0.7 

- 1985(i) LDT, MDV 0-3999 0.39 (0.41) 9.0 0.7 
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100,000 Mile Exhaust 
Equivalent 

- Inertia 
Model Vehicle Weight
Year Type (a) ( 1 bs. ) ( b) 

1981 PC(Option l) All 
PC(Option 2) All 
LDT, MDV 

(Option l) 0-3999 
LDT, MDV 

(Option 2) 0-3999 

LDT, MDV 4000-5999 
MDV 6000+1arger 

1982 PC (._Option l) All 
PC(Option 2} All 
LDT, MDV 

(Option l) 0-3999 
LDT, MDV 

(Option 2) 0-3999 

LDT, MDV 4000-5999 
MDV 6000&larger 

l 983 PC All 
& Sub- PC All 
sequent LDT, MDV 

(Option l) 0-3999 - LDT, MDV 
(Option 2) 0-3999 

LDT, MDV 4000-5999 
MDV 6000&larger 

(al "PC" means passenger cars. 

Emission Standards 
(grams per vehicle mile)

Non-Methane Carbon Oxides of 
Hydrocarbons(c)(f) t1pno_xi de Nitrogen N02(tl 

0.39 3.4 1.5 
0.46 4.0 1.5 

0.39 (0.41) 9.0 1.5 

0.46 10.6 l. 5 

0.50 {0.50) 9.0 2.0 
0.60 (0.60) 9.0 2.3 

(0.41) 7.0 1.0 
0.46 8.3 1.0 

0.39 (0.41) 9.0 1.5 

0.46 10.6 1.5 

0.50 (0.50) 9.0 2.0 
0.60 (0. 60) 9.0 2.3 

0.39 (0.41} 7.0 l.O 
0.46 8.3 1.0 

0.39 (0.41} 9.0 l.O 

0.46 l O .6 l.O 

0.50 (0.50) 9.0 1.5 
0.60 (0.60). 9.0 2.0 

"LDT" means light-duty trucks. 
"MDV" means medium-duty vehicles. 

(b) Equi'valent inertia weights are determined under subparagraph
86.129-79(a). 

(c) Hydrocarbon standards in parentheses apply to total hydrocarbons. 
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( d) !he second set of ;,,;,,q,r,gcr car ste1nrlards is optional. A m:1nu
facturer must select either the primary or optional sets of 
standards for its full product line for the entire two-year 
period. 

(e) The maximum projected emissions of oxides of nitrogen measured 
on the federal Highway Fuel EconoITJY Test (HHFET; 40 CFR Part 600, 
Subparagraph B) shall be no greater than 1.33 times the applicable 
passenger car standards and 2.0 times the applicable light-duty 
truck and medium-duty vehicle standards shown in the table. Both 
the projected emissions and the HWFET standard shall be rounded to 
the nearest 0. 1 gm/mi before being compared. 

(f) For vehicles from evaporative emissions families with projected 
50,000 mile evaporative emissions values below 1.0 gm/test, an 
adjustment to the hydrocarbon exhaust emission standard may be 
granted by the Executive Officer. The adjusted standard will 
be calculated using the following formula: 

Di+3.3 HsHCex ~ .75 ( .185 - ----c.=-~-) + HCO29.4 

Where: 

HC = adjusted exhaust hydrocarbon standardex 

HC ~ unadjusted exhaust hydrocarbon standard 
0 

Di = diurnal evaporative emissions 
Hs = hot soak evaporative emissions. 

(g) For vehicles certified to special standards authorized by Section 
1960.2, Article 2, subchapter l, Chapter 3, Title 13, California 
Administrative Code. 

(h) For vehicles certified to special standards authorized by Section 
1960.3, Article 2, subchapter l, Chapter 3, Title 13, California 
Administrative Code. 

( i ) For vehicles certified to special standards authorized by Section 
1960.4, Article 2, Subchapter l, Chapter 3, Title 13, California 
Administrative Code. ~cial standards revert to "1983 and subsequent" 
standards for 1985 and subsequent passenger cars and 1986 and sub
sequent LDTs and MDVs. 
The Executive Officer may qrant limited relief from the 1983 speci~ill 
NOx standard to a manufacturer who exceeds the standard because of 
unforseen technical problems. 

5. Additional Requirement 

a. A statement must be supplied that the production vehicles 
shall be in all material respects the same as those for 
which certification is granted. 

b. If a gasoline-fueled vehicle manufacturer requires the 
use of unleaded fuel, a statement will be required that 
the engine and transmission combinations for which certifi
cation is requested are designed to operate satisfactorily 
on a gasoline having a research octane number not greater 
than 91. 
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c. Labeling required pursuant to paragraph 86.079-35 and 
Section 1965, Chapter 3, Title 13 of the California 
Administrative Code shall confonn with the requirements 
specified in the "California Motor Vehicle Tune-Up 
Label Specifications.'' 

d. For gasoline-powered vehicles evidence shall be ~up~l~ed 
that the air/fuel metering system or secondary air 1nJec
tion system is capable of providing sufficient oxygen to 
theoretically allow enough oxidation to attain the CO 
emission standard at barometric pressures equivalent to 
those expected at altidues ranging from sea level to 
6,000 feet elevation. 

e. The mechanism for adjusting the idle air/fuel mixture, 
if any, shall be designed so that either: 

(i} The mixture adjustment mechanism is not visible, 
even with the air cleaner removed, and special 
tools and/or procedures are required to make 
adjustments; or 

(_i'i)_ in the alternative, the Executive Officer may, upon 
reasonable notice to the manufacturer, require that 
a certification test of a vehicle be conducted with 
the idle air/fuel mixture at any setting which the 
Executive Officer finds corresponds to settings 
likely to be encountered in actual use. The Executive 
Officer, in making this finding, shall consider the 
difficulty of making adjustments, damage to the 
carburetor in the event of any effort to make an 
improper adjustment, and the need to replace parts
following the adjustment. 

The manufacturer shall submit for approval by the Executive 
Officer his or her proposed method for compliance with this 
requirement in his or her preliminary application for 
certification. 

f. The exhaust emissions shall be measured from all exhaust 
emission data vehicles tested in accordance with the 
federal Highway Fuel Economy Test (HWFET; 40 CFR Part 
600 Subpart B). The oxides of nitrogen emissions measured 
during such tests shall be multiplied by the oxides of 
nitrogen deterioration factor computed in accordance with 
paragraph 86.078-28, and then rounded and compared with 
the standard as set forth in paragraph 4 above. All data 
obtained pursuant to this paragraph shall be reported in 
accordance with procedures applicable to other exhaust 
emissions data required pursuant to these procedures. 
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I • •ln the event that one or more of the manufacturers em1ss1on 
data vehicles fail the HWFET stan~~rd listed in ~aragrap~ 4, . 
the manufacturer may submit to the Executive Officer eng1neer1ng 
data or other evidence showing that the system is capable of 
complying wfth the standard. If the Executive Officer finds, 
on the basis of an engineering evalu~tion, that the system 
can comply with the HWFET standard, he or she may accept the 
information supplied by the manufacturer in lieu of vehicle 
test data. 

g. The manufacturer shall submit to the Executive Officer a 
statement that those vehicles for which certification is 
requested have driveability and performance characteristics 
which satisfy that manufacturer's customary driveability and 
performance requirements for vehicles sold in the United 
States. This statement shall be based on driveability data 
and other evi~ence showing compliance with the manufacturer's 
performance criteria. This statement shall be supplied with 
the manufacturer's final application for certification, and 
wi_th all running changes ·tor which emission testing is required. 

If the Executive Officer has evidence to show that in-use 
vehicles demonstrate poor performance that could result in 
wide-spread tampering with the emission control systems, he 
or she may request all driveability data and other evidence 
used by the manufacturer to justify the performance statement. 

6. Optional 100,000 Mile Certification Procedure 

The alternate emission standards shown in paragraph (4) above 
shall apply to any engine family which meets all of the following 
additional requirements: 

a. Each exhaust emission durability data vehicle shall be 
driven, with all emission control systems installed and 
operati_ng, for 100,000 miles or such lesser distance as 
the Executive Officer may agree to as meeting the objectives 
of this procedure. Compliance with the emission standards 
shall be established as follows: 

(j) The linear regression line for all pollutants shall 
be established by use of all required data from tests 
of the durability vehicle at every 5,000 mile intervals 
from 5,000 to 100,000 miles. The requirements in 
subpar_agraph 86. 078-28( a)( 4)( i )( B }(durability vehicles 
must meet emissions standards) refer, for each pollutant, 
to the highest of either the federal 50,000 mile or 
California 100,000 mile emission standards. 
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(ii) Compliance with the hydrocarbon and carbon monoxide 
standards shall be determined as follows: 

(a) For Option 1: 

(A) the interpolated 4,000 and 50,000 mile points 
on the linear regression line in (i) shall not 
exceed the appropriate hydrocarbon and carbon 
monoxide standards, except as in (B) below. 

(B) the linear regression line in (i) may exceed 
the standard provided that no data point 
exceeds the standard. 

(C) the hydrocarbon and carbon monoxide data from 
the 4,000 mile test point of the emission data 
vehicle shall be multiplied by the deterioration 
factor computed by dividing the interpolated 
50,000 mile point by the interpolated 4,000 
mile point. These values shall not exceed the 
appropriate hydrocarbon and carbon monoxide 
standards. 

(b) For Option 2: 

(A) the interpolated 4,000 and 100,000 mile points 
on the linear regression line in li) shall not 
exceed the appropriate hydrocarbon and carbon 
mono.xide standards, except as in (Bl below. 

(~) the linear regression line in (i) may exceed 
the standard provided that no data point
exceeds the standard. 

(C) the hydrocarbon and carbon monoxide data from 
the 4,000 mile test point of the emission data 
vehicle shall be multiplied by the deterioration 
factor computed by dividing the interpolated 
100,000 mile point by the interpolated 4,000 
mile point. These values shall not exceed the 
appropriate 100,000 mile hydrocarbon and carbon 
monoxide standards. 
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(iii) Compliance with the oxides of nitrogen standard for 
Options l and 2 shall be determined as follows: 

(a) the interpolated 4,000 and 100,000 mile points 
on the linear regression line in (i) shall not 
exceed the appropriate 100,000 mile oxides of 
nitrogen standard except as in (b) below. 

(b) the linear regression line in (i) may exceed 
the standard provided that no data point exceeds 
the standard. 

(c) the oxides of nitrogen data from the 4,000 mile 
test point of the emission data vehicle shall be 
multiplied by the deterioration factor computed 
by dividing the interpolated 100,000 mile point 
by the interpolated 4,000 mile point. These 
values shall not exceed the appropriate 100,000 
mile oxides of nitrogen standard. 

All references in these test procedures to ''useful 
life,'' 5 years, and 50,000 miles shall mean ''total 
life," 10 years, and 100,000 miles, respectively, 
except in subparagraph (ii). 

b. Only the following scheduled maintenance shall be allowed 
under subpargraph 86.078.25(al(1)(i). 

25(a)(J ).(_i l(_A) Option l. For 1981 and later model gaso1 ine 
or diesel-fueled vehicles, maintenance shall be restricted 
to the inspection, replacement, cleaning, adjustment, and/or 
service of the fo 11 owing i terns at intervals no more frequent
than i.ndi cated. 

(l} Drive belt tension on engine accessories (30,000 miles).
(2) Valve lash (15,000 miles). 
(3) Spark plugs (30,000 miles}. 
(4) Air filter (30,000 miles). 
(5) Exhaust gas sensor (30,000 miles); Provided that an 

audible and/or visible signal approved by the Executive 
Officer alerts the vehicle operator to the need for 
sensor maintenance. 

(6) Choke, cleaning or lubrication only (30,000 miles).
(7) Idle speed (30,000 miles). . 
(8) Fuel Filter (30,000 miles). 
(9) Injection timing (30,000 miles). 
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_::.:=(a)(l)(i)(B) Option 2. For 1981 and later model gasol1ne 
~- diesel-fueled vehicles, maintenance shall be restricted to 
-::-,e inspection, replacement, cleaning, adjustment, and/or 

_~~rvice of the following items at intervals no more frequent 
- =r,an indicated: -

(1) Drive belt tension on engine accessories (30,000 miles). 
(2) Valve lash (15,000 miles). 
(31 Spark plugs (30,000 miles).
(41 Air filter (30,000 miles). 
(5) Fuel filter (30,000 miles).
l6) Idle speed (30,000 miles). 
(7) Injection.timing (30,000 miles). 

(iii) In addition, adjustment of the engine idle speed (curb 
idle and fast idle), valve lash, and engine bolt torque 
may be performed once during the first 5,000 miles of 
scheduled driving, provided the manufacturer makes a 
satisfactory showing that the maintenance will be performed 
on vehicles in use. 

c. The manufacturer ag~ees to apply to vehicles certified 
under this paragraph the provisions of Section 43204 of 
the California Health and Safety Code for a period of ten 
year or 100,000 miles, whichever first occurs. 
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State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Response to Significant Environmental Issues 

Item: Emergency Public Hearing to Consider Amendments to Title 13, 
California Administrative Code, Regarding Exhaust Emission 
Standards for Oxides of Nitrogen (NOx) from Vehicles Produced 
by Small Manufacturers for the 1982-1986 Model Years of Pas
senger Cars, and Medium-Duty Vehicles and Light-Duty Trucks of 
0-3999 Pounds Inertia Weight. 

Agenda Item No: 80-15-3 

Public Hearing Date: August 27, 1980 

Response Date: August 27, 1980 

Issuing Authority: Air Resources Board 
RECEIVcD av 

OfrirP nf th"' !,r r,Qt.,ryComment: None received. 

Response: None. OCT O 6 1980 

Resources Agency of California 



'State of~Callfornla 

Memorandum 

Date 1 October 3, 1980Huey D. Johnson 
Secretary Subject: Filing of Notice ofResources Agency Decision of the Air 

Resources Board 

From , Air Resources Board 

Pursuant to Title 17, Section 60007(b), and in compliance with 
Air Resources Board certification under section 21080.5 of the 
Public Resources Code, the Air Resources Board hereby forwards 
for posting the attached notice of decision and response to en
vironmental comments raised during the comment period .

• ~~ Sally Rump 
BOARD SECRETARY 

Attach: ji~~;~j- ~· 
Resolution 80-56 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 80-55 

October 22, 1980 

WHEREAS, Sections 39600 and 39601 of the Health and Safety Code authorize 
the Board to adopt vehicle emission standards and test procedures in 
order to control or eliminate air pollution caused by motor vehicles; 

WHEREAS, Section 43652 of the Health and Safety Code requires that every 
1955 through 1965 model year motor vehicle subject to registration in 
this state be equipped with a certified device to control its exhaust 
emissions in accordance with a schedule of installation adopted by the 
Board; 

WHEREAS, the Board adopted a schedule for installation of exhaust retrofit 
devices on 1955 through 1965 light-duty motor vehicles (Section 2007, 
Title 13, California Administrative Code) commencing September 1, 1972 
in the South Coast Air Basin; December 1, 1972, in the San Diego Air 
Basin; and March 1, 1973, in the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin; 

WHEREAS, Section 43659(a) of the Health and Safety Code requires that 
the Board annually review the 1955 through 1965 exhaust retrofit program 
and evaluate the benefits of continuing the requirements; 

WHEREAS, Section 43659(c) of the Health and Safety Code authorizes the 
Board, upon determination that the 1955 through 1965 exhaust retrofit 
requirement is no longer a significant factor for the attainment and 
maintenance of ambient air quality standards, to adopt a regulation 
terminating the requirement; 

WHEREAS, Section 43659(d) of the Health and Safety Code requires that 
all 1955 through 1965 model year light-duty motor vehicles equipped with 
an exhaust retrofit device prior to a program termination date shall 
continue to be so equipped; 

WHEREAS, the California Environmental Quality Act and Board regulations
require that no project having adverse environmental impacts be adopted 
as originally proposed if feasible alternatives or mitigation measures 
are available; 

WHEREAS, the Board has quantified the air quality impacts of terminating
the 1955 through 1965 exhaust retrofit program in 1980 and finds that such 
impacts would be minimal and that feasible mitigation measures are not 
available in light of the segment of the population upon which the costs 
of mitigation measures would be imposed; 

WHEREAS, the Board finds that the number of 1955 through 1965 model year 
light-duty vehicles yet to be retrofitted is small, that the emission 
reduction potential of continuing the program beyond 1980 is small, and 
that the costs of this small reduction is being imposed on individuals who 
are often from low incane groups; 



WHEREAS, the Board finds that the incremental cost effectiveness of 
continuing the 1955 through 1965 model year light-duty exhaust retrofit 
program beyond 1980 worsens markedly due to the associated fuel penalty 
and increasing costs of gasoline; 

WHEREAS, the Board finds that the availability of 1955 through 1965 
model year light-duty exhaust retrofit devices may become a significant 
problem due to the present depletion of inventories which are not being
restocked; 

WHEREAS, a public hearing and other administrative proceedings have 
been held in accordance with the provisions of Chapter 3. 5, Part l , 
Division 3, Title 2 of the Government Code; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Board hereby amends 
Article 3, Subchapter 1, Chapter 3 of Title 13, California Administrative 
Code as follows: 

Add subsection 2007.5 to read: 

2007.5 Termination of the 1955 through 1965 Model Year Light-Duty Motor 
Vehicle Exhaust Emission Control Device Requirements. Commencing January l, 
1981, the requirement for new installations of 1955 through 1965 model year 
light-duty exhaust retrofit devices pursuant to Section 2007 shall be ter
minated. All 1955 through 1965 model year light-duty motor vehicles with 
exhaust retrofit devices which were installed prior to the January 1, 1981, 
termination date shall continue to be so equipped. 

I certify that the above is a 
true and correct copy of 
Resolution 80-55, as adopted
by the Air Resources Board. 



\ . 
Staie of California 

Memorandun1 

Date , November 3, 1980• , Huey D. Johnson 
Secretary 

Subje<:t: Filing of Notice ofResources Agency Decision of the Air 
Resources Board 

From I Air Resources Board 

Pursuant to Title 17, Section 60007(b). and in compliance with 
Air Resources Board certification under section 21080.5 of the 
Pub! ic Resources Code, the Air Resources Board hereby forwards 
for posting the attached notice of decision and response to en
vironmental conments raised during the comment period. 

/4~/ft~
Sally Rump
BOARD SECRETARY 

RECEIVED SY 
of the Ser.retOr/iceOff

. 

NOV 3 \980 

Resource& Agency of California 
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State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Response to Significant Environmental Issues 

Item: Public Hearing to Consider Repeal of the 1955-65 Model 
Vehicle Exhaust Retrofit Emission Control Requirements
California Administrative Code Section 2007 

Year Motor 
- Title 13, 

Agenda Item No. 80-20-2 

Public Hearing Date: October 22, 1980 

Response Date: October 22, 1980 

Issuing Authority: Air Resources Board 

Comment: The concern was expressed that some increase in emissions will 
result over levels currently predicted in the State Implementation
Plan if this retrofit program is repealed. Given current air 
quality, some witnesses urged the Board not to repeal any program
that effects emissions reductions, even though the reductions are 
very small. They urged the Board to either retain the program or 
adopt mitigation measures. 

Response: The Board made a finding that the environmental impact of the 
program is not significant, within the meaning of the California 
Environmental Quality Act. The Board acknowledged that a slight
increase in emissions will result from repealing the program.
However, the Board made a finding that mitigation measures are not 
feasible because of the segment of the population upon which the 
costs of mitigation would fall, namely a relatively small number of 
individuals, who are often in lower income brackets. The Board 
found imposition of the costs of either the current retrofit program 
or alternatives to it upon that segment of the population to be 
economically-infeasible and therefore found mitigation measures to 
be infeasible under the California Environmental Quality Act and 
Board regulations. 

llfCEIVED BY .CERTIFIED, ~ A2x,,,,-x£) Offic,. of the SecretarySa11 y Rump _/ 
Board Secretary NOV 3 1980 

Resources Agency of c,·' . 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 80-56 

OCT O 6 1980August 28, 1980 
Resourcos A9e 

ncy of California 

WHEREAS, Section 39601 of the Health and Safety Code authorizes the Air 
Resources Board to adopt standards, rules and regulations necessary for 
the proper execution of the powers and duties granted to and imposed 
upon the Board by law; and 

WHEREAS, Section 43000(e) of the Health and Safety Code states that 
emission standards applied to new motor vehicles are standards with 
which all new motor vehicles shall comply; and 

WHEREAS, Sections 43101 and 43104 of the Health and Safety Code authorize 
the Board to adopt vehicle emission standards and test procedures in 
order to control or eliminate air pollution caused by motor vehicles; 
and 

WHEREAS, the federal Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has adopted 
particulate emission standards for 1982 and subsequent model year 
diesel-fueled light-duty vehicles and light-duty trucks, which standards 
are applicable to vehicles sold in California; and 

WHEREAS, the Board finds that control of particulate emissions is 
necessary to protect the public health and achieve federal and state 
ambient air quality standards; and 

WHEREAS, the Board finds that insufficient information is now available 
to enable it to establish an independent California emission standard 
for particulate matter; and 

WHEREAS, the California Environmental Quality Act and Board regulations 
require that no project having adverse environmental impacts be adopted 
as originally proposed if feasible alternatives or mitigation measures 
are available; and 

WHEREAS, a public hearing and other administrative proceedings have been 
held in accordance with the provisions of the Administrative Procedure 
Act dealing with the agency adoption of emergency regulations; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Board amends Section 1960.l, 
Title 13, California Administrative Code, as set forth in Attachment A 
hereto. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board hereby amends the "California 
Exhaust Emission Standards and Test Procedures for 1981 and Subsequent 
Model Passenger Cars, Light-Duty Trucks and Medium-Duty Vehicles" as set 
forth in Attachment B hereto. 



Attachment B 

State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Note: These procedures are printed in a style to indicate the adopted
changes. New text is underlined and deleted portions are noted. 

CALIFORNIA EXHAUST EMISSION 
STANDARDS AND TEST PROCEDURES 
FOR 1981 AND SUBSEQUENT MODEL 

PASSENGER CARS, LIGHT-DUTY 
TRUCKS, AND MEDIUM-DUTY VEHICLES 

Adopted: November 23, 1976 
Adopted: December 14, 1976 
Amended: May 26, 1977 
Amended: June 8, 1977 
Amended: June 22, 1977 
Amended: September 20, 1977 
Amended: January 15, 1978 
Amended: March l, 1978 
Amended: April 10, 1978 
Amended: May 24, 1978 
Amended: February 9, 1979 
Amended: May 22, 1979 
Amended: March 5, 1980 
Amended: March 26, 1980 
Amended: August 27, 1980 
Amended: August 28, 1980 
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CALIFORNIA EXHAUST EMISSION 
STANDARDS AND TEST PROCEDURES 

FOR 1981 AND SUBSEQUENT 
MODEL PASSENGER CARS, LIGHT-DUTY TRUCKS 

AND MEDIUM-DUTY VEHICLES 

The prov1s1ons of Subparts A and B, Part 86, Title 40, Code of Federal 
Regulations, as they existed on April 15, 1978, are hereby adopted as 
the California Exhaust Emission Standards and Test Procedures for 1981 
and Subsequent Model Passenger Cars, Light-Duty Trucks and Medium-Duty 
Vehicles, with the following exceptions and additions: 

1. Applicability 

a. These test procedures are applicable to 1981 and subsequent 
model passenger cars, light-duty trucks and medium-duty 
vehicles, except motorcycles. References to "light-duty 
trucks" in 40 CFR 86 shall apply both to "light-duty trucks" 
and "medium-duty vehicles" in these procedures. 

b. Any reference to vehicle sales throughout the United States 
shall mean vehicle sales in California. 

c. Regulations concerning EPA hearings, EPA inspections, specific 
language on the Certificate of Conformity, evaporative emissions, 
high-altitude vehicles and testing, and heavy-duty engines and 
vehicles shall not be applicable to these procedures, except 
where specifically noted. 

2. Definitions 

a. ''Administrator'' means the Executive Officer of the Air Resources 
Board. 

b. "Certificate of Conformity" means Executive Order certifying 
vehicles for sale in California. 

c. "Certification" means certification as defined in Section 
39018 of the Health and Safety Code. 

d. "Passenger car" means any motor vehicle designed primarily for 
transportation of persons and having a capacity of twelve 
persons or less. 



e. "Heavy-duty engine" means an engine which is used to propel a 
heavy-duty vehicle. 

f. "Heavy-duty vehicle" means any motor vehicle having a.manu
facturer's gross vehicle weight rating greater than 6,000 
pounds, except passenger cars. 

g. "Light-duty truck" means any motor vehicle, rated at 6,000 
pounds gross vehicle weight or less, which is designed 
primarily for purposes of transportation of property or is a 
derivative of such a vehicle, or is available with special 
features enabling off-street or off-highway operation and use. 

h. "Medium-duty vehicle" means any heavy-duty vehicle having a 
manufacturer's gross vehicle weight rating of 8500 pounds or 
less. 

3. Test Procedures 

a. In order to demonstrate compliance with a non-methane hydrocarbon 
emission standard, hydrocarbon emissions shall be measured in 
accordance with the "California Non-Methane Hydrocarbon Test 
Procedures." 

b. Durability data submitted pursuant to subparagraph 86.078-
23(f) may be from vehicles previously certified by EPA or ARB. 

c. The requirements in subparagraph 86.078-28(a)(4)(i)(B) (durability 
vehicles must meet emission standards) refer, for each pollutant, 
to the highest of either the federal or California emission 
standards. 

d. In paragraph 86.079-21 (Application for certification), amend 
subparagraph (b)(S) to read: 

(5) A statement of maintenance and procedures consistent with 
the restrictions imposed under subparagraph 86.078-25(a)(l), 
necessary to assure that the vehicles (or engines) covered by 
a certificate of conformity in operation in normal use conform 
to the regulations, and a description of the program for 
training of personnel for such maintenance, and the eCTuipment
required. 
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e. In paragraph 86.078-25 (Maintenance): 

l. Amend subparagraph (a)(l) to read as follows: 

(l) Scheduled maintenance on the engine, emission control 
system and fuel system of durability vehicles shall, 
unless otherwise provided pursuant to paragraph (a) 
(5)(iii), be restricted as set forth in the following 
provisions. 

(i)(A) for gasoline-fueled vehicles, maintenance shall 
be restricted to the inspection, replacement, 
cleaning, adjustment and/or service of the 
following items at intervals no more frequent 
than indicated: 

(1) Drive belts on engine accessories (tension 
adjustment only); (30,000 miles). 

(2) Valve lash (15,000 miles). 

(3) Spark plugs (30,000 miles). 

(4) Air filter (30,000 miles). 

(5) Exhaust gas sensor (30,000 miles): Provided 
that an audible and/or visible signal approved 
by the Executive Officer alerts the vehicle 
operator to the need for sensor maintenance 
at the mileage point. 

(6) Choke (cleaning or lubrication only); (30,000 
miles). 

(7) In addition, adjustment of the engine idle 
speed (curb idle and fast idle), valve lash, 
and engine bolt torque may be performed once 
during the first 5,000 miles of scheduled 
driving, provided the manufacturer makes a 
satisfactory showing that the maintenance 
will be performed on vehicles in use. 
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(B) for diesel-powered vehicles, maintenance shall be 
restricted to the following items at intervals no 
more frequent than every 12,500 miles of scheduled 
driving, provided that no maintenance may be per
formed after 45,000 miles of scheduled driving: 

(l) Adjust low idle speed. 

(2) Adjust valve lash if required. 

(3) Adjust injector timing. 

(4) Adjust governor. 

(5) Clean and service injector tips. 

(6) Adjust drive belt tension on engineIt accessories. 

(7) Check engine bolt torque and tighten as 
required. 

(ii) Change of engine and transmission oil, change or 
service of oil filter and, for diesel-powered vehicles 
only, change or service of fuel filter and air filter, 
will be allowed at the mileage intervals specified in 
the manufacturer's maintenance instructions. 

(iii) Maintenance shall be conducted in a manner consistent 
with service instructions and specifications provided by 
the manufacturer for use by customer service personnel. 

(2) Delete subparagraph (a)(3) (Service of exhaust gas 
recirculation system). 

' 
(3) Delete subparagraph (a)(4) (Service of catalytic 

converter). 

f. In paragraph 86.078-38 (Maintenance instructions): 

1. Amend subparagraph (a) to read: 
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(a) The manufacturer shall furnish or cause to be 
furnished to the purchaser of each new motor vehicle 
(or motor vehicle engine) subject to the standards 
prescribed in paragraphs 86.078-8 through 86.078-11 
as applicable, written instructions for the maintenance 
and use of the vehicle (or engine) by the purchaser as 
may be reasonable and necessary to assure the proper 
functioning of emission control systems in normal use. 
Such instructions shall be consistent with and not 
require maintenance in excess of the restrictions imposed 
under subparagraph 86.078-25(a)(l), except that the 
instructions may, subject to approval by the Administrator, 
require additional maintenance for vehicles operated under 
extreme conditions. In addition, subject to approval by 
the Administrator, the instructions may require inspections 
necessary to insure safe operation of the vehicle in use. 

In addition to any maintenance which may be required pursuant 
to the preceding paragraph, the instructions may also recommend 
such inspections, maintenance, and repair as may be reasonable 
and necessary for the proper functioning of the vehicle and 
its emission control systems. If the instructions recommend 
maintenance in addition to that which may be required pursuant 
to the preceding paragraph, they shall distinguish clearly 
between required and recommended maintenance. 

2. Amend subparagraph (c)(l) to read: 

(1) Such instructions shall specify the performance 
of all scheduled maintenance performed by the manu
facturer under subparagraph 86.078-25(a)(l). 

If the instructions specify recommended maintenance as 
well as required maintenance, they shall distinguish 
clearly between the two. 

3. Amend subparagraph (d) by adding a new subparagraph 
(3) to read: 

(3) Such instructions shall specify the performance 
of all scheduled maintenance performed by the manu
facturer under subparagraph 86.078-25(a)(l). 

If the instructions specify recommended maintenance 
as well as required maintenance, they shall distinguish
clearly between the two. 
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g. Amend subparagraph 86.078-39(a) (Submission of maintenance 
instructions) to read: 

(a) The manufacturer shall provide to the Administrator, 
no later than the time of the submission required by 
paragraph 86.078-23 a copy of the maintenance instructions 
which the manufacturer proposes to supply to the ultimate 
purchaser in accordance with subparagraph 86.078-38(a). 
The Administrator will review such instructions to determine 
whether they are consistent with federal requirements, and 
to determine whether the instructions for required maintenance 
are consistent with the restrictions imposed under subparagraph 
86.078-25(a)(l). The Administrator will notify the manufacturer 
of his determinations. 

4. Standards 

The following standards represent the maximum projected exhaust 
emissions for the useful life of the vehicle. 

Equivalent Exhaust Emission Standards 
Inertia (grams per vehicle mile)

Model Vehicle Weight Non-Methane Carbon Oxides of 
Year Type (a) (lbs. ) ( b) Hydrocarbons ( c) Monoxide Nitrogen (N02) ( e) 

1981 PC All (0.41) 3.4 1.0 
PC(d) All 0.39 (0.41) 7.0 0. 7 . 
PC(g) All 0.39 (0.41) 7.0 1. 5 
LDT, .MDV 0-3999 0.39 (0.41) 9.0 1.0 
LDT,MDV(h) 0-3999 0.39 (0.41) 9.0 l.5 
LDT, MDV 4000-5999 0.50 (0.50) 9.0 l. 5 -
MDV 6000&larger 0.60 (0.60) 9.0 2.0 

1982 PC All 0.39 (0.41) 7.0 0.4 
PC(d) All 0.39 (0.41) 7.0 0.7 
PC( i) All 0.39 (0.41) 7.0 1.0 
Diesel PC All 0.39 (0.41) 7.0 l.2 
LDT, MDV 0-3999 0.39 (0.41) 9.0 1.0- LDT, MDV 4000-5999 0.50 (0.50) 9.0 l. 5 
LDT,MDV(h) 0-3999 0.39 (0.41) 9.0 l. 5 
MDV 6000&larger 0.60 (0.60) 9.0 2.0 

1983 PC All 0.39 (0.41) 7.0 0.4 
&Sub- LDT, MDV 0-3999 0.39 (0.41) 9.0 0.4 
sequent LDT, MDV 4000-5999 0.50 (0.50) 9.0 1.0 

MDV 6000&larger 0.60 (0.60) 9.0 l. 5 

1983(i) PC All 0.39 (0.41) 7.0 0.7 
LDT, MDV 0-3999 0.39 (0.41) 9.0 1.o(j) 

1984( i) PC All 0.39 (0.41) 7.0 0.7 
LDT, MDV 0-3999 0,39 (0.41) 9.0 0.7 

0.71985 ( i ) LDT, MDV 0-3999 0.39 (0.41) 9.0- 6. 
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100,000 Mile Exhaust 
Equivalent Emission Standards 

Inertia (grams per vehicle mile) 
Model Vehicle Weight Non-Methane Carbon Oxides of 
Year Type (a) (lbs. )(b) Hydrocarbons(c) Monoxide Nitrogen N02(e) 

1981 PC(Option l) All 0.39 (f) 3.4 l. 5 
PC(Option 2) All 0.46 (f) 4.0 1.5 
LDT, MDV 

(Option 1) 0-3999 0.39 (0.41) (f) 9.0 l.5 
LDT, MDV 

(Option 2) 0-3999 0.46 { f) 10.6 l.5 

LDT, MDV 4000-5999 0.50 (0.50) (f) 9.0 2.0 
MDV 6000+larger 0.60 (0.60) (f) 9.0 2.3 

1982 PC(Option l) All (0.41) 7.0 1.0 (k) 
PC(Option 2) All 0.46 8.3 1.0 (k)- LDT, MDV 

(Option l) 0-3999 0.39 (0.41) 9.0 1.5 
LDT, MDV 

(Option 2) 0-3999 0.46 10.6 l.5 

LDT, MDV 4000-5999 0.50 (0.50) 9.0 2.0 
MDV 6000&larger 0.60 (0.60) 9.0 2.3 

1983 PC All 0.39 (0.41) 7.0 l.O - &Sub- PC All 0.46 8.3 l.O 
sequent LDT, MDV 

(Option l ) 0-3999 0.39 (0.41) 9.0 l.O 
LDT, MDV 

(Option 2) 0-3999 0.46 10. 6 l. 0 

LDT, MDV 4000-5999 0.50 (0.50) 9.0 l. 5 
MDV 6000&larger 0.60 (0.60) 9.0 2.0 

(a) "PC" means passenger cars. 
"LDT" means light-duty trucks. 
"MDV" means medium-duty vehicles. 

(b) Equivalent inertia weights are determined under subparagraph 
86. l29-79(a). 

(c) Hydrocarbon standards in parentheses apply to total hydrocarbons. 
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(d) The second set of passenger car standards is optional. A manu
facturer must select either the primary or optional sets of 
standards for its full product line for the entire two-year
period. 

(e) The maximum projected emissions of oxides of nitrogen measured 
on the federal Highway Fuel Economy Test (HWFET; 40 CFR Part 600, 
Subparagraph B) shall be no greater than 1.33 times the applicable 
passenger car standards and 2.0 times the applicable light~duty 
truck and medium-duty vehicle standards shown in the table, Both 
the projected emissions and the HWFET standard shall be rcunded to 
the nearest 0. 1 gm/mi before being compared. 

(f) For vehicles from evaporative emissions families with projected 
50,000 mile evaporative emissions values below 1.0 gm/test, an 
adjustment to the hydrocarbon exhaust emission standard may be 
granted by the Executive Officer. The adjusted standard will 
be calculated using the following formula: 

Di+3.3 HsHCex = .75 (.185 - _ + HC29 4 0 

Where: 

HCex = adjusted exhaust hydrocarbon standard 

HC = unadjusted exhaust hydrocarbon standard
0 

Di = diurnal evaporative emissions 
Hs = hot soak evaporative emissions. 

(g) For vehicles certified to special standards authorized by Section 
1960.2, Article 2, subchapter 1, Chapter 3, Title 13, California 
Administrative Code. 

(h) For vehicles certified to special standards authorized by Section 
1960.3, Article 2, subchapter 1, Chapter 3, Title 13, California 
Administrative Code. 

(i) For vehicles certified to special standards authorized by Section 
1960.4, Article 2, Subchapter l, Chapter 3, Title 13, California 
Administrative Code. Special standards revert to "1983 and subsequent" 
standards for 1985 and subsequent passenger cars and 1986 and sub
sequent LDTs and MDVs. 

(j) The Executive Officer may grant limited relief from the 1983 special 
NOx standard to a manufacturer who exceeds the standard because of 
unforseen technical problems. 

(k) Optionally, for turbocharged diesels, the NOx standard is 1.5 grams 
per mile. 

5. Additional Requirement 

a. A statement must be supplied that the production vehicles 
shall be in all material respects the same as those for 
which certification is granted. 

b. If a gasoline-fueled vehicle manufacturer requires the 
use of unleaded fuel, a statement will be required that 
the engine and transmission combinations for which certifi
cation is requested are designed to operate satisfactorily 
on a gasoline having a research octane number not greater
than 91. 
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c. Labeling required pursuant to paragraph 86.079-35 and 
Section 1965, Chapter 3, Title 13 of the California 
Administrative Code shall conform with the requirements 
specified in the ''California Motor Vehicle Tune-Up 
Label Specifications.'' 

d. For gasoline-powered vehicles evidence shall be supplied
that the air/fuel metering system or secondary air injec
tion system is capable of providing sufficient oxygen to 
theoretically allow enough oxidation to attain the CO 
emission standard at barometric pressures equivalent to 
those expected at altitudes ranging from sea level to 
6,000 feet elevation. 

e. The mechanism for adjusting the idle air/fuel mixture, 
if any, shall be designed so that either: 

(i) The mixture adjustment mechanism is not visible, 
even with the air cleaner removed, and special 
tools and/or procedures are required to make 
adjustments; or 

(ii) in the alternative, the Executive Officer may, upon 
reasonable notice to the manufacturer, require that 
a certification test of a vehicle be conducted with 
the idle air/fuel mixture at any setting which the 
Executive Officer finds corresponds to settings 
likely to be encountered in actual use. The Executive 
Officer, in making this finding, shall consider the 
difficulty of making adjustments, damage to the 
carburetor in the event of any effort to make an 
improper adjustment, and the need to replace parts 
following the adjustment. 

The manufacturer shall submit for approval by the Executive 
Officer his or her proposed method for compliance with this 
requirement in his or her preliminary application for 
certification. 

f. The exhaust emissions shall be measured from all exhaust 
emission data vehicles tested in accordance with the 
federal Highway Fuel Economy Test (HWFET; 40 CFR Part 
600 Subpart B). The oxides of nitrogen emissions measured 
during such tests shall be multiplied by the oxides of 
nitrogen deterioration factor computed in accordance with 
paragraph 86.078-28, and then rounded and compared with 
the standard as set forth in paragraph 4 above. All data 
obtained pursuant to this paragraph shall be reported in 
accordance with procedures applicable to other exhaust 
emissions data required pursuant to these procedures. 
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In the event that one or more of the manufacturer's emission 
data vehicles fail the HWFET standard listed in paragraph 4, 
the manufacturer may submit to the Executive Officer engineering 
data or other evidence showing that the system is capable of 
complying with the standard. If the Executive Officer finds, 
on the basis of an engineering evaluation, that the system 
can comply with the HWFET standard, he or she may accept the 
information supplied by the manufacturer in lieu of vehicle 
test data. 

g. The manufacturer shall submit to the Executive Officer a 
statement that those vehicles for which certification is 
requested have driveability and performance characteristics 
which satisfy that manufacturer's customary driveability and 
performance requirements for vehicles sold in the United 
States. This statement shall be based on driveability data 
and other evidence showing compliance with the manufacturer's 
performance criteria. This statement shall be supplied with 
the manufacturer's final application for certification, and 
with all running changes for which emission testing is required. 

If the Executive Officer has evidence to show that in-use 
vehicles demonstrate poor performance that could result in 
wide-spread tampering with the emission control systems, he 
or she may request all driveability data and other evidence 
used by the manufacturer to justify the performance statement. 

6. Optional 100,000 Mile Certification Procedure 

The alternate emission standards shown in paragraph (4) above 
shall apply to any engine family which meets all of the following 
additional requirements: 

a. Each exhaust emission durability data vehicle shall be 
driven, with all emission control systems installed and 
operating, for 100,000 miles or such lesser distance as 
the Executive Officer may agree to as meeting the objectives 
of this procedure. Compliance with the emission standards 
shall be established as follows: 

(i) The linear regression line for all pollutants shall 
be established by use of all required data from tests 
of the durability vehicle at every 5,000 mile intervals 
from 5,000 to 100,000 miles. The requirements in 
subparagraph 86.O78-28(a)(4)(i)(B)(durability vehicles 
must meet emissions standards) refer, for each pollutant, 
to the highest of either the federal 50,000 mile or 
California 100,000 mile emission standards. 
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(ii) Compliance with the hydrocarbon and carbon monoxide 
standards shall be determined as follows: 

(a) For Option 1: 

(A) the interpolated 4,000 and 50,000 mile points 
on the linear regression line in (i) shall not 
exceed the appropriate hydrocarbon and carbon 
monoxide standards, except as in (B) below. 

(B) the linear regression line in (i) may exceed 
the standard provided that no data point 
exceeds the standard. 

(C) the hydrocarbon and carbon monoxide data from 
the 4,000 mile test point of the emission data 
vehicle shall be multiplied by the deterioration 
factor computed by dividing the interpolated 
50,000 mile point by the interpolated 4,000 
mile point. These values shall not exceed the 
appropriate hydrocarbon and carbon monoxide 
standards. 

(b) For Option 2: 

(A) the interpolated 4,000 and 100,000 mile points 
on the linear regression line in (i) shall not 
exceed the appropriate hydrocarbon and carbon 
monoxide standards, except as in (B) below. 

(B) the linear regression line in (i) may exceed 
the standard provided that no data point 
exceeds the standard. 

(C) the hydrocarbon and carbon monoxide data from 
the 4,000 mile test point of the emission data 
vehicle shall be multiplied by the deterioration 
factor computed by dividing the interpolated 
100,000 mile point by the interpolated 4,000 
mile point. These values shall not exceed the 
appropriate 100,000 mile hydrocarbon and carbon 
monoxide standards. 
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(fii) Compliance with the oxides of nitrogen standard for 
Options l and 2 shall be determined as follows: 

(a) the interpolated 4,000 and 100,000 mile points 
on the linear regression line in (i) shall not 
exceed the appropriate 100,000 mile oxides'. of 
nitrogen standard except as in (b) below. 

(b) the linear regression line in (i) may exceed 
the standard provided that no data point exceeds 
the standard. 

(c) the oxides of nitrogen data from the 4,000 mile 
test point of the emission data vehicle shall be 
multiplied by the deterioration factor computed 
by dividing the interpolated 100,000 mile point 
by the interpolated 4,000 mile point. These 
values shall not exceed the appropriate 100,000 
mile oxides of nitrogen standard. 

All references in these test procedures to "useful 
life, " 5 years, and 50,000 miles shall mean "total 
life," 10 years, and 100,000 miles, respectively, 
except in subparagraph (ii). 

b. Only the following scheduled maintenance shall be allowed 
under subparagraph 86.078.25(a)(l)(i). 

25(a)(l)(i)(A) Option 1. For 1981 and later model gasoline 
or diesel-fueled vehicles, maintenance shall be restricted 
to the inspection, replacement, cleaning, adjustment, and/or 
service of the following items at intervals no more frequent 
than indicated. 

(1) Drive belt tension on engine accessories (30,000 miles). 
(2) Valve lash (15,000 miles). 
(3) Spark plugs (30,000 miles). 
(4) Air filter (30,000 miles).
(5) Exhaust gas sensor (30,000 miles); Provided that an 

audible and/or visible signal approved by the Executive 
Officer alerts the vehicle operator to the need for 
sensor maintenance. 

(6) Choke, cleaning or lubrication only (30,000 miles). 
(7) Idle speed (30,000 miles). 
(8) Fuel Filter (30,000 miles). 
(9) Injection timing (30,000 miles). 
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25(a)(l)(i)(B) Option 2. For 1981 and later model gasoline 
or diesel-fueled vehicles, maintenance shall be restricted to 
the inspection, replacement, cleaning, adjustment, and/or 
service of the following items at intervals no more frequent 
than indicated: 

(1) Drive belt tension on engine accessories (30,000 miles). 
(2) Valve lash (15,000 miles). 
(3) Spark plugs (30,000 miles). 
(4) Air filter (30,000 miles). 
(5) Fuel filter (30,000 miles). 
(6) Idle speed (30,000 miles). 
(7) Injection timing (30,000 miles). 

(iii) In addition, adjustment of the engine idle speed (curb 
idle and fast idle), valve lash, and engine bolt torque 
may be performed once during the first 5,000 miles of 
scheduled driving, provided the manufacturer makes a 
satisfactory showing that the maintenance will be performed 
on vehicles in use. 

c. The manufacturer agrees to apply to vehicles certified 
under this paragraph the provisions of Section 43204 of 
the California Health and Safety Code for a period of ten 
year or 100,000 miles, whichever first occurs. 

8. For all emission standards options, any vehicle which is subject 
to a standard set by federal law or regulation controlling emissions 
of particulate matter must conform to such standard. 
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State of California 

Memorandum 

Date 1 October 3, 1980Huey D. Johnson 
Secretary Subiect: Filing of Notice ofResources Agency Decision of the Air 

Resources Board 

From I Air Resources Board 

Pursuant to Title 17, Section 60007(b), and in compliance with 
Air Resources Board certification under section 21080.5 of the 
Public Resources Code, the Air Resources Board hereby forwards 
for posting the attached notice of decision and response to en
vironmental comments raised during the comment period. 

~~ 
Sally Rump . 
BOARD SECRETARY 

Attach: Resolution 80-53 
Resolution 80-54 

Jl:lilliOLM~IMi 
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State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

FINDING OF EMERGENCY 

The Air Resources Board finds that an emergency exists and that the 
adoption of the attached amendments to Board regulations is necessary 
for the immediate preservation of the health and safety and general 
welfare. A statement of the facts concerning this emergency action 
follows: 

1. A hearing to consider amendments to Title 13, California Admin
istrative Code, regarding exhaust emission standards for oxides 
of nitrogen (NOx) from vehicles produced by small-volume manufacturers 
has been held commencing at 10:00 a.m., August 27, 1980, at the State 
Building, 107 So. Broadway, Los Angeles, California. 

2. The amendments to the regulations are adopted under Health and 
Safety Code Sections 39600 and 39601 to implement Health and 
Safety Code Sections 43100 and 43101. 

3. Under existing regulations, small-volume vehicle manufacturers 
are required, subject to limited exceptions required by federal 
law, to meet the same NOx emission standards as other manufacturers. 
The regulations adopted by the Board contain NOx certification 
standards which apply only to small-volume manufacturers. 

4. IITTTiediate action to amend Board regulations is needed to preserve 
the health and safety and general welfare in that small-volume 
manufacturers vehicle certification program for the 1982 model year 
must commence imminently if certification is to be completed in time 
for the introduction of 1982 model year vehicles. Small-volume 
manufacturers have demonstrated an inability to comply with the 
existing NOx emission standards for 1982 model years; hence amendment 
to those standards is required. These amendments must be adopted at 
this time to provide small-volume manufacturers enough time to take 
all the steps necessary to ensure timely compliance with the NOx 
emission standards for the 1982 model year. The failure to adopt 
NOx standards and assembly-line levels for small-volume manufacturers 
at this time would delay manufacturer's certification schedules for the 
1982 model year and disrupt planning for subsequent years and would 
cause substantial economic harm to affected manufacturers, their 
distributors and dealers in California, and the public in general. 
Furthermore, the federal Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is 
presently considering amending or vacating previously granted 
waivers of California's NOx emissions standards based on the inability 
of small-volume manufacturers to comply with the standards. Since 
the amendments adopted by the Board impose stricter NOx control 
requirements than would be in effect if these watvers were vacated 1 
veication of the waivers would result in an tncrease tn levels of 
rmx and ozone and constitute a danger to the public health and 
safety, 
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State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 80-58 

December 2, 1980 

Agenda Item No.: 80-25-1 

WHEREAS, Section 39601 of the Health and Safety Code authorizes the Air 
Resources Board to adopt standards, rules and regulations necessary for 
the proper execution of the powers and duties granted to and imposed 
upon the Board by law; 

WHEREAS, Section 43210 of the Health and Safety Code requires that the 
Board adopt regulations which provide for the testing of new motor 
vehicles on factory assembly lines or in such manner as the Board 
determines best suited to carry out the purpose of Part 5 (commencing 
with Section 43000), Division 26, of the Health and Safety Code; 

WHEREAS, Section 43000(e) of the Health and Safety Code states that 
emission standards applied to new motor vehicles are standards with 
which all new motor vehicles shall canply; 

WHEREAS, the California Environmental Quality Act and Board regulations
require that no project having adverse environmental impacts be adopted 
as originally proposed if feasible alternatives or mitigation measures 
are available; 

WHEREAS, the Board finds that some small-volume manufacturers need 
additional lead time to meet certain exhaust emission standards; 

WHEREAS, a federal court vacated the federal waiver of Section 209(b) 
for certain California standards to the extent that the waiver denied 
small manufacturers the lead time to which they were entitled pursuant 
to Section 202(b)(l)(B) of the Clean Air Act; 

WHEREAS, the Board has allowed light-duty truck and medium-duty vehicle 
NOx standards for manufacturers to lag passenger car standards by one 
year to provide time to prove and transfer emission control technology; 

WHEREAS, the Board finds that the standards in the proposed regulation, 
Section 1960.4, Title 13, California Administrative Code, are consistent 
with Sections 1960.2 and 1960.3 previously adopted by the Board; 

• 



WHEREAS, an emergency public hearing has been held in accordance with 
the provisions of the Administrative Procedure Act (Government Code, 
Title 2, Division 3, Part l, Chapter 4.5); and 

WHEREAS, a confirmatory public hearing and other administrative proceedings
have been held in accordance with the provisions of the Administrative 
Procedure Act {Government Code, Title 2, Division 3, Part 1, Chapter
4.5); 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Board hereby confirms its adoption 
of Section 1960.4 in Article 2, Subchapter 1, Chapter 3, Title 13, 
California Administrative Code as set forth in Attachment A hereto. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board hereby confirms amendments made 
to the "California Exhaust Emission Standards and Test Procedures for 
1981 and Subsequent Model Passenger Cars, Light-Duty Trucks and Medium
Duty Vehicles" as set forth in Attachment B hereto. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board hereby finds that its regulations 
in Sections 1960.4, Title 13, California Administrative Code, and 
related 1981 and subsequent year exhaust emission standards and test 
procedures are individually for each vehicle category, and, in the 
aggregate, at least as protective of public health and welfare as 
applicable federal regulations. 

I certify that the above is 
a true and correct copy of 
Resolution 80-58, as adopted 
by the Air Resources Board. 

Sall~oa~ry 



Attachment A 

1960.4 Special Standards for 1982 and Subsequent Model Passenaer Cars, 
and 1983 and Subseouent Model Light-Out~ Trucks and Me ium-Duty
Vehicles, 0-3999 Pound Equivalent Inertia Weight 

(a) 1982 Model Passenger Cars and 1983 Model Light-Duty Trucks and 
Medium-Duty Vehicles. 

(1) The oxides of nitrogen emissions fran each 1982 model Passenger
Car and each 1983 model Light-Duty Truck and Medillll-Duty
Vehicle engine family and subgroup produced by a manufacturer 
subject to "in lieu" standards pursuant to Section 202(b)(l)(B)
of the Clean Air Act as amended in 1977, shall not exceed a 
standard of l.O gram per vehicle mile. 

(2) Notwithstanding any other provision of this Chapter, for any
vehicle manufacturer subject to "in lieu" standards 
pursuant to Section 202(b)(l)(B) of the Clean Air Act as 
amended in 1977, the oxides of nitrogen emissions from 1982 
model Passenger Cars; and, separately, 1983 model Light-Duty
Trucks and Medium-Duty Vehicles, 0-3999 Pounds Equivalent
Inertia Weight, shall not exceed an assenbly line test level 
of 0.7 gram per vehicle mile as detennined on a production 
average basis as measured by calendar quarter and evaluated 
on a cumulative basis. 

(3) Joint ARB-manufacturer evaluations of production.average data 
will be made each six months, starting with production test 
data accumulated through December 31, 1981, and appropriate
relief will be made available to such manufacturer should 
unanticipated technical problans yield an inability to meet 
the required production average level. 

(4) All definitions, standards, test procedures and other requirements
of this Chapter not inconsistent with this section shall apply to 
all vehicles produced by such manufacturer for sale in.California. 

{b) 1983 Model Passenger Cars and 1984 Model Light-Duty Trucks and 
Medium-Duty Vehicles. 

(1) The oxides of nitrogen emissions fran each 1983 model Passenger
Car and each 1984 model Light-Duty Truck and Medium-Duty
Vehicle engine family and subgroup produced by a manufacturer 
subject to "in lieu" standards pursuant to Section 202(b)(l)(B)
of the Clean Air Act as amended in 1977, shall not exceed a 
standard of 0.7 gram per vehicle mile. Appropriate relief will 
be made available to such manufacturer should unanticipated
technical problems yield an inability to meet this standard. 



(2) Notwithstanding any other provision of this Chapter, for a·ny 
vehicle manufacturer subject to "in lieu" standards pursuant to 
Section 202(b)( 1 )(B) of the Clean Air Act as amended in 1977, 
the oxides of nitrogen emissions from 1983 model Passenger 
Cars; and, separately, 1984 model Light-Duty Trucks and 
Medium-Duty Vehicles, 0-3999 Pounds Enuivalent Inertia we·ight,
shall not exceed an assembly line test level of 0.7 grain per
vehicle mile as detennined on a production average basis as 
measured by calendar quarter. 

(3) Joint ARB-manufacturer evaluations of production average data 
will be made each six months, starting with production test 
data accumulated through December 31, 1982, and appropriate
relief will be made available to such manufacturer should 
unanticipated technical problems yield an inability to meet 
the required production average 11:lvel. 

(4) All definitions, standards, test procedures and other requirements 
of this Chapter not inconsistentwith this section shall apply to 
all vehicles produced by such manufacturer for sale in California. 

(c) 1984 Model Passenger Cars and 1985 Model light-Duty Trucks and 
Medium-Duty Vehicles. 

{l) The oxides of nitrogen emissions from each 1984 model Passenger
Car and each 19B5 model Light-Duty Truck and Medium-Duty
Vehicle engine family and subgroup produced by a manufacturer 
subject to "in lieu" standards pursuant to Section 202{b)(l)(B)
of the Clean Air Act as amended in 1977, shall not exceed a 
standard of 0.7 gram per vehicle mile. 

(2) Notwithstanding any other provision of this Chapter, for any
vehicle manufacturer subject to "in lieu" standards pursuant 
to Section 202(b){l )(8) of the Clean Air Act as amended in 1977, 
the oxides of nitrogen emissions from 1984 model Passenger Cars; 
and, separately, 1985 model Light-Duty Trucks and Medium-Duty
Vehicles, 0-3999 Pounds Equivalent Inertia Weight, shall not 
exceed an assembly line test level of 0.7 gram per vehicle 
mile as detennined on a production average basis as measured 
by calendar quarter. 

(3) Joint ARB-manufacturer evaluation of production average data 
will be made each six months, starting with production test 
data accumulated through December 31, 1983, and appropriate
relief will be made available to such manufacturer should 
unanticipated technical problems yield an inability to meet 
the required production average level. 

(4) All definitions, standards, test procedures and other requirements 
of this Chapter not inconsistent with this section shall apply to 
all vehicles produced by such manufacturer .for sale in California. 
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CALIFORNIA EXHAUST EMISSION 
STANDARDS AND TEST PROCEDURES 

FOR 1981 AND SUBSEQUENT 
MODEL PASSENGER CARS, LIGHT-DUTY TRUCKS 

AND MEDIUM-DUTY VEHICLES 

The provisions of Subparts A and B, Part 86, Title 40, Code of Federal 
Regulations, as they existed on April 15, 1978, are hereby adopted as 
the California Exhaust Emission Standards and Test Procedures for 1981 
and Subsequent Model Passenger Cars, Light-Duty Trucks and Medi um-Duty
Vehicles, with the following exceptions and additions: 

1. Applicability 

a. These test procedures are applicable to 1981 and subsequent
model passenger cars, light-duty trucks and medium-duty
vehicles, except motorcycles. References to "light-duty
trucks" in 40 CFR 86 sha11 apply both to "light-duty trucks" 
and "medium-duty vehicles" in these procedures. 

b. Any reference to vehicle sales throughout the United States 
shall mean vehicle sales in California. 

c. Regulations concerning EPA hearings, EPA inspections, specific
language on the Certificate of Conformity, evaporative emissions, 
high-altitude vehicles and testing, and heavy-duty engines and 
vehicles shall not be applicable to these procedures, except
where specifically noted. 

2. Definitions 

a. "Administrator" means the Executive Officer of the Air Resources 
Board. 

b. "Certificate of Conformity" means Executive Order certifying
vehicles for sale in California. 

c. "Certification" means certification as defined in Section 
39018 of the Health and Safety Code. 

d. "Passenger car" means any motor vehicle designed primarily for 
transportation of persons and having a capacity of twelve 
persons or less. 



e. "Heavy-duty engine" means an engine which is used to propel a 
heavy-duty vehicle. 

f. "Heavy-duty vehicle" means any motor vehicle having a manu
facturer's gross vehicle weight rating greater than 6,000 
pounds, except passenger cars. 

g. "Light-duty truck" means any motor vehicle, rated at 6,000 
pounds gross vehicle weight or less, which is designed 
primarily for purposes of transportation of property or is a 
derivative of such a vehicle, or is available with special 
features enabling off-street or off-highway operation and use. 

h. "Medium-duty vehicle" means any heavy-duty vehicle having a 
manufacturer's gross vehicle weight rating of 8500 pounds or 
less. 

3. Test Procedures 

a. In order to demonstrate compliance with a non-methane hydrocarbon 
emission standard, hydrocarbon emissions shall be measured in 
accordance with the "California Non-Methane Hydrocarbon Test 
Procedures." 

b. Durability data submitted pursuant to subparagraph 86.078-
23(f} may be from vehicles previously certified by EPA or ARB. 

c. The requirements in subparagraph 86.078-28{a)(4)(i)(B) (durability 
vehicles must meet emission standards) refer, for each pollutant, 
to the highest of either the federal or California emission 
standards. 

d. In paragraph 86.079-21 (Application for certification), amend 
subparagraph (b1(5l to read:- (5} A statement of maintenance and procedures consistent with 
the restricti ans imposed under subparagraph 86. 078-25 ( a )(1), 
necessary to assure that the vehicles (or engines) covered by 
a certificate of conformity in operation in normal use conform 
to the regulations, and a description of the program for 
training of personnel for such maintenance, and the equipment
required. 

2. 



e. In paragraph 86.078-25 (Maintenance}: 

1. Amend subparagraph (a)(l) to read as follows: 

(l} Scheduled maintenance on the engine, emission control 
system and fuel system of durability vehicles shall, 
unless otherwise provided pursuant to paragraph (a)
(5)(iii), be restricted as set forth in the following
provisions. 

(i)(A) for gasoline-fueled vehicles, maintenance shall 
be restricted to the inspection, replacement,
cleaning, adjustment and/or service of the 
following items at intervals no more frequent
than indicated: 

(1) Drive belts on engine accessories (tension 
adjustment only}; (30,000 miles). 

(2) Valve lash (15,000 miles). 

(3} Spark plugs (30,000 miles). 

(4) Afr filter (30,000 miles). 

(5) Exhaust gas sensor (30,000 miles): Provided 
that an audible and/or visible signal approved
by the Executive Officer alerts the vehicle 
operator to the need for sensor maintenance 
at the mileage point. 

(6) Choke (cleaning or lubrication only}; (30,000
mil es}. 

(7} In addition, adjustment of the engine idle - speed (curb idle and fast idle), valve lash, 
and engine bolt torque may be performed once 
during the first 5,000 miles of scheduled 
driving, provided the manufacturer makes a 
satisfactory showing that the maintenance 
wi.11 be performed on vehicles in use. 

3. 



(BJ for diesel-powered vehicles, maintenance shall be 
restricted to the following items at intervals no 
more frequent than every 12,500 miles of scheduled 
driving, provided that no maintenance may be per
formed after 45,000 mil es of scheduled driving: 

en Adjust low idle speed. 

(2) Adjust valve lash if required. 

(31 Adjust injector timing. 

(41 Adjust governor. 

-)- (5} Clean and service injector tips. 

(6} Adjust drive belt tension on engine 
accessories. 

(7) Check engine bolt torque and tighten as 
required. 

(ii) Change of engine and transmission oil, change or 
service of oil filter and, for diesel-powered vehicles 
only, change or service of fuel filter and air filter, 
will be allowed at the mileage intervals specified in 
the manufacturer's maintenance instructions. 

(iii') Maintenance shall be conducted in a manner consistent 
with service instructions and specifications provided by
the manufacturer for use by customer service personnel. 

(2)_ Delete subparagraph (a}(3) (Service of exhaust gas
reci rcul ati on system).- (3) Delete subparagraph (a}(4) (Service of catalytic
converter) . 

f. In paragraph 86.078-38 (Maintenance instructions): 

1. Amend subparagraph (al to read: 

4. 
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(a} The manufacturer sha11 furnish or cause to be 
furnished to the purchaser of each new motor vehicle 
(or motor vehicle engine) subject to the standards 
pre.scribed in paragraphs 86. 078-8 through 86. 078-11 
as applicable, written instructions for the maintenance 
and use of the vehicle (or engine) by the purchaser as 
may be reasonable and necessary to assure the proper 
functioning of emission control systems in normal use. 
Such instructions shall be consistent with and not 
require maintenance in excess of the restrictions imposed 
under subparagraph 86.078-25(a)(1), except that the 
instructions may, subject to approval by the Administrator, 
require additional maintenance for vehicles operated under 
extreme conditions. In addition, subject to approval by 
the Administrator, the instructions may require inspections 
necessary to insure safe operation of the vehicle in use. 

In addition to any maintenance which may be required pursuant 
to the preceding paragraph, the instructions may also recommend 
such inspections, maintenance, and repair as may be reasonable 
and necessary for the proper functioning of the vehicle and 
its emission control systems. If the instructions recommend 
maintenance in addition to that which may be required pursuant 
to the preceding paragraph, they shall distinguish clearly 
between required and recommended maintenance. 

2. Amend subparagraph (c)(l) to read: 

(1) Such instructions shall specify the performance 
of all scheduled maintenance performed by the manu
facturer under subparagraph 86.078-25(a)(l). 

If the instructions specify recommended maintenance as 
well as required maintenance, they shall distinguish 
clearly between the two. 

3. Amend subparagraph (d} by adding a new subparagraph
(3) to read: 

(3) Such instructions shall specify the performance 
of all scheduled maintenance performed by the manu
facturer under subparagraph 86.078-25(a)(l). 

If the instructions specify recommended maintenance 
as well as required maintenance, they shall distinguish 
clearly between the two. 

5. 
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g. Amend subparagraph 86.078-39(a) (Submission of maintenance 
i nstructtons l to read: 

(a) The manufacturer shall provide to the Administrator, 
no later than the time of the submission required by
paragraph 86.078-23 a copy of the maintenance instructions 
which the manufacturer proposes to supply to the ultimate 
purchaser in accordance with subparagraph 86. 078-38 (a}. 
The Administrator will review such instructions to determine 
whether they are consistent with federal requirements, and 
to determine whether the instructions for required maintenance 
are consistent with the restrictions imposed under subparagraph 
86.078-25(a)(l). The Administrator will notify the manufacturer 
of his determinations. 

4. Standards 

The fol lowing standards represent the maximum projected exhaust 
emissions for the useful life of the vehicle. 

Equivalent Exhaust Emission Standards 
Inertia (grams per vehicle mile) 

Model Vehicle Weight Non-Methane Carbon Oxides of 
Year Type (a) (Jbs.)(b) Hydrocarbons(c) Monoxide Nitrogen (N02)(e) 

1981 PC All (0.41) 3.4 1.0 
PC(d) All 0.39 (0.41) 7.0 0.7 
PC(gl All 0.39 (0.41) 7.0 1.5 
LDT, MDV 0-3999 0. 39 (0.41) 9.0 1.0 
LDT,MDV(h) 0-3999 0.39 (0.41) 9.0 1.5 
LDT, MDV 4000-5999 0.50 (0.50) 9.0 1.5 
MDV 600Q&larger 0.60 (0.60) 9.0 2.0 

1982 PC All 0.39 (O. 41 ) 7.0 0.4 
PC(d) All 0.39 (0.41) 7.0 0.7 
PC(j) All 0.39 (0.41) 7.0 1.0 
Diesel PC All 0.39 (0.41) 7.0 1.2 
LDT, MDV 0-3999 0.39 (0.41) 9.0 1.0 
LDT, MDV 4000-5999 0.50 (0.50) 9.0 1.5 
LDT,MDV(h) 0-3999 0.39 (O. 41 ) 9.0 1.5 
MDV 6000&1arger 0.60 (0.60) 9.0 2.0 

1983 PC All 0.39 (0.411 7.0 0.4 
& Sub- LDT, MDV 0-3999 0.39 (0.41) 9.0 0.4 
sequent LDT, MDV 4000-5999 0.50 (0.50) 9.0 1.0 

MDV 6000&larger 0.60 (0.60) 9.0 1.5 

1983{i} PC All 0.39 (0. 41 ) 7.0 0.7(j) 
LDT, MDV 0-3999 0.39 ro.41) 9.0 1.0 

1984( i} PC All 0.39 (0.41) 7.0 0.7 
LDT, MDV 0-3999 0.39 (0.41) 9.0 0.7(j} 

0.71985( i) LDT, MDV 0-3999 0.39 (0.41) 9.0-
6. 



100,000 Mile Exhaust-

1.,e 

-
• 

Model 
Year 

Vehicle 
Type (a) 

1981 PC(Option l} 
PC(Option 21 
LDT, MDV 

(Option l) 
LDT, MDV 

(Option 2) 

LDT, 
MDV 

MDV 

1982 PC(Option l) 
PC(Option 2)
LDT, MDV 

(Option l}_ 
LDT, MDV 

(Option 21 

LDT, 
MDV 

MDV 

1983 
& Sub-
sequent 

PC 
PC 
LDT, MDV 

(Option l) 
LDT, MDV 

(Option 2) 

LDT, 
MDV 

MDV 

Equivalent 
Inertia 
Weight 

(lbs.)(b) 

All 
All 

0-3999 

0-3999 

4000-5999 
6000+larger 

All 
All 

0-3999 

0-3999 

4000-5999 
6000&larger 

All 
All 

0-3999 

0-3999 

4000-5999 
6000&larger 

(at "PC" means passenger cars. 
"LDT" means light-duty trucks. 

Emission Standards 
(grams per vehicle mile} 

Non-Methane Carbon Oxides of 
Hydrocarbons (cl Monoxide Nitrogen N02(e) 

0.39 ( f} 3.4 1.5 
0.46 (f) 4.0 1.5 

0.39 (0.41} (f} 9.0 1.5 

0.46 (fl 10.6 1.5 

0.50 (0.50} {f) 9.0 2.0 
0.60 (0.60) 

(0.41) 
0.46 

0.39 (0.41) 

0.46 

0.50 (0.50} 
0.60 (0.60) 

0.39 (0.41) 
0.46 

0.39 (0.41) 

0.46 

0.50 (0.50) 
0.60 (0.60} 

(f) 9.0 2.3 

7.0 1.0 (k) 
8.3 1.0 (k) 

9.0 1.5 

l O .6 1.5 

9.0 2.0 
9.0 2.3 

7.0 1.0 
8.3 1.0 

9.0 1.0 

l O .6 1.0 

9.0 1.5 
9.0 2.0 

"MDV" means medium-duty vehicles. 

(b) Equivalent inertia weights are deterrnined under subparagraph
86.129-79.(a). 

Ccl Hydrocarbon standards in parentheses apply to total hydrocarbons. 
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(d} The second set of passenger car standards is optional. A manufact
urer must select either the primary or optional sets of standards 
for its full product line for the entire two-year period. 

(e) The maximum projected emissions of oxides of nitrogen measured 
on the federal Highway Fuel Economy Test (HWFET; 40 CFR Part 600, 
Subparagraph Bl shall be no greater than 1.33 times the applicable 
passenger car standards and 2.0 times the applicable light-duty
truck and medium-duty vehicle standards shown in the table. Both 
the projected emissions and the HWFET standard shall be rounded to 
the nearest O. l gm/mi before being compared. 

(f} For vehicles from evaporati've emissions families with projected 
50,000 mile evaporative emissions values below 1.0 gm/test, an 
adjustment to th.e hydrocarbon exhaust emission standard may be 

. granted by the Executive Officer. The adjusted standard will 
be calculated using the following formula: 

HC = 75 ( 185 Di+3. 3 Hs) + flC 
ex · · - 29.4 o 

Where: 

HCex = adjusted exhaust hydrocarbon standard 

HC = unadjusted exhaust hydrocarbon standard 
0 

Di = diurnal evaporative emissions 
Hs = hot soak evaporative emissions. 

(g)_ For vehicles certified to special standards authorized by Section 
1960.2, Article 2, subchapter l, Chapter 3, Title 13, California 
Administrative Code. 

• 
(h} For vehicles certifi'ed to special standards authorized by Section 

1960.3, Article 2, subchapter 1, Chapter 3, Title 13, California 
Administrative Code. 

ill For vehicles certified to special standards authorized by Section 
1960.4, Article 2, Subchapter 1, Chapter 3, Title 13, California 
Administrative Code. Special standards revert to "1983 and subsequent"
standards.for 1985 and subsequent passenger cars and 1986 and sub
sequent LDTs and MDVs. 

ill The Executive Officer may grant limited relief from the 1983 passenger 
car and 1984 LDT and MDV special NOx standard to a manufacturer who 
exceeds the standard because of unforeseen technical problems. 

(k) Optionally, for turbocharged diesels, the NOx standard is l.5 grams 
per mtle. 

5. Additional Requirement 
a. A statement must be supplied that the production vehicles 

shall be in all material respects the same as those for 
which certification is granted. 

b. If a gasoline-fueled vehicle manufacturer requires the use of 
unleaded fuel, a statement will be required that the engine 
and transmission combinations for which certification is re
quested are designed to operate. satisfactorily on a gasoline 
haying a research octane number not greater than 91. 

8. 



c. Labeling required pursuant to paragraph 86.079-35 and 
Secti.on 1965, Chapter 3, Title 13 of the California 
Admini.strative Code shal 1 conform with the requirements 
specified in the "California Motor Vehicle Tune-Up 
Label Specifications." 

d. For gasoline-powered vehicles evidence shall be supplied 
that the air/fuel metering system or secondary air injec
ti.on system i.s capable of providing sufficient oxygen to 
theoretically allow enough oxidation to attain the CO 
emission standard at barometric pressures equivalent to 
those expected at altidues ranging from sea level to 
6,QOQ feet elevation. 

e. The mechanism for adjusting the idle air/fuel mixture, 
if any, shall be designed so that either: 

li} The mixture adjustment mechanism is not visible, 
even with the air cleaner removed, and special 
tools and/or procedures are required to make 
adjustments; or 

(ti) in the alternative, the Executive Officer may, upon 
reasonable notice to the manufacturer, require that 
a certification test of a vehicle be conducted with 
the idle air/fuel mixture at any setting which the 
Executtve Officer finds corresponds to settings 
likely to be encountered in actual use. The Executive 
Officer, in making this finding, shall consider the 
difficulty of making adjustments, damage to the 
carburetor in the event of any effort to make an 
improper adjustment, and the need to replace parts 
following the adjustment. 

• The manufacturer shall submit for approval by the Executive 
Officer his or her proposed method for compliance with this 
requirement in his or her preliminary application for 
certification. 

f. The exhaust emissions shall be measured from all exhaust 
emission data vehicles tested in accordance with the 
federal Highway Fuel Economy Test (HWFET; 40 CFR Part 
600 Subpart B). The oxides of nitrogen emissions measured 
during such tests shall be multiplied by the oxides of 
nitrogen deterioration factor computed in accordance with 
paragraph 86.078-28, and then rounded and compared with 
the standard as set forth in paragraph 4 above. All data 
obtained pursuant to this paragraph sha11 be reported in 
accordance with procedures applicable to other exhaust 
emi.ssions data required pursuant to these procedures. 

9. 
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In the event that one or more of the manufacturer's emission 
data vehicles fail the HWFET standard listed in paragraph 4, 
the manufacturer may submit to the Executive Officer engineering
data or other evidence showing that the system ts capable of 
complying with the standard. If the Executive Officer finds, 
on the basis of an engineering evaluation, that the system 
can comply with the HWFET standard, he or she may accept the 
information supplied by the manufacturer in lieu of vehicle 
test data. 

g. The manufacturer sha11 submit to the Executive Officer a 
statement that those vehicles for which certification is 
requested have dri veabil ity and performance characteristics 
which satisfy that manufacturer's customary driveability and 
performance requirements for vehicles sold in the United 
States. This statement shall be based on driveability data 
and other evidence showing compliance with the manufacturer's 
performance criteria. This statement sha11 be supplied with 
the manufacturer's final application for certification, and 
wi.th all running changes for which emission testing is required. 

If the Executive Officer has evidence to show that in-use 
vehicles demonstrate poor performance that could result in 
wide-spread tampering wtth the emission control systems, he 
or she may request a11 driveabi 1 ity data and other evidence 
used by the manufacturer to justify the performance statement. 

6. Optional 100,000. Mile Certification Procedure 

The alternate emission standards shown in paragraph (4) above 
shal 1 apply to any engine family which meets all of the following
additional requirements: 

• 
a. Each exhaust emission durability data vehicle shall be 

driven, with all emission control systems installed and 
operating, for 100,000 miles or such lesser distance as 
the Executive Officer may agree to as meeting the objectives
of this procedure. Compliance with the emission standards 
shall be establ i.shed as follows: 

(;} The 1 inear regression 1 ine for all pollutants shall 
be estab 1 i shed by use of a11 required data from tests 
of the durability vehicle at every 5,000 mi 1 e i nterva 1 s 
from 5,000 to 100,000 mi 1 es. The requirements in 
subparagraph 86. 078-28(a )(4 )(i) (B )( durabi 1 ity vehicles 
must meet emissions standards) refer, for each pollutant, 
to the highest of either the federal 50,000 mile or 
Cali.fornia 100,000 mile emission standards. 
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(ii) Compliance with the hydrocarbon and carbon monoxide 
standards shall be determined as follows: 

(a)_ For Option l: 

(A} the interpolated 4,000 and 50,000 mile points 
on the linear regression line in (i) shall not 
exceed the appropriate hydrocarbon and carbon 
monoxide standards, except as in (B) below. 

(Bl the linear regression line in (i) may exceed 
the standard provided that no data point
exceeds the standard. 

(C} the hydrocarbon and carbon monoxide data from 
the 4,000 mile test point of the emission data 
vehicle shall be multiplied by the deterioration 
factor computed by dividing the interpolated
50,000 mile point by the interpolated 4,000 
mile point. These values shall not exceed the 
appropriate hydrocarbon and carbon monoxide 
standards. 

(bl For Option 2: 

(A} the interpolated 4,000 and 100,000 mile points 
on the linear regression line in (i) shall not 
exceed the appropriate hydrocarbon and carbon 
monoxide standards, except as in (B) below. 

• 
(B)_ the linear regression line in (i) may exceed 

the standard provided that no data point
exceeds th.e standard . 

CC} the hydrocarbon and carbon monoxide data from 
the 4,000 mile test point of the emission data 
vehicle shall be multiplied by the deterioration 
factor computed by dividing the interpolated
100,000 mile point by the interpolated 4,000 
mile point. These values shall not exceed the 
appropriate 100,000 mile hydrocarbon and carbon 
monoxide standards. 
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{iii) Compliance with the oxides of nitrogen standard for 
Opt i ans l and 2 sha11 be determined as fo11 ows: 

(_a) the interpolated 4,000 and 100,000 mile points 
on the linear regression line in (i) shall not 
exceed the appropriate 100,000 mile oxides of 
nitrogen standard except as in (b) below. 

(b) the linear regression line in (i) may exceed 
the standard provided that no data point exceeds 
the standard. 

(cl the oxides of nitrogen data from the 4,000 mile 
te.st point of the emission data vehicle shall be 
multiplied by the deterioration factor computed 
by dividing the interpolated 100,000 mile point 
b,y the interpolated 4,000 mile point. These 
values shall not exceed the appropriate 100,000 
mile oxides of nitrogen standard. 

All references in these test procedures to "useful 
life, "5 years, and 50,000 miles shall mean "total 
life," 10 years, and 100,000 miles, respectively, 
except in subparagraph (ii). 

b. Only the following sch.eduled maintenance shall be allowed 
under subparagraph 86.078.25(a1(l)(i). 

25(a)Jl )Ji)(A) Option l. For 1981 and later model gasoline 
or diesel-fueled vehicles, maintenance shall be restricted 
to the inspection, replacement, cleaning, adjustment, and/or 
service of the foll owing items at intervals no more frequent

• 
than indicated . 

Drive belt tension on en~ine accessories (30,000 miles). 
Valve lash (15,000. miles}. 
Spark plugs (30,000 miles).
Afr fi.lter (30,000 miles). 
Exhaust gas sensor (J0,000 miles); Provided that an 
audible and/or visible signal approved by the Executive 
Officer alerts the vehicle operator to the need for 
sensor maintenance. 

(6} Choke, cleaning or lubrication only (30,000 miles).
(_7) Idle speed {_30,000 miles). 
(8) Fuel Filter (J0,000 miles). 
(9) Injection timing (30,000 miles). 
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25(a)(l)(i)(B} Option 2. For 1981 and later model gasoline 
or diesel-fueled vehicles, maintenance shall be restricted to 
the inspection, replacement, cleaning, adjustment, and/or 
service of the following items at intervals no more frequent 
than indicated: 

Drtve belt tension on engine accessories (30,000 miles). 
Valve lash (J5,000 miles). 
Spark plugs (30,000 mtles). 
Air filter l30,000 miles). 
Fuel filter (30,000 mil es). 
Idle speed (30,000 miles). 
Injection timing (30,000 miles). 

{_iii) In addition, adjustment of the engine idle speed (curb 
idle and fast tdle), valve lash, and engine bolt torque 
may be performed once during the first 5,000 mil es of 
scheduled drtving, provided the manufacturer makes a 
satisfactory showing that the maintenance wi 11 be performed 
on vehicles in use. 

c. The manufacturer agrees to apply to vehicles certified 
under this paragraph the provisions of Section 43204 of 
the California Health and Safety Code for a period of ten 
year or 100,000 miles, whichever first occurs. 

8. For all emission standards options, any vehicle which is subject 
to a standard set by federal law or regulation controlling emissions 
of particulate matter must conform to such standard . 

• 
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State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Response to Significant Environmental Issues 

Item: Public Hearing to Consider Confirmation of Emergency Adoption 
of Section 1960.4, Title 13, California Administrative Code, 
Regarding Special NOx Standards for Small-Volume Manufacturers 

Agenda Item No: 8D-25-l 

Public Hearing Date: December 2, 1980 

Response Date: December 2, 1980 

Issuing Authority: Air Resources Board 

Comment: No comments were received identifying any significant 
environmental issues pertaining to this item. The staff 
report also identified no significant adverse effects. 

, Response: N/A-
CERTIFIED: /4/4c£ ~~ Board Scretary 

• Date: /,,:2/=2~/ J-() 

RFCEIVED BY 
Offire of the Secretory 

DEC 3 O 1980 

Resources Agency of Califomia 



State of California 

.Memorandum 

Dote : December 29, 1980Huey D. Johnson 
Secretary 

StJbiect: Fi1 i ng of NoticeResources Agency of Decision of the1416 - 9th Street Air Resources BoardSacramento, CA 95814 

From Air Resourc:es Board 

Pursuant to Title 17, Section 60007(b), and in compliance with 
Air Resources Board certification under section 21080.5 of the 
Public Resources Code, the Air Resources Board hereby forwards 
for posting the attached notice of decision and response to en
vironmental comments raised during the co11111ent period. 

~~~ 
Sally Rump
BOARD SECRETARY 

att:~-Reso'i"ii"tion 80-59-- · 
Resolution 80-60 

R&:EIVED BY 
Office of the Secretory 

DEC 3 0 1980 

Reaourc;es Agency of California 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 80-58 

December 2, 1980 

Agenda Item No.: 80-25-1 

WHEREAS, Section 39601 of the Health and Safety Code authorizes the Air 
Resources Board to adopt standards, rules and regulations necessary for 
the proper execution of the powers and duties granted to and imposed 
upon the Board by law; · 

WHEREAS, Section 43210 of the Health and Safety Code requires that the 
Board adopt regulations which provide for the testing of new motor 
vehicles on factory assembly lines or in such manner as the Board 
determines best suited to carry out the purpose of Part 5 (commencing 
with Section 43000), Division 26, of the Health and Safety Code; 

WHEREAS, Section 43000(e) of the Health and Safety Code states that 
emission standards applied to new motor vehicles are standards with 
which all ne1~ motor vehicles shall canply; 

WHEREAS, the California Environmental Quality Act and Board regulations
require that no project having adverse environmental impacts be adopted 
as originally proposed if feasible alternatives or mitigation measures 
are available; · 

WHEREAS, the Board finds that some small-volume manufacturers need 
additional lead time to meet certain exhaust emission standards; 

WHEREAS, a federal court vacated the federal waiver of Section 209(b)
for certain California standards to the extent that the waiver denied 
small manufacturers the lead time to which they were entitled pursuant 
to Section 202(b)(l)(B) of the Clean Air Act; 

WHEREAS, the Board has allowed light-duty truck and medium-duty vehicle 
NOx standards for manufacturers to lag passenger car standards by one 
year to provide time to prove and transfer emission control technology; 

WHEREAS, the Board finds that the standards in the proposed regulation, 
Section 1960.4, Title 13, California Administrative Code, are consistent 
with Sections 1960.2 and 1960.3 previously adopted by the Board; 

R!CEIVED BY 
Offlce of the Secretary 

DEC 3 0 1980 

Reaourc:oa Agency of California 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 80-59 

December 2, 1980 

Agenda Item No. 80-25-2 

WHEREAS, Section 39601 of the Health and Safety Code authorizes the 
Air Resources Board to adopt standards, rules, and regulations necessary
for the proper execution of the powers and duties granted to and imposed 
upon the Board by law; and 

WHEREAS, Section 43000(e) of the Health and Safety Code states that 
emission standards applied to new motor vehicles are standards with 
which all new motor vehicles shall comply; and 

WHEREAS, Sections 43101 and 43104 of the Health and Safety Code authorize 
the Board to adopt vehicle emission standards and test procedures in order 
to control or eliminate air pollution caused by motor vehicles; and 

WHEREAS, manufacturers of diesel-fueled passenger cars have petitioned
the Board to consider amending the 100,000 mile 1.0 gr,am per mile oxides 
of nitrogen (NOx) standard for 1982 based upon their asserted lack of 
technological capability to meet the standard; and 

WHEREAS, the Board finds that manufacturers are making and have made a 
good faith effort to meet the 1.2 gpm NOx standard; and 

WHEREAS, the Board finds that there are technological problems associated 
with diesel passenger cars meeting a NOx standard of 1.0 gram per mile in 
model year 1982; and 

vJHEREAS, the Board finds that in model year 1982, a NOx emission standard 
of 1.5 grams per mile for a useful vehicle life of 100,000 miles is 
technologically feasible for diesel passenger cars; and 

WHEREAS, the Board confirms its previous finding that in model year 1983, a 
NOx emission standard of 1.0 gram per mile for a useful vehicle life of 
100,000 miles is technologically feasible for all light-duty diesel vehicles;
and 

WHEREAS, the California Envi ronmenta1 Quality Act and Board regulations
require that no project having adverse environmental impacts be adopted 
as originally proposed if feasible alternatives or mitigation measures 
are available; and 



WHEREAS, the Board finds that an available measure to mitigate the air 
quality impacts of adopting NOx standards listed above ts to eliminate the 
current hydrocarbon correct i'on factor found in 13 California Administrative 
Code Section 1960.l(a}; and 

WHEREAS, an emergency public hearing has been held in accordance with 
the provisions of the Administrative Procedure Act (Government Code, 
Title 2, Division 3, Part l, Chapter 4.5); and 

WHEREAS, a public hearing and other administrative proceedings have been 
held in accordance with the provisions of the Administrative Procedure 
Act; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Board hereby amends Section 
1960.1, Title 13, California Administrative Code, as set forth in 
Attachment A hereto. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board hereby amends the "California 
Exhaust Emission Standards and Test Procedures for 1981 and Subsequent
Model Passenger Cars, Light-Duty Trucks and Medium-Duty Vehicles" as 
set forth in Attachment B hereto. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board hereby determines that the exhaust 
emission standards and test procedures adopted herein are, considered 
together wi'th other vehicle emissions standards and test procedures found 
in Title 13 and adopted by the Board in Resolution 80-56, in the aggregate, 
at least as protective of public health and welfare as applicable federal 
standards. 

I certify that the above is a true 
and correct copy of Resolution 80-59, 
as adopted by the Air Resources Board. 



EXHAUST EMISSION STANDARDS 
(grams per mile) 

Equivalent
Inertia Oxides of 

Model- Vehicle Weight Non-Methane Carbon Nitrogen 
Year Type (1) (1 bs.) (2) Hydrocarbons(3) Monoxide (N02) (5)- 1981 PC All (0.41) 3.4 1.0 

Pc(4) All 0. 39 ( 0 .41 ) 7.0 0.7 
LDT,MDV 0-3999 0.39 (0.41) 9.0 1.0 
LDT,MDV 4000-5999 0.50 (0.50) 9.0 1.5 
MDV 6000 & larger 0.60 (0.60) 9.0 2.0 

1982 PC All 0.39 (0.41) 7.0 0.4 
PC ( 4) All 0.39 (0.41) 7.0 0.7 

(\ ".l(\('(1LDT ,f !DV ,_ - J_, ~' __ . 0.39 (0.41) 9.0 1.0 
LDT,MDV 4000-5999 o. 50 (0. 50) 9.0 1.5 
MDV 6000 &larger 0.60 (0.60) 9.0 2.0 

1983 & PC All 0.39 (0.41) 7.0 0.4 
Subsequent LDT,MDV 0-3999 0.39 (0.41) 9.0 0.4 

LDT,MDV 4000-5999 0.50 (0. 50) 9.0 1.0 
MDV 6000 &larger 0.60 (0.60) 9.0 1.5 
100,000 MILE EXHAUST EMISSION STANDARDS - (grams per mile) 

Equivalent 
Inertia Oxides of 

Model- Vehicle Weight Non-Methane Carbon Nitrogen
Year Type (1) (1 bs. ) (2) Hydrocarbons(3) Monoxide (N02) (5} 

1981 PC (Option 1) All 0.39 (6) 3.4 1.5 
pc (Option 2) All 0.46 (6) 4.0 1.5 - LDT,MDV 

(Option 1) 0-3999 0.39 (0.41) (6) 9.0 l. 5 
LDT,MDV 

(Option 2) 0-3999 0.46 (6) 10.6 1.5 
LDT,MDV 4000-5999 0.50 (0.50) (6) 9.0 2.0 
MDV 6000 &larger 0.60 (0.60) (6) 9.0 2.3 

1982 PC ( Option 1) All (0.41) 7.0 1.5- PC (Option 2) All 0.46 8.3 1.5 
LDT, MDV 

(Option 1) 0-3999 0.39 ( 0 .41 ) 9.0 1.5 
LDT, MDV 

(Option 2) 0-3999 0.46 10.6 1.5 
LDT,MDV 4000-5999 0.50 ( 0. 50) 9.0 2.0 
MDV 6000 &larger 0.60 (0.60) 9.0 2.3 

1983 & PC All 0.39 ( 0 .41 ) 7.0 1.0 
Subse- PC All 0.46 8.3 1.0 
quent LDT,MDV 

(Option 1) 0-3999 0.39 (0.41) 9.0 1.0 
LDT,MDV 

-
(Option 2) 0-3999 0.46 10.6 1.0 

LDT,MDV 4000-5999 0.50 (0.50) 9.0 1.5 
MDV 6000 & larger 0.60 (0.60) 9.0 2.0 



( l ) "PC" means passenger cars. 
"LDT" means light-duty trucks. 
"MDV" means medium-duty vehicles. 

(2) Equivalent inertia weights are determined under subparagraph 40 CFR 86.129-79(a) 
( 3) Hydrocarbon standards in parentheses apply to total hydrocarbons.
(4) The second set of passenger car standards is optional. A manufacturer must 

select either the primary or optional sets of standards for its full product
line for the entire two-year period.

(5) The maximum projected emissions of oxides of nitrogen measured on the federal 
Highway Fuel Economy Test (HWFET; 40 CFR Part 600, Subpart B) shall be not 
greater than 1.33 times the applicable passenger car standards and 2.00 times 
the applicable passenger car standards and 2.00 times the applicable light-duty
truck and medium-duty vehicle standards shown in the table. Both the projected
emissions and the HWFET standard shall be rounded to the nearest 0.1 gm/mi
before being compared.

(6) For vehicles from evaporative emissions families with projected 50,000 mile 
evaporative emissions values below 1.0 gm/test, an adjustment to the hydrocarbon
exhaust emission standards may be granted by the Executive Officer. The 
adjusted standard will be calculated using the following formula: 

HCex = .75 (.185 - [(Di+3.3 Hs) t (29.4)]) + HC 
0 

Where: 

HCex = adjusted exhaust hydrocarbon standard 

HCO = unadjusted exhaust hydrocarbon standard- Di = diurnal evaporative emissions 

Hs = hot soak evaporative emissions. 

(b) The test procedures for determining compliance with these standards 
are set forth in "California Exhaust Emission Standards and Test Procedures for 
1981 and Subsequent Model Passenger Cars, Light-Duty Trucks, and Medium-Duty
Vehicles" adopted by the Air Resources Board on November 23, 1976, and as 
last amended A1:t§Hst-2B-r:i.ggg,. December 2, 1980. 



Attachment B 

State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Note: These procedures are printed in a style to indicate the adopted
changes. New text is underlined and deleted portions are noted. 

-
CALIFORNIA EXHAUST EMISSION 

STANDARDS AND TEST PROCEDURES 
FOR 1981 AND SUBSEQUENT MODEL 

PASSENGER CARS, LIGHT-DUTY 
TRUCKS, AND MEDIUM-DUTY VEHICLES 

Adopted: November 23, 1976 
Adopted: December 14, 1976 
Amended: May 26, 1977 
Amended: June 8, 1977 
Amended: June 22, 1977 
Amended: September 20, 1977 
Amended: January 15, 1978 
Amended: March l, 1978 
Amended: April l O, 1978 
Amended: May 24, 1978 
Amended: February 9, 1979 
Amended: May 22, 1979 
Amended: March 5, 1980 
Amended: March 26, 1980 
Amended: August 27,. 1980 
Amended: August 28, 1980 
Amended: December 2, 1980 



CALIFORNIA EXHAUST EMISSION 
STANDARDS AND TEST PROCEDURES 

FOR 1981 AND SUBSEQUENT 
MODEL PASSENGER CARS, LIGHT-DUTY TRUCKS 

AND MEDIUM-DUTY VEHICLES 

The provisions of Subparts A and 8, Part 86, Title 40, Code of Federal 
Regulations, as they existed on April 15, 1978, are hereby adopted as 
the California Exhaust Emission Standards and Test Procedures for 1981 
and Subsequent Model Passenger Cars, Light-Duty Trucks and Medium-Duty 
Vehicles, with the following exceptions and additions: 

l. Applicability 

a. These test procedures are applicable to 1981 and subsequent 
model passenger cars, light-duty trucks and medium~duty 
vehicles, except motorcycles. References to "light-duty 
trucks" in 40 CFR 86 shall apply both to "light-duty trucks" 
and "medium-duty vehicles" in these procedures. 

b. Any reference to vehicle sales throughout the United States 
shall mean vehicle sales in California. 

c. Regulations concerning EPA hearings, EPA inspections, specific 
language on the Certificate of Conformity, evaporative emissions, 
high-altitude vehicles and testing, and heavy-duty engines and 
vehicles shall not be applicable to these procedures, except 
where specifically noted. 

2. Definitions 

a. "Administrator" means the Executive Officer of the Air Resources 
Board. 

b. "Certificate of Conformity" means Executive Order certifying 
vehicles for sale in California. 

c. ''Certification'' means certification as defined in Section 
39018 of the Health and Safety Code. 

d. ''Passenger car'' means any motor vehicle designed primarily for 
transportation of persons and having a capacity of twelve 
persons or less. 



e. "Heavy-duty engine" means an engine which is used to propel a 
heavy-duty vehicle. 

f. "Heavy-duty vehicle" means any motor vehicle having a manu
facturer's gross vehicle weight rating greater than 6,000 
pounds, except passenger cars. 

g. "Light-duty truck" means any motor vehicle, rated at 6,000 
pounds gross vehicle weight or less, which is designed 
primarily for purposes of transportation of property or is a 
derivative of such a vehicle, or is available with special 
features enabling off-street or off-highway operation and use. 

h. "Medium-duty vehicle" means any heavy-duty vehicle having a 
manufacturer's gross vehicle weight rating of 8500 pounds or 
less. - 3. Test Procedures 

a. In order to demonstrate compliance with a non-methane hydrocarbon 
emission standard, hydrocarbon emissions shall be measured in 
accordance with the "California Non-Methane Hydrocarbon Test 
Procedures." 

b. Durability data submitted pursuant to subparagraph 86.078-
23(f) may be from vehicles previously certified by EPA or ARB. 

c. The requirements in subparagraph 86.078-28(a)(4)(i)(B) (durability 
vehicles must meet emission standards) refer, for each pollutant, 
to the highest of either the federal or California emission 
standards. 

d. In paragraph 86.079-21 (Application for -certification), amend 
subparagraph (b)(5) to read: 

(5) A statement of maintenance and procedures consistent with 
the restrictions imposed under subparagraph 86.078-25(a)(l), 
necessary to assure that the vehicles (or engines) covered by 
a certificate of conformity in operation in normal use conform 
to the regulations, and a description of the program for 
training of personnel for such maintenance, and the equipment 
required. 

2. 



e. In paragraph 86.078-25 (Maintenance): 

1. Amend subparagraph (a)(l) to read as follows: 

(1) Scheduled maintenance on the engine, emission control 
system and fuel system of durability vehicles shall, 
unless otherwise provided pursuant to paragraph (a) 
(5)(iii), be restricted as set forth in the following 
provisions. 

(i)(A) for gasoline-fueled vehicles, maintenance shall 
be restricted to the inspection, replacement, 
cleaning, adjustment and/or service of the 
following items at intervals no more frequent 
than i ndi<::a ted: 

( l) Drive belts on engine accessories (tension 
adjustment only); (30,000 miles). 

(2) Valve lash (15,000 miles). 

(3) Spark plugs (30,000 miles). 

(4). Air filter (30,000 miles). 

(5) Exhaust gas sensor (30,000 miles): Provided 
that an audible and/or visible signal approved 
by the Executive Officer alerts the vehicle 
operator to the need for sensor maintenance 
at the mileage point. 

(6) Choke {cleaning or lubrication only); (30,000
/ 

miles). 

(7) In addition, adjustment of the engine idle 
speed (curb idle and fast idle), valve lash, 
and engine bolt torque may be performed once 
during the first 5,000 miles of scheduled 
driving, provided the manufacturer makes a 
satisfactory showing that the maintenance 
will be performed on vehicles in use. 

3. 



(B) for diesel-powered vehicles, maintenance shall be 
restricted to the following items at intervals no 
more frequent than every 12,500 miles of scheduled 
driving, provided that no maintenance may be per
fonned after 45,000 miles of scheduled driving: 

(1) Adjust low idle speed. 

(2) Adjust valve lash if required. 

(3) Adjust injector timing. 

(4) Adjust governor. 

(5) Clean and service injector tips. 

- (6) Adjust drive belt tension on engine 
accessories. 

(7) Check engine bolt torque and tighten as 
required. 

(ii) Change of engine and transmission oil, change or 
service of oil filter and, for diesel-powered vehicles 
only, change or service of fuel filter and air filter, 
will be allowed at the mileage intervals specified in 
the manufacturer's maintenance instructions. 

(iii) Mainteoance shall be conducted in a manner consistent 
with service instructions and specifications provided by 
the manufacturer for use by customer service personnel. 

(2) Delete subparagraph (a)(3) (Service of exhaust gas
recirculation system}. 

· (3) Delete subparagraph (a)(4) (Service of catalytic 
converter). 

f .. In paragraph 86.078-38 (Maintenance instructions): 

1. Amend subparagraph (a) to read: 

4. 



(a) The manufact1Jrer sha11 furnish or cause to be 
furnished to the PYrchaser of each new motor vehicle 
(or motor vehicle @hgine) subject to the standards 
prescribed in paragraphs 86.078-8 through 86.078-11 
as applicable, written instructions for the maintenance 
and use of the vehicle (or engine) by the purchaser as 
may be reasonable and necessary to assure the proper 
functioning of emission control systems in normal use. 
Such instructions shall be consistent with and not 
require maintenance in excess of the restrictions imposed 
under subparagraph 86.078-25(a)(l), except that the 
instructions may, subject to approval by the Administrator, 
require additional maintenance for vehicles operated under 
extreme conditions. In addition, subject to approval by 
the Administrator, the instructions may require inspections 
necessary to insure safe operation of the vehicle in use. 

In addition to any maintenance which may be required pursuant 
to the preceding paragraph, the instructions may also recommend 
such inspections, maintenance, and repair as may be reasonable 
and necessary for the proper functioning of the vehicle and 
its emission control systems. If the instructions recommend 
maintenance in addition to that which may be required pursuant 
to the preceding paragraph, they shall distinguish clearly 
between required and recommended maintenance. 

2. Amend subparagraph (c)(l) to read: 

(1) Such instructions shall specify the performance 
of all scheduled maintenance performed by the manu
facturer under subparagraph 86.078-25(a)(l). 

If the instructions specify recommended maintenance as 
well as required maintenance, they shall distinguish 
clearly between the two. 

3. Amend subparagraph (d) by adding a new subparagraph 
(3) to read: 

(3) Such instructions shall specify the performance 
of all scheduled maintenance performed by the manu
facturer under subparagraph 86.078-25(a)(l). 

If the instructions specify recommended maintenance 
as well as required maintenance, they shall distinguish 
clearly between the two. 

5. 



g. Amend subparagraph 86.078-39(a) (Submission of maintenance 
instructions} to read: 

(a) The manufacturer shall provide to the Administrator, 
no later than the time of the submission required by 
paragraph 86.078-23 a copy of the maintenance instructions 
which the manufacturer proposes to supply to the ultimate 
purchaser in accordance with subparagraph 86.078-38(a). 
The Administrator will review such instructions to determine 
whether they are consistent with federal requirements, and 
to determine whether the instructions for required maintenance 
are consistent with the restrictions imposed under subparagraph 
86.078-25(a)(l). The Administrator will notify the manufacturer 
of his determinations. 

4. Standards 

The following standards represent the maximum projected exhaust 
emissions for the useful life of the vehicle. 

Equivalent Exhaust Emission Standards 
Inertia (grams per vehicle mile) - Model Vehicle Weight Non-Methane Carbon Oxides of 

Year Type (a) (lbs. )( b) Hydrocarbons(cl Monoxide Nitrogen (N02) (el 

-
1981 PC All (0.41) 3.4 1.0 

PC(d) All 0.39 (0.41) 7.0 0.7 
PC(g} All 0.39 (0. 41 ) 7.0 1.5 
LDT, MDV 0-3999 0.39 (0.41) 9.0 1.0 
LDT,MDV(h) 0-3999 0.39 (0. 41} 9.0 1.5 
LDT, MDV 4000-5999 0.50 (0.50) 9.0 1.5 
MDV 6000&larger 0.60 (0.60) 9.0 2.0 

1982 PC All 0.39 (0.41} 7.0 0.4 
PC(d) All 0.39 (0.41) 7.0 0.7 
PC(i} All 0.39 (0.41) 7.0 1.0 
94esel-PG--All-------9T39-{9T4l¾---------7T9---------JT2
LDT, MDV 0-3999 0.39 (0.41) 9.0 1.0 
LDT, MDV 4000-5999 0.50 (0.50} 9.0 1.5 
LDT ,MDV(h) 0-3999 0. 39 (0.41) 9.0 1.5 
MDV 6000&larger 0.60 (0.60} 9.0 2.0 

1983 PC All 0.39 (O. 41 ) 7.0 0.4 
&Sub- LDT, MDV 0-3999 0.39 (O. 41 ) 9.0 0.4 
sequent LDT, MDV 4000-5999 0.50 (0.50) 9.0 1.0 

MDV 6000&larger 0.60 (0.60) 9.0 1.5 

1983(i) PC All 0.39 (0.41) 7.0 0.7 
LDT, MDV 0-3999 0.39 (0.41) 9.0 l .0 (j) 

1984( i} PC All 0.39 (0.41) 7.0 0.7 
LDT, MDV 0-3999 0.39 (0.41) 9.0 0.7(5) 

- l 985(1} LDT, MDV 0-3999 0.39 (0.41) 9.0 0.7 

6. 



100,000 Mile Exhaust 
Equivalent Emission Standards- Inertia (grams per vehicle mile)

Model Vehicle Weight Non-Methane Carbon 
Year Type (a) ( 1 bs. )( b) Hydrocarbons(c) Monoxide 

1981 PC(Option 1) All 0.39 (f) 3.4 
PC(Option 2) All 0.46 (f) 4.0 
LDT, MDV 

(Option 1 ) 0-3999 0.39 (0.41) (f) 9.0 
LDT, MDV 

(Option 2) 0-3999 0.46 (f) 10.6 

LDT, MDV 4000-5999 0.50 (0.50) (f) 9.0 
MDV 6000+larger 0.60 (0.60) (f) 9.0 

1982 PC(Option 1) All (0. 41) 7.0 
PC(Option 2) All 0.46 8.3 
LDT, MDV 

(Option 1) 0-3999 0.39 (0. 41) 9.0- LDT, MDV 
(Option 2) 0-3999 0.46 10.6 

LDT, MDV 4000-5999 0.50 (0.50) 9.0 
MDV 6000&larger 0.60 (0.60) 9.0 

1983 PC All 0.39 (0.41) 7.0 
&Sub- PC All 0.46 8.3 
sequent LDT, MDV 

(Option 1) 0-3999 0.39 (0.41) 9.0 
LDT, MDV 

(Option 2) 0-3999 0.46 10. 6 

LDT, MDV 4000-5999 0.50 (0.50) 9.0 
MDV 6000&larger 0.60 (0.60) 9.0 

(a) "PC" means passenger cars. - "LDT" means 1 i ght-duty trucks. 
"MDV" means medium-duty vehicles. 

(b) Equivalent inertia weights are determined under subparagraph
86. 129-79(a). 

(C) Hydrocarbon standards in parentheses apply to total hydrocarbons. 

Oxides of 
Nitrogen N02(e) 

,. 5 
,. 5 

1. 5 

,. 5 

2.0 
2.3 

t:-9-fkt 1. 5 
l.-9-f kt 1. 5 

1. 5 

1. 5 

2.0 
2.3 

1.0 
1.0 

1.0 

1.0 

1.5 
2.0 

7. 



(d) 

(e) 

(f) 

(g) 

(h) 

(i) 

(j) 

fk1 

5. 

The second set of passenger car standards is optional. A manu
facturer must select either the primary or optional sets of 
standards for its full product line for the entire two-year 
period. 
The maximum projected emissions of oxides of nitrogen measured 
on the federal Highway Fuel Economy Test (HWFET; 40 CFR Part 600, 
Subparagraph B) shall be no greater than 1.33 times the applicable 
passenger car standards and 2.0 times the applicable light-duty 
truck and medium-duty vehicle standards shown in the table. Both 
the projected emissions and the HWFET standard shall be rounded to 
the nearest 0.1 gm/mi before being compared. 
For vehicles from evaporative emissions families with projected
50,000 mile evaporative emissions values below 1.0 gm/test, an 
adjustment to the hydrocarbon exhaust emission standard may be 
granted by the Executive Officer. The adjusted standard wi 11 
be calculated using the following formula: 

HC = .75 (. 185 - Di+3. 3 Hs ) + HC 
ex 29.4 o 

Where: 

HCex = adjusted exhaust hydrocarbon standard 

HC = unadjusted exhaust hydrocarbon standard 
0 

Di = diurnal evaporative emissions 
Hs = hot soak evaporative emissions. 

For vehicles certified to special standards authorized by Section 
1960.2, Article 2, subchapter 1, Chapter 3, Title 13, California 
Administrative Code. 

For vehicles certified to special standards authorized by Section 
1960.3, Article 2, subchapter 1, Chapter 3, Title 13, California 
Administrative Code. 
For vehicles certified to special standards authorized by Section 
1960.4, Article 2, Subchapter 1, Chapter 3, Title 13, California 
Administrative Code. Special standards revert to "1983 and subsequent" 
standards for 1985 and subsequent passenger cars and 1986 and sub
sequent LDTs and MDVs. 

The Executive Officer may grant limited relief from the 1983 passenger 
car and 1984 LDT and MDV special NOx standard to a manufacturer who 
exceeds the standard because of unforeseen technical problems. 
9fltteAa++y,-fe~-tij~seeAa~§ea-atese+s,-tAe-NQ*-staAaa~a-ts-+~5-§~affis
fle~-ffiHe,.. 
Additional Requirement 

a. A statement must be supplied that the production vehicles 
shall be in all material respects the same as those for 
which certification is granted. 

b. If a gasoline-fueled vehicle manufacturer requires the 
use of unleaded fuel, a statement will be required that 
the engine and transmission combinations for which certifi
cation is requested are designed to operate satisfactorily 
on a gasoline having a research octane number not greater 
than 91. 

8. 



c. Labeling required pursuant to paragraph 86.079-35 and 
Section 1965, Chapter 3, Title 13 of the California 
Administrative Code shall confonn with the requirements 
specified in the "California Motor Vehicle Tune-Up 
Label ·specifications." 

d. For gasoline-powered vehicles evidence shall be supplied 
that the air/fuel metering system or secondary air injec
tion system is capable of providing sufficient oxygen to 
theoretically allow enough oxidation to attain the CO 
emission standard at barometric pressures equivalent to 
those expected at altitudes ranging from sea level to 
6,000 feet elevation. 

e. The mechanism for adjusting the idle air/fuel mixture, 
if any, shall be designed so that either: 

(i) The mixture adjustment mechanism is not visible, 
even with the air cleaner removed, and special 
tools and/or procedures are required to make 
adjustments; or 

(ii) in the alternative, the Executive Officer may, upon 
reasonable notice to the manufacturer, require that 
a certification test of a vehicle be conducted with 
the idle air/fuel mixture at any setting which the 
Executive Officer finds corresponds to settings 
likely to be encountered in actual use. The Executive 
Officer, in making this finding, shall consider the 
difficulty of making adjustments, damage to the 
carburetor in the event of any effort to make an 
improper adjustment, and the need to replace parts 
following the adjustment. 

The manufacturer shall submit for approval by the Executive 
Officer his or her proposed method for compliance with this 
requirement in his or her preliminary application for 
certification. 

f. The exhaust emissions shall be measured from all exhaust 
emission data vehicles tested in accordance with the 
federal Highway Fuel Economy Test {HWFET; 40 CFR Part 
600 Subpart B). The oxides of nitrogen emissions measured 
during such tests shall be multiplied by the oxides of 
nitrogen deterioration factor computed in accordance with 
paragraph 86.078-28, and then rounded and compared with 
the standard as set forth in paragraph 4 above. All data 
obtained pursuant to this paragraph shall be reported in 
accordance with procedures applicable to other exhaust 
emissions data required pursuant to these procedures. 

9. 



In the event that one or more of the manufacturer's emission 
data vehicles fail the HWFET standard listed in paragraph 4, 
the manufacturer may submit to the Executive Officer engineering 
data or other evidence showing that the system is capable of 
complying with the standard. If the Executive Officer finds, 
on the basis of an engineering evaluation, that the system 
can comply with the HWFET standard, he or she may accept the 
information supplied by the manufacturer in lieu of vehicle 
test data. 

g. The manufacturer shall submit to the Executive Officer a 
statement that those vehicles for which certification is 
requested have driveability and performance characteristics 
which satisfy that manufacturer's customary driveability and 
performance requirements for·vehicles sold in the United 
States. This statement shall be based on driveability data 
and other evidence showing compliance with the manufacturer's 
performance criteria. ·This statement shall be supplied with 
the manufacturer's fina1 application for certification, and 
with all running changes for which emission testing is required. 

If the Executive Officer has evidence to show that in-use 
vehicles demonstrate poor performance that could result in 
wide-spread tampering with the emission control systems, he 
or she may request all driveability data and other evidence 
used by the manufacturer to justify the performance statement. 

6. Optional 100,000 Mile Certification Procedure 

The alternate emission standards shown in paragraph (4) above 
shall apply to any engine family which meets all of the following 
additional requirements: 

a. Each exhaust emission durability data vehicle shall be 
driven, with all emission control systems installed and 
operating, for 100,000 miles or such lesser distance as 
the Executive Officer may agree to as meeting the objectives 
of this procedure. Compliance with the emission standards 
shall be established as follows: 

(i) The linear regression line for all pollutants shall 
be established by use of all required data from tests 
of the durability vehicle at every 5,000 mile intervals 
from 5,000 to 100,000 miles. The requirements in 
subparagraph 86.078-28(a)(4)(i)(B)(durability vehicles 
must meet emissions standards) refer, for each pollutant, 
to the highest of either the federal 50,000 mile or 
California 100,000 mile emission standards. 
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(ii) Compliance with the hydrocarbon and carbon monoxide 
standards shall be determined as follows: 

(a) For Option 1: 

(A) the interpolated 4,000 and 50,000 mile points 
on the linear regression line in (i) shall not 
exceed the appropriate hydrocarbon and carbon 
monoxide standards, except as in (B) below. 

(B) the linear regression line in (i) may exceed 
the standard provided that no data point 
exceeds the standard. 

(C) the hydrocarbon and carbon monoxide data from 
the 4,000 mile test point of the emission data 
vehicle shall be multiplied by the deterioration 
factor computed by dividing the interpolated 
50,000 mile point by the interpolated 4,000 
mile point. These values shall not exceed the 
appropriate hydrocarbon and carbon monoxide 
standards. 

(b} For Option 2: 

(A) the interpolated 4,000 and 100,000 mile points 
on the linear regression line in (i) shall not 
exceed the appropriate hydrocarbon and carbon 
monoxide standards, except as in (B) below. 

(B) the linear regression line in (i) may exceed 
the standard provided that no data point 
exceeds the standard. 

(C) • the hydrocarbon and carbon monoxide data from 
the 4,000 mile test point of the emission data 
vehicle shall be multiplied by the deterioration 
factor computed by dividing the interpolated 
100,000 mile point by the interpolated 4,000 
mile point. These values shall not exceed the 
appropriate 100,000 mile hydrocarbon and carbon 
monoxide standards. 
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(iii) Compliance with the oxides of nitrogen standard for 
Options 1 and 2 shall be determined as follows: 

(a) the interpolated 4,000 bnd 100,000 mile points 
on the linear regression line in (i) shall not 
exceed the appropriate 100,000 mile oxides of 
nitrogen standard except as in (b} below. 

(b) the linear regression line in (i) may exceed 
the standard provided that no data point exceeds 
the standard. 

(c) the oxides of nitrogen data from the 4,000 mile 
test point of the emission data vehicle shall be 
multiplied by the deterioration factor computed 
by dividing the interpolated 100,000 mile point 
by the interpolated 4,000 mile point. These 
values shall not exceed the appropriate 100,000 
mile oxides of nitrogen standard. 

Al 1 references in these test procedures to "useful 
life, 11 5 years, and 50,000 miles shall mean "total 
life," 10 years, and 100,000 miles, respectively, 
except in subparagraph (ii). 

b. Only the following scheduled maintenance shall be allowed 
under subparagraph 86.078.25(a)(l)(i). 

25(a)(l)(il(A) Option l. For 1981 and later model gasoline 
or diesel-fueled vehicles, maintenance shall be restricted 
to the inspection, replacement, cleaning, adjustment, and/or 
service of the following items at intervals no more frequent
than indicated. 

(l} Drive belt tension on engine accessories (30,000 miles).
(2) Valve lash (15,000 miles). 
{3) Spark plugs (30,000 miles). 
(4) Air filter (30,000 miles}.
(5) Exhaust gas sensor (30,000 miles); Provided that an 

audible and/or visible signal approved by the Executive. 
Officer alerts the vehicle operator to the need for 
sensor maintenance. 

(6) Choke, cleaning or lubrication only (30,000 miles). 
(7} Idle speed (30,000 miles).
(8) Fuel Filter (30,000 miles).
(9) Injection timing (30,000 miles). 
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25(a}(l}(i}(B} Option 2. For 1981 and later model gasoline 
or diesel-fueled vehicles, maintenance shall be restricted to 
the inspection, replacement, cleaning, adjustment, and/or 
service of the following items at intervals no more frequent
than indicated: 

( l} Drive belt tension on en9ine accessories (30,000 miles). 
(2) Valve lash· (15,000 miles). . 
(3) Spark plugs (30,000 miles). 
(4) Air filter (30,000 miles}. 
(5) Fuel filter (30,000 miles}. 
(6) Idle speed (30,000 miles). 
(7) Injection timing (30,000 miles}. 

(iii) In addition, adjustment of the engine idle speed (curb
idle and fast idle), valve lash, and engine bolt torque 
may be perfonned once during the first 5,000 miles of 
scheduled driving, provided the manufacturer makes a 
satisfactory showing that the maintenance will be perfonned 
on vehicles in use. · 

c. The manufacturer agrees to apply to vehicles certified 
under this paragraph the provisions of Section 43204 of 
the California Health and Safety Code for a period of ten 
year or 100,000 miles, whichever first occurs. 

8. For all emission standards options, any vehicle which is subject 
to a standard set by federal law or regulation controlling emissions 
of particulate matter must conform to such standard. 

13. 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Response to Significant Environmental Issues 

Item: PUBLIC HEARING TO CONSIDER CONFIRMATION OF AMENDMENTS TO TITLE 
13, CALIFORNIA ADMINISTRATIVE CODE, REGARDING THE 1982 AND 
SUBSEQUENT MODEL YEAR EXHAUST EMISSION STANDARDS. 

Agenda Item No:· 80-25-2 (Resolution No. 59) 

Public Hearing Date: December 2, 1980 

Response Date: December 2, 1980 

Issuing Authority: Air Resources Board 

Comment: The South Coast Air Quality Management District stated that 
the increase in NOx was unacceptable and that mitigating
action should be taken. 

Response: Elimination of the HC evaporative allowance should mitigate
the added NOx emissions. Further mitigating strategies will 
be discussed at a Public Hearing in the spring of 1981. 

CERTIFIED: 

Date :__;_-:;i._,_/_..JJ_9_,___/_ii'-.ru_____ 

Rl:CEIVED BY 
Office of the Secretary 

DEC~ O1980 

Ruourcea Ae•ncy of California 



State of California 

' Memorandum 
Dote : December 29, 1980Huey D. Johnson 

Secretary 
Subiect: Filing of NoticeResources Agency of Decision of the1416 - 9th Street Air Resources BoardSacramento, CA 95814 

From Air lelOUl'ces Boord 

Pursuant to Title 17, Section 60007(b), and in compliance with 
Air Resources Board certification under section 21080.5 of the 
Public Resources Code, the Air Resources Board hereby forwards 
for posting the attached notice of decision and response to en
vironmental comments raised during the comment period. 

~~ 
Sally Rump
BOARD SECRETARY 

att: Resolution 80-58 

RECEIVED BY 
Office of the Secretary 

DEC 3 0 1980 

RelOIIIQI Aaoncy of California 
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State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 80-59 

December 2, 1980 

Agenda Item No. 80-25-2 

WHEREAS, Section 39601 of the Health and Safety Code authorizes the 
Air Resources Board to adopt standards, rules, and regulations necessary
for the proper execution of the powers and duties granted to and imposed 
upon the Board by law; and 

WHEREAS, Section 43000(e) of the Health and Safety Code states that 
emission standards applied to new motor vehicles are standards with 
which all new motor vehicles shall comply; and 

WHEREAS, Sections 43101 and 43104 of the Health and Safety Code authorize 
the Board to adopt vehicle emission standards and test procedures in order 
to control or eliminate air pollution caused by motor· vehicles; and 

WHEREAS, manufacturers of diesel-fueled passenger cars have petitioned
the Board to consider amending the 100,000 mile 1.0 gram per mile oxides 
of nitrogen (NOx) standard for 1982 based upon their asserted lack of 
technological capability to meet the standard; and 

WHEREAS, the Board finds that manufacturers are making and have made a 
good faith effort to meet the 1.2 gpm NOx standard; and 

WHEREAS, the Board finds that there are technological problems associated 
with diesel passenger cars meeting a NOx standard of 1.0 gram per mile in 
model year 1982; and 

WHEREAS, the Board finds that in model year 1982, a NOx emission standard 
of 1.5 grams per mile for a useful vehicle life of 100,000 miles is 
technologically feasible for diesel passenger cars; and 

WHEREAS, the Board confirms its previous finding that in model year 1983, a 
NOx emission standard of 1.0 gram per mile for a useful-vehicle life of 
100,000 miles is technologically feasible for all light-duty diesel vehicles;
and · 

WHEREAS, the California Environmental Quality Act and Board regulations
require that no project having adverse environmental impacts be adopted 
as originally proposed if feasible alternatives or mitigation measures 
are available; and 

RECEIVED BY 
Office of the Se~retary 

DEC 3 0 1980 

Roaour~ Auoncy of C111ifornla 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 80-60 

December 2, 1980 

Agenda Item No. 80-25-2 

WHEREAS, Section 39601 of the Health and Safety Code authorizes the Air 
Resources Board to adopt standards, rules and regulations necessary for 
the proper execution of the powers and duties granted to and imposed 
upon the Board by law; and 

WHEREAS, Section 43000(e) of the Health and Safety Code states that 
emission standards applied to new motor vehicles are standards with 
which all new motor vehicles shall comply; and 

WHEREAS, Sections 43101 and 43104 of the Health and Safety Code authorize 
the Board to adopt vehicle emission standards and test procedures in 
order to control or eliminate air pollution caused by motor vehicles; 
and 

WHEREAS, the federal Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has adopted 
particulate emission standards for 1982 and subsequent model year 
diesel-fueled light-duty vehicles and light-duty trucks, which standards 
are applicable to vehicles sold in California; and 

WHEREAS, the Board finds that control of particulate emissions is 
necessary to protect the public health and achieve federal and state 
ambient air quality standards; and 

WHEREAS, the Board finds that insufficient information is now available 
to enable it to establish an independent California emission standard 
for particulate matter; and 

WHEREAS, the California Environmental Quality Act and Board regulations 
require that no project having adverse environmental impacts be adopted 
as originally proposed if feasible alternatives or mitigation measures 
are available; and 

WHEREAS, an emergency public hearing has been held in accordance with the 
provisions of the Administrative Procedure Act (Government Code, Title 2, 
Division 3, Part l, Chapter 4.5); and 



WHEREAS, a confirmatory public hearing and other administrative proceedings 
have been held in accordance with the provisions of the Administrative 
Procedure Act; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Board hereby confirms its adoption 
of amendments to Section 1960. l, Title 13, California Administrative 
Code, as set forth in Attachment A hereto. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board hereby confirms amendments made to 
the "California Exhaust Emission Standards and Test Procedures for 1981 
and Subsequent Model Passenger Cars, Light-Duty Trucks and Medium-Duty
Vehicles'' as set forth in Attachment B hereto. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board hereby determines that the 
regulations and test procedures adopted herein are, in the aggregate, at 
least as protective of public health and welfare as applicable federal 
standards. 

I certify that the above is a true 
and correct copy of Resolution 80-60, 
as adopted by the Air Resources Board. 



Attachment B 

State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Note: These procedures are printed in a style to indicate the confirmed 
changes. New text is underlined and deleted portions are noted. 

CALIFORNIA EXHAUST EMISSION 
STANDARDS AND TEST PROCEDURES 
FOR 1981 AND SUBSEQUENT MODEL 

PASSENGER CARS, LIGHT-DUTY 
TRUCKS, AND MEDIUM-DUTY VEHICLES 

Adopted:
Adopted: - Amended: 
Amended: 
Amended: 
Amended: 
Amended: 
Amended: 
Amended: 
Amended: 
Amended: 
Amended: 
Amended: 
Amended: 
Amended: 
Amended: 
Amended: 

November 23, 1976 
December 14, 1976 
May 26, 1977 
June 8, 1977 
June 22, 1977 
September 20, 1977 
January 15, 1978 
March l , 1978 
April 10, 1978 
May 24, 1978 
February 9, 1979 
May 22, 1979 
March 5, 1980 
March 26, 1980 
August 27, 1980 
August 28, 1980 
December 2, 1980 -



CALIFORNIA EXHAUST EMISSION 
STANDARDS AND TEST PROCEDURES 

FOR 1981 AND SUBSEQUENT 
MODEL PASSENGER CARS, LIGHT-DUTY TRUCKS 

AND MEDIUM-DUTY VEHICLES 

The prov1s1ons of Subparts A and B, Part 86, Title 40, Code of Federal 
Regulations, as they existed on April 15, 1978, are hereby adopted as 
the California Exhaust Emission Standards and Test Procedures for 1981 
and Subsequent Model Passenger Cars, Light-Duty Trucks and Medium-Duty 
Vehicles, with the following exceptions and additions: 

1. Applicability 

a. These test procedures are applicable to 1981 and subsequent 
model passenger cars, light-duty trucks and medium-duty 
vehicles, except motorcycles. References to "light-duty 
trucks" in 40 CFR 86 shall apply both to "light-duty trucks" 
and "medium-duty vehicles" in these procedures. 

b. Any reference to vehicle sales throughout the United States 
shall mean vehicle sales in California. 

c. Regulations concerning EPA hearings, EPA inspections, specific 
language on the Certificate of Conformity, evaporative emissions, 
high-altitude vehicles and testing, and heavy-duty engines and 
vehicles shall not be applicable to these procedures, except 
where specifically noted. 

2. Definitions 

a. "Administrator" means the Executive Officer of the Air Resources 
Board. 

b. "Certificate of Conformity" means Executive Order certifying 
vehicles for sale in California. 

c. "Certification" means certification as defined in Section 
39018 of the Health and Safety Code. 

d. "Passenger car" means any motor vehicle designed primarily for 
transportation of persons and having a capacity of twelve 
persons or less. 



e. "Heavy-duty engine" means an engine which is used to propel a 
heavy-duty vehicle. 

f. "Heavy-duty vehicle" means any motor vehicle having a manu
facturer's gross vehicle weight rating greater than 6,000 
pounds, except passenger cars. 

g. "Light-duty truck" means any motor vehicle, rated at 6,000 
pounds gross vehicle weight or less, which is designed 
primarily for purposes of transportation of property or is ·a 
derivative of such a vehicle, or is available with special 
features enabling off-street or off-highway operation and use. 

h. "Medium-duty vehicle" means any heavy,-duty vehicle having a 
manufacturer's gross vehicle weight rating of 8500 pounds or 
less. 

3. Test Procedures 

a. In order to demonstrate compliance with a non-methane hydrocarbon 
emission standard, hydrocarbon emissions shall be measured in 
accordance with the "California Non-Methane Hydrocarbon Test 
Procedures. " 

b. Durability data submitted pursuant to subparagraph 86.078-
23(f) may be from vehicles previously certified by EPA or ARB. 

c. The requirements in subparagraph 86.078-28(a)(4)(i)(B) (durability 
vehicles must meet emission standards) refer, for each pollutant, 
to the highest of either the federal or California emission 
standards. 

d. In paragraph 86.079-21 (Application for certification), amend 
subparagraph (b)(5) to read: 

{S) A statement of maintenance and procedures consistent with 
the restrictions imposed under subparagraph 86.078-25(a)(l), 
necessary to assure that the vehicles (or engines) covered by 
a certificate of conformity in operation in normal use conform 
to the regulations, and a description of the program for 
training of personnel for such maintenance, and the e~uipment 
required. 
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e. In paragraph 86.078-25 (Maintenance): 

1. Amend subparagraph (a)(l) to read as follows: 

(1) Scheduled maintenance on the engine, emission control 
system and fuel system of durability vehicles shall, 
unless otherwise provided pursuant to paragraph (a) 
(S)(iii}, be restricted as set forth in the following 
provisions. 

(i}(A) for gaso1ine-fue1ed vehic1es, maintenance sha11 
be restricted to the inspection, replacement, 
cleaning, adjustment and/or service of the 
followi_ng items at interva1s no more frequent 
than indicated: 

{J) Drive belts on engine accessories (tension 
adjustment only)_; (30,000 miles}. 

(.21 Valve lash (15,000 miles). 

(.3)_ Spark plugs (30,000 miles).. 

{_4) Air filter {30,000 miles)_. 

(_5)_ Exhaust gas sensor (30,000 mi1es)_: Provided 
that an audible and/or visib1e signal approved 
by the Executive Officer alerts the vehicle 
operator to the need for sensor maintenance 
at the mileage point. 

Choke (cleaning or lubrication only); (30,000
mi 1es). 

(_7) In addition, adjustment of the engine id1e 
speed (curb idle and fast id1e), valve 1ash, 
and engine bolt torque may be performed once 
during the first 5,000 miles of schedu1ed 
driving, provided the manufacturer makes a 
satisfactory showing that the maintenance 
will be performed on vehicles in use. 
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(B) for diesel-powered vehicles, maintenance shall be 
restricted to the following items at intervals no 
more frequent than every 12,500 miles of scheduled 
driving, provided that no maintenance may be per
formed after 45,000 miles of scheduled driving: 

ll) Adjust low idle speed. 

(2) Adjust valve lash if required. 

(.3) Adjust injector timing. 

(4) Adjust governor. 

(.5 l Clean and service injector tips. 

{_6 l. Adjust drive belt tension on engine 
accessories.- (]) Check engine bolt torque and tighten as 
required. 

(Ji) Change of engine and transmission oil, change or 
service of oil filter and, for diesel-powered vehicles 
only, change or service of fuel filter and air filter, 
will be allowed at the mileage intervals specified in 
the manufacturer's maintenance instructions. 

(iii) Maintenance shall be conducted in a manner consistent 
wi.th service instructions and specifications provided by
the manufacturer for use by customer service personnel. 

(2) Delete subparagraph (a}{3) {Service of exhaust gas 
recirculation systeml. 

(31 Delete subparagraph (a}(4) (Service of catalytic
converter). 

f. In paragraph 86.078-38 (Maintenance instructions): 
,. Amend subparagraph (a) to read: 

4. 



(a) The manufacturer shall furnish or cause to be 
furnished to the purchaser of each new motor vehicle 
(or motor vehicle engine) subject to the standards 
prescribed in paragraphs 86.078-8 through 86.078-11 
as applicable, written instructions for the maintenance 
and use of the vehicle {or engine) by the purchaser as 
may be reasonable and necessary to assure the proper 
functioning of emission control systems in normal use. 
Such instructions shall be consistent with and not 
require maintenance in excess of the restrictions imposed 
under subparagraph 86.078-25(a){l), except that the 
instructions may, subject to approval by the Administrator, 
require additional maintenance for vehicles operated under 
extreme conditions. In addition, subject to approval by 
the Administrator, the instructions may require inspections 

·necessary to insure safe operation of the vehicle in use. 

ln addition to any maintenance which may be required pursuant 
to the preceding paragraph, the instructions may also recommend 
such inspections, maintenance, and repair as may be reasonable 
and necessary -for the proper functioning of the vehicle and 
its emission control systems. If the instructions recommend 
maintenance in addition to that which may be required pursuant 
to the preceding paragraph, they shall distinguish clearly 
between required and recommended maintenance. 

2. Amend subparagraph {c)(l} to read: 

(_1) Such instructions shall specify the performance 
of all scheduled maintenance performed by the manu
facturer under subparagraph 86.078-25(a)(l). 

If the instructions specify recommended maintenance as 
well as required maintenance, they shall distinguish 
clearly between the two. 

3. Amend subparagraph (d) by adding a new subparagraph 
(3) to read: 

(3) Such instructions shall specify the performance 
of all scheduled maintenance performed by the manu
facturer under subparagraph 86.078-25(a)(l). 

If the instructions specify recommended maintenance 
as well as required maintenance, they shall distinguish 
clearly between the two. 
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g. Amend subparagraph 86.078-39(a) (Submission of maintenance 
instructions) to read: 

(a) The manufacturer sha11 provi de to the Administrator, 
no later than the time of the submission required by
paragraph 86.078-23 a copy of the maintenance instructions 
which the manufacturer proposes to supply to the ultimate 
purchaser in accordance with subparagraph 86.078-38(a). 
The Administrator will review such instructions to determine 
whether they are consistent with federal requirements, and 
to determine whether the instructions for required maintenance 
are consistent with the restrictions imposed under subparagraph
86.078-25(a)(l). The Administrator will notify the manufacturer 
of his determinations. 

4. Standards 

The following standards represent the maximum projected exhaust 
emissions for the useful life of the vehicle. 

Equivalent Exhaust Emission Standards - Inertia (grams per vehicle mile}
Model Vehicle Weight Non--Methane Carbon Oxides of 
Year Type (a} ( 1 bs. )(b) Hydrocarbons ( c) Monoxide Nitrogen (N02)(e) 

1981 PC All (0.41 )_ 3.4 l.0 
PC (d 1 All 0.39 co. 41) 7.0 0.7 
PC(g) All 0.39 (0.41} 7.0 l.5 
LDT, MDV 0-3999 0.39 (0.41} 9.0 l.0 - LDT,MDV(h} 0-3999 0.39 (O.41) 9.0 l.5 
LDT, MDV 4000-5999 0.50 (0. 50} 9.0 l.5 
MDV 6000&larger 0.60 (0.60) 9.0 2.0 

1982 PC All 0.39 (0. 41 } 7.0 0.4 
PC(d} All 0.39 (0.41) 7.0 0.7 
PC(_i} All 0.39 (0.41) 7.0 1.0 
LDT, MDV 0-3999 0.39 {0.41} 9.0 1.0 
LDT, MDV 4000-5999 0.50 (0.50} 9.0 l.5 
LDT,MDV(h) 0-3999 0.39 (0.41) 9.0 l.5 
MDV 6000&larger 0.60 (0.60) 9.0 2.0 

1983 PC All 0.39 (0.41} 7.0 0.4 
& Sub- LDT, MDV 0-3999 0.39 (0.41) 9.0 0.4 
sequent LDT, MDV 4000-5999 0.50 (0.50) 9.0 1.0 

MDV 6000&larger 0.60 (0.60) 9.0 1.5 

l 983(i )_ PC All 0.39 (0.41} 7.0 0.7 
LDT, MDV 0-3999 0.39 (0.41) 9.0 l.0 (j) 

1984 (i )_ PC All 0.39 (0.41) 7.0 0.7 
LDT, MDV 0-3999 0.39 (0.41) 9.0 0. 7 (j) 

- 1985 (i} LDT, MDV 0-3999 0.39 (0.41) 9.0 0.7 
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100,000 Mile Exhaust 
Equivalent Emission Standards - Inertia (grams per vehicle mile) 

Model Vehicle Weight Non-Methane Carbon Oxides of 
Year Type (a} (lbs. Hb) Hydrocarbons(c) Monoxide Nitrogen N02(e) 

1981 pc (Option 1 ) All 0.39 (f} 3.4 1.5 
PC(Option 2} All 0.46 (f} 4.0 1.5 
LDT, MDV 

(Option 1) 0-3999 0.39 (0.41) (f) 9.0 1.5 
LDT, MDV 

(Option 2l 0-3999 0.46 (f} 10.6 1.5 

LDT, MDV 4000-5999 0.50 (0.50) (f) 9.0 2.0 
MDV 6000+larger 0.60 (0. 60) (f) 9.0 2.3 

1982 PC(Optton 1) All (0.41} 7.0 1.5 
PC(Option 2) All 0.46 8.3 1.5 
LDT, MDV - (Option l) 0-3999 0.39 (0.41) 9.0 1.5 
LDT, MDV 

(Option 2) 0-3999 0.46 10.6 1.5 

LDT, MDV 4000-5999 0.50 (0.50) 9.0 2.0 
MDV 6000&1arger 0.60 (0.60) 9.0 2.3 

1983 PC All 0.39 (0.41) 7.0 1.0 
& Sub- PC All 0.46 8.3 1.0 -
sequent LDT, MDV 

(Option ll 0-3999 0.39 (O. 41) 9.0 1.0 
LDT, MDV 

(Option 2} 0-3999 0.46 10.6 1.0 

LDT, MDV 4000-5999 0.50 (0.50) 9.0 1.5 
MDV 6000&larger 0.60 (0.60) 9.0 2.0 

(a1 ''PC'' means passenger cars. 
"LDT" means light-duty trucks. 
"MDV" means medium-duty vehicles. 

(b) Equivalent inertia weights are determined under subparagraph 
86. 129-79 (a). 

(c) Hydrocarbon standards in parentheses apply to total hydrocarbons. 
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(d) The second set of passenger car standards is optional. A manu
facturer must select either the primary or optional sets of 
standards for its full product line for the entire two-year 
period. 

(e) The maximum projected emissions of oxides of nitrogen measured 
on the federal Highway Fuel Economy Test (HWFET; 40 CFR Part 600, 
Subparagraph B) shall be no greater than 1.33 times the applicable 
passenger car standards and 2.0 times the applicable light-duty 
truck and medium-duty vehicle standards shown in the table. Both 
the projected emissions and the HWFET standard shall be rounded to 
the nearest 0.1 gm/mi before being compared. 

(f) For vehicles from evaporative emissions families with projected
50,000 mile evaporative emissions values below 1.0 gm/test, an 
adjustment to the hydrocarbon exhaust emission standard may be 
granted by the Executive Officer. The adjusted standard will 
be calculated using the following formula: 

HCex = .75 (. 185 - Di~~:! Hs ) + HC 
0 

Where: 

HCex = adjusted exhaust hydrocarbon standard 

HC = unadjusted exhaust hydrocarbon standard
0 

Di = diurnal evaporative emissions 
Hs = hot soak evaporative emissions. 

(g) For vehicles certified to special standards authorized by Section 
1960.2, Article 2, subchapter l, Chapter 3, Title 13, California 
Administrative Code. 

(h) For vehicles certified to special standards authorized by Section 
1960.3, Article 2, subchapter l, Chapter 3, Title 13, California 
Administrative Code. 

(i) For vehicles certified to special standards authorized by Section 
1960.4, Article 2, Subchapter l, Chapter 3, Title 13, California 
Administrative Code. Special standards revert to "1983 and subsequent"
standards for 1985 and subsequent passenger cars and 1986 and sub
sequent LDTs and MDVs. 

(j) The Executive Officer may grant limited relief from the 1983 passenger 
car and 1984 LDT and MDV special NOx standard to a manufacturer who 
exceeds the standard because of unforeseen technical problems. 

5. Additional Requirement 

a. A statement must be supplied that the production vehicles 
shall be in all material respects the same as those for 
which certification is granted. 

b. If a gasoline-fueled vehicle manufacturer requires the 
use of unleaded fuel, a statement will be required that 
the engine and transmission combinations for which certifi
cation is requested are designed to operate satisfactorily 
on a gasoline having a research octane number not greater 
than 91. 
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c. Labeling required pursuant to paragraph 86.079-35 and 
Section 1965, Chapter 3, iitle 13 of the California 
Adm1histrative Code shall conform with the requirements 
specified in the "California Motor Vehicle Tune-Up 
Label Specifications." 

d. For gasoline-powered vehicles evidence shall be supplied 
that the air/fuel metering system or secondary air injec
tion system is capable of providing sufficient oxygen to 
theoretically allow enough oxidation to attain the CO 
emission standard at barometric pressures equivalent to 
those expected at altitudes ranging from sea level to 
6,000 feet elevation. 

e. The mechanism for adjusting the idle air/fuel mixture, 
if any. shall be designed so that either: 

(i} The mixture adjustment mechanism is not visible, 
even with the air cleaner removed, and special 
tools and/or procedures are required to make 
adjustments; •r 

(ii) in the alternative, the Executive Officer may, upon 
reasonable notice to the manufacturer, require that 
a certification test of a vehicle be conducted with 
the idle air/fuel mixture at any setting which the 
Executive Officer finds corresponds to settings 
likely to be encountered in actual use. The Executive 
Officer, in making this finding, shall consider the 
difficulty of making adjustments, damage to the 
carburetor in the event of any effort to make an 
improper adjustment, and the need to replace parts 
following the adjustment. 

The manufacturer shall submit for approval by the Executive 
Officer his or her proposed method for compliance with this 
requirement in his or her preliminary application for 
certification. 

f. The exhaust emissions shall be measured from all exhaust 
emission data vehicles tested in accordance with the 
federal Highway Fuel Economy Test (HWFET; 40 CFR Part 
600 Subpart B). The oxides of nitrogen emissions measured 
during such tests shall be multiplied by the oxides of 
nitrogen deterioration factor computed in accordance with 
paragraph 86.078-28, and then rounded and compared with 
the standard as set forth in paragraph 4 above. All data 
obtained pursuant to this paragraph shall be reported in 
accordance with procedures applicable to other exhaust 
emissions data required pursuant to these procedures. 
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In the event that one or more of the manufacturer's emission 
data vehicles fai1 the HWFET standard Jisted in paragraph 4, 
the manufacturer may submit to the Executive Officer engineering 
data or other evidence showing that the system is capable of 
complying with the standard. If the Executive Officer finds, 
on the basis of an engineering evaluation, that the system 
can comply with the HWFET standard, he or she may accept the 
information supplied by the manufacturer in lieu of vehicle 
test data. 

g. The manufacturer shall submit to the Executive Officer a 
statement that those vehicles for which certification is 
requested have driveability and performance characteristics 
which satisfy that manufacturer's customary driveability and 
performance requirements for vehicles sold in the United 
States. This statement shall be based on driveability data 
and other evidence showing compliance with the manufacturer's 
performance criteria. This statement shall be supplied with 
the manufacturer's final application for certification, and 
wtth all running changes for which emission testing is required. 

, ' 

If the Executive Officer has evidence to show that in-use 
vehicles demonstrate poor performance that could result in 
wide-spread tampering with the emission control systems, he 
or she may request all driveability data and other evidence 
used by the manufacturer to justify the performance statement . 

. 6. Optional 100,000 Mile Certification Procedure 

The alternate emission standards shown in paragraph (4) above 
shall apply to any engine family which meets all of the following 
additional requirements: 

a. Each exhaust emission .durability data vehicle shall be 
driven, with a11 emission contra l systems i nsta 11 ed and 
operating, for 100,000 miles or such lesser distance as 
the Executive Officer may agree to as meeting the objectives 
of this procedure. Compliance with the emission standards 
shall be established as follows: 

ti) The linear regression line for all pollutants shall 
be established by use of all required data from tests 
of the durability vehicle at every 5,000 mile intervals 
from 5,000 to 100,000 miles. The requirements in 
subparagraph 86.078-28(a)(4)(i)(B){durability vehicles 
must meet emissions standards) refer, for each pollutant, 
to the highest of either the federal 50,000 mile or 
California 100,000 mile emission standards. 

l O. 



{ii) Compliance with the hydrocarbon and carbon monoxide 
standards shall be detennined as follows: 

(a) For Option 1: 

(A) the interpolated 4,000 and 50,000 mile points 
on the linear regression line in (i) shall not 
exceed the appropriate hydrocarbon and carbon 
monoxide standards, except as in (B) below. 

(B) the linear regression line in (i) may exceed 
the standard provided that no data point 
exceeds the standard. 

(C) the hydrocarbon and carbon monoxide data from 
the 4,000 mile test point of the emission data 
vehicle shall be multiplied by the deterioration 
factor computed by dividing the interpolated 
50,000 mile point by the interpolated 4,000 
mile point. These values shall not exceed the 
appropriate hydrocarbon and carbon monoxide 
standards. 

{b) For Option 2: 

(A) the interpolated 4,000 and 100,000 mile points 
on the linear regression line in (i) shall not 
exceed the appropriate hydrocarbon and carbon 
monoxide standards, except as in (B) below. 

(B) the linear regression line in (i) may exceed 
the standard provided that no data point 
exceeds the standard. 

{C) the hydrocarbon and carbo'n monoxide data from 
the 4,000 mile test point of the emission data 
vehicle shall be multiplied by the deterioration 
factor computed by dividing the interpolated
100,000 mile point by the interpolated 4,000 
mile point. These values shall not exceed the 
appropriate 100,000 mile hydrocarbon and carbon 
monoxide standards. 

11. 
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(iii) Compliance with the oxides of nitrogen standard for 
Options l and 2 sha 11 be determined as fo 11 ows: 

(a) the interpolated 4,000 and 100,000 mile points 
on the linear regression line in (i) shall not 
exceed the appropriate 100,000 mile oxides of 
nitrogen standard except as in (b) below. 

(b) the linear regression line in (i) may exceed 
the standard provided'that no data point exceeds 
the standard. 

(cl the oxides of nitrogen data from the 4,000 mile 
test point of the emission data vehicle shall be 
multiplied by the deterioration factor computed 
by dividing the interpolated 100,000 mile point
b_y the interpolated 4,000 mile point. These 
values shall not exceed the appropriate 100,000 
mi.le oxtdes of nitrogen standard. 

A11 references ih these test procedures to "useful 
life, " 5 years, and 50,000 miles shall mean "total 
life," 10 years, and 100,000 miles, respectively, 
except in subparagraph (ii). 

b. Only the following scheduled maintenance shall be allowed 
under subparagraph 86.078.25(al(l)(i). 

25(a)(l )Ji}_(A) Option 1. For 1981 and later model gasoline 
or diesel'-fueled vehicles; maintenance shall be restricted 
to the inspection, replacement, cleaning, adjustment, and/or 
service of the following items at intervals no more frequent 
than indicated. 

Drive belt tension on engine accessories (30,000 miles). 
Valve lash (JS,000 miles). 
Spark plugs (30,000 miles). 
Air fi:lter (30,000 miles). 
Exhaust gas sensor (30,000 mi 1es); Provided that an 
audible and/or visible signal approved by the Executive 
Officer alerts the vehicle operator to the need for 
sensor mafntenance. 

l6L Choke, cleani'ng or lubrication only (30,000 mlles). 
(7L Idle speed (:30,000 miles). 
(8) Fuel Filter (J0,000 miles}. 
(_g )_ Injection ttmtng (30,000 miles)_. 

12. 



25(a)(l)(i)(B) Option 2. For 1981 and later model gasoline 
or diesel-fueled vehicles, maintenance shall be restricted to 
the inspection, replacement, cleaning, adjustment, and/or 
service of the following items at intervals no more frequent 
than indicated: 

(1) Drive belt tension on engine accessories (30,000 miles). 
(2) Valve lash (15,000 miles). 
(3) Spark plugs (30,000 miles). 
(4) Air filter (30,000 miles). 
(5) Fuel filter (30,000 miles). 
(6) Idle speed (30,000 miles). 
(7) Injection timing (30,000 miles). 

(iii) In addition, adjustment of the engine idle speed (curb 
idle and fast idle), valve lash, and engine bolt torque 
may be performed once during the first 5,000 miles of 
scheduled driving, provided the manufacturer makes a 
satisfactory showing that the maintenance will be performed 
on vehicles in use. 

c. The manufacturer agrees to apply to vehicles certified 
under this paragraph the provisions of Section 43204 of 
the California Health and Safety Code for a period of ten 
year or 100,000 miles, whichever first occurs. 

8. For all emission standards options, any vehicle which is subject 
to a standard· set· by federal law or regulation controlling emissions 
of particulate matter must conform to such standard. 

13. 



State"Of California 

Memorandum 

Dote : December 29, 1980Huey D. Johnson 
Secretary 

Subject: Filing of NoticeResources Agency of Decision of the1416 - 9th Street Air Resources BoardSacramento, CA 95814 

From Air Resources Board 

Pursuant to Title 17, Section 60007(b), and in compliance with 
Air Resources Board certification under section 21080.5 of the 
Public Resources Code, the Air Resources Board hereby forwards 
for posting the attached notice of decision and response to en
vironmental comments raised during the comment period. 

/44~
Sally Rump
BOARD SECRETARY 

att: Resolution 80-58 
Resolution 80-59 
Resolution 80-60 

RECEIVED BY 
Office of the Secretory 

OEC 3 o1980 

Ro1Q11rcua Agem:y of California 
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State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Response to Significant Environmental Issues 

Item: PUBLIC HEARING TO CONSIDER CONFIRMATION OF AMENDMENTS TO TITLE 
13, CALIFORNIA ADMINISTRATIVE CODE, REGARDING THE 1982 AND 
SUBSEQUENT MODEL YEAR EXHAUST EMISSION STANDARDS . 

. Agenda Item No: 80-25-2 (Resolution No. 60) 

Public Hearing Date: December 2, 1980 

Response Date: December 2, 1980 

Issuing Authority: Air Resources Board 

Comment: No comments were received identifying any significant
environmental issues pertaining to this item. The staff 
report identified no adverse effects. 

- Response: N/ A 

CE'.RTIFIED: ~£/✓ ,< _/rf,v;,11,£:?
7 oard ,Secretary .J 

Date: 1~,1/Jc 

tlEC£1VE' &Y__..,,,.,
Sec;r,,.-•,hOffice of 1 • 

QEC :5 0 ,9so 
--• Aaency of California 

RetQWf..... 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 80-60 

December 2, 1980 

Agenda Item No. 80-25-2 

WHEREAS, Section 39601 of the Health and Safety Code authorizes the Air 
Resources Board to adopt standards, rules and regulations necessary for 
the proper execution of the powers and duties granted to and imposed 
upon the Board by law; and · 

WHEREAS, Section 43000(e) of the Health and Safety Code states that 
emission standards applied to new motor vehicles are standards with 
which all new motor vehicles shall comply; and 

WHEREAS, Sections 43101 and 43104 of the Health and Safety Code authorize. 
the Board to adopt vehicle emission standards and test procedures in 
order to control or eliminate air pollution caused by motor vehicles;
and 

WHEREAS, the federal Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has adopted 
particulate emission standards for 1982 and subsequent model year 
diesel-fueled light-duty vehicles and light-duty trucks, which standards 
are applicable to vehicles sold in California; and 

WHEREAS, the Board finds that control of particulate emissions is 
necessary to protect the public health and achieve federal and state 
ambient air quality standards; and 

WHEREAS, the Board finds that insufficient information is now available 
to enable it to establish an independent California emission standard 
for particulate matter; and 

WHEREAS, the California Environmental Quality Act and Board regulations 
require that no project having adverse environmental impacts be adopted 
as originally proposed if feasible alternatives or mitigation measures 
are available; and 

WHEREAS, an emergency public hearing has been held in accordance with the 
provisions of the Administrative Procedure Act (Government Code, Title 2, 
Division 3, Part 1, Chapter 4.5); and 

RECEIVED BY 
Offic,. of the Secretary 

DEC 3 0 1980 

Resources Agency of CQJif0111ia 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 80-62 

October 22, 1980 

WHEREAS, Health and Safety Code Section 40451 authorizes the Air Resources 
Board (the "Board") to review any action or refusal to take action by the 
South Coast Air Quality Management District upon appropriate petition by an 
aggrieved party, and further authorizes the Board to find such action or 
refusal to act by the District consistent or inconsistent with the purposes 
of Division 26 of the Health and Safety Code; 

WHEREAS, Health and Safety Code Section 40451 provides that if the action of 
the District was inconsistent with the purposes of Division 26 of the Health 
and Safety Code, the Board may direct the District to take appropriate
remedial action, or may take such action itself, or may refer the matter to 
any other state agency having jurisdiction, or may take any combination of 
these actions, and further provides that in taking such action, the Board is 
vested with all the powers of the District board; 

WHEREAS, the Board on May 24, 1978, in Resolution 78-30, adopted an ambient 
air quality standard of 0.01 parts per million averaged over 24 hours for 
vinyl chloride, and made a finding that any ambient concentration of vinyl 
chloride in excess of that amount constitutes an endangerment to the public
health (Title 17, California Administrative Code Section 70200.5); 

WHEREAS, the South Coast Air Quality Management District ("SCAQMD") has 
adopted Rule 1005.l to control vinyl chloride emissions and to achieve and 
maintain the ambient air quality standard for vinyl chloride set by the 
Board; 

WHEREAS, the B.F. Goodrich Company, a company producing vinyl chloride and 
operating a plant within the jurisdiction of the SCAQMD, has petitioned the 
Board to review District Rule 1005.1, and to repeal that Rule or cause the 
District to repeal it; 

WHEREAS, the Executive Officer of the District has adopted an enforcement 
protocol listing conditions under which it will issue notices of violation; 

WHEREAS, the staff of the SCAQMD has stated its tntention to work with 
B.F. Goodrich in implementation of the rule; 

WHEREAS, the Board has held a public hearing to consider Rule 1005.l and 
B.F. Goodrich's petition in accordance with law; 

WHEREAS, the Board finds: 

1. Rule 1005,l is a reasonable measure to insure attainment and 
maintenance of the state ambient air quality standard for 
vinyl chloride; 
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2. Compliance with requirements of the rule is technologically
feasible; 

3. The provisions of the rule, particularly in light of the 
enforcement protocol adopted by the Executive Officer of the 
SCAQMD, are sufficiently definite to afford affected parties
requisite notice of what conduct is proscribed and what conduct 
is permitted under the rule; 

4. The rule is within the statutory authority of the SCAQMD; 

5. The rule was adopted in accordance with all applicable
procedural requirements. 

WHEREAS, the Board finds Rule 1005.l to be fully consistent with the purposes
and requirements of Division 26 of the Health and Safety Code. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Board denies the petition of the 
B.F. Goodrich Company that it repeal, or cause the District to repeal, Rule 
1005.l; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the SCAQMD is encouraged to give to B.F. Goodrich 
any guidance Goodrich may request in its efforts to comply with the provisions
of Rule 1005.1. 

I certify that the above is 
a true and correct copy of 
Resolution 80-62, as adopted 
by the Air Resources Board 
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State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 80-63 

October 22, 1980 

WHEREAS, the Air Resources Board("Board") and the Environmental Protection 
Agency have established health-based ambient air quality standards for 
oxidant and ozone, respectively, and these standards are frequently exceeded 
in several of the State's air basins; 

WHEREAS, Health and Safety Code Sections 39003, 39500, 39602, and 41500 
authorize the Board to coordinate, encourage, and review efforts to attain 
and maintain state and national ambient air quality standards; 

WHEREAS, Health and Safety Code Sections 39600 and 39605 authorize the Board 
to do such acts as may be necessary to execute the powers and duties granted 
to and imposed upon the Board, to assist the air pollution control districts; 

WHEREAS, the suggested control measure for the control of emissions of 
perchloroethylene (perc) from the dry cleaning industry was developed by the 
Bay Area Air Quality Management District staff with the concurrence of the 
Board staff, and has been approved under the Suggested Control Measure 
Development Process, by a technical review group consisting of representatives 
of EPA, ARB, BAAQMD, SCAQMD and several other air pollution control districts; 

WHEREAS, the California Environmental Quality Act and Board regulations require 
that the Board not take any action which would ha.ve adverse environmental 
impacts unless the Board responds to all significant environmental issues 
raised and takes all feasible measures to mitigate such impacts; 

WHEREAS, the Board has held a duly noticed public meeting on this matter, 
and has heard and considered the comments presented by representatives of the 
ARB, districts, affected industries, and other interested persons and 
agencies; and · 

WHEREAS, the Board finds: 

That the emissions of perchloroethylene, a photochemically reactive 
organic compound, from the dry cleaning industry contribute to 
violations of the state and national amotent air quality standards 
for oxidant and ozone in several of the State's air QB,sins; 

That perc emissions from certain dry cleaning operations can be 
reduced by up to 90 percent of the present uncontrolled emission 
rate by the means set forth in the suggested control measure; 

That these emission reductions, together with other operc1tional
requirements of the suggested control measure, can reduce the present 
(overall) uncontrolled emission rate from this source by up to 50 percent 
or more; 
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That the direct customer cost of air pollution controls for perc 
are estimated to add 1 percent or less to the overall cost of dry 
cleaning, and in the worst case, i.e., for very small dry cleaners, 
the incremental cost increase is expected to be 2-3 percent or less; 

That the emission reductions required by the measure are technologically
feasible, economically reasonable, and cost-effective; 

That a performance-based, i.e. mileage type, emission control approach 
can offer specific advantages and disadvantages as compared to an 
explicit emission approach; 

That a performance-based approach is potentially capable of accomplishing
equivalent emission reductions to an explicit emission limitation 
approach, and is potentially compatible with an explicit emission 
control approach; 

That there are no significant adverse effects on air quality or 
the environment likely to result from adoption and implementation 
of the suggested control measure; 

That the suggested control measure addresses dry cleaning emissions 
of perchloroethylene only as a photochemically reactive organic
compound; the Air Resources Board at this time is reviewing evidence 
concerning perchloroethylene as a potentially toxic, hazardous, or 
carcinogenic pollutant to determine if there is a need for additional 
emissions reductions; and 

That in view of EPA's proposal to designate perchloroethylene 
for additional state regulation of existing sources pursuant to 
Section 111 of the Clean Air Act (44 Federal Register 39678, 
June 11, 1980) all districts which propose to amend or adopt a rule 
to control perchloroethylene emissions from dry cleaning operations 
are advised to consider and to include in the rule any provisions 
necessary and appropriate for compliance with Section 111 of the Clean 
Air Act and EPA regulations contained in Title 40 Code of Federal 
Register Part 60. 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Board endorses the suggested 
control measure for the control of perchloroethylene emissions from 
the dry cleaning industry approved by the suggested control measure 
technical review group as set forth in Attachment A to this Resolution, 
subject to consideration in light of all appropriate evidence by the 
technical review group of amendments to the suggested control measure 
relating to the following issues: 

1. Deletion of the exemption for coin-operated facilities; 

2. Addition of a provision requiring proper disposal of hazardous 
wastes containing perchloroethylene; 

3. Evaluation of size cutoffs, including consideration of 
performance-based emission standards and base year. 



-3-

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Officer is delegated the authority 
to endorse the actions of the technical review group on the 11,bove tssues or 
to bring them before the Board for further consideration. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that fo11 owing endorsement of any amendments to 
the suggested control measure approved by the technical nwiew group, the 
Executive Officer is directed to forward the suggested control mea.sure to 
districts which need reductions in photochemically reactive organic
compound emissions to achieve and maintain state or national ambient a.ir 
quality standards, with a recommendation that these districts consider 
adoption of the suggested control measure or a rule of equivalent
effectiveness. 

I certify that the a,bove is 
a true and correct copy of 
Resolution 80-63, as adopted
by the Air Resources Board 

Sal 



Attachment A 

Suggested Control Measure for the 
Control of Volatile Organic Compound Emissions 
From Perchloroethylene Dry Cleaning Operations 

I. Effective 60 days after adoption a person shall not operate 

any dry cleaning equipment which uses perchloroethylene unless 

all of the following requirements are satisfied: 

A. Any solvent liquid or solvent vapor leaks shall be repaired 

immediately. 

B. The residue from a solvent still shall not contain more than 

0.6 kg. of solvent per kg. of wet waste. 

C. The used filtration cartridges shall be put in the filter 

housing and drained there for at least 24 hours before being 

discarded or for at least 12 hours provided that they are 

dried in a closed container which is vented to a control 

device approved by the APCO. 

D. The used diatomaceous earth filters shall be cooked or treated 

so that the residue contains no more than 0.25 kg. of solvent per 

kg. of wet waste. 

E. Any other filtration or distillation system can be used if it 

can be demonstrated to the satisfaction of the APCO that it 

reduces waste losses below 0.01 kg. per kg. of clothes. 

F. The waste containing perchloroethylene shall be stored in sealed 

containers. 



II. Emission Control Requirements: A person shall not operate any 

dry cleaning equipment which uses perchloroethylene unless one 

of the following requirements is satisfied: 

• 

A. All exhaust gases from drying tumblers and cabinets are vented 

through a carbon adsorber or other control device which reduces 

the total emissions of organic compounds to the atmosphere 

during the entire cycle by at least 90 percent by weight; or 

B. All of the exhaust gases from drying tumblers and cabinets 

are vented through a carbon adsorber or other control device 

which reduces tfle total emisstons of organic compounds to the 

atmosphere during the entire drying cycle to 100 ppm before 

dilution. 

The effective date for this Section II shall be as follows: 

1 year after adoption 

2 years after adoption 

3 years after adoption 

- for any plant which consumes more than 

4000 liters (1060 gallons) of perchloroethylene 

per year. 

- for any plant which consumes more than 

2000 liters (530 gallons) of perchloroethylene 

per year. 

- for any plant which consumes more than 

1200 liters (320 gallons) of perchloroethylene 

per year. 
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III. COMPLIANCE SCHEDULE 

Compliance Schedule for Section Ill: A person subject to the 

requirements of Section II shall comply with the following 

increments of progress: 

A. Submit a control plan on or before 6 months after the date 

of adoption. 

B. Submit a complete application for any required authority 

to construct at least 6 months before the effective date for 

that plant. 

C. Complete construction or installation of the required emission 

control equipment on or before the effective date for that 

plant. 

IV. EXEMPTIONS 

A. Coin Operated Facilities: The provisions of Section II shall 

not apply to coin operated cleaning plants. 

B. Other Solvents: This Rule does not apply to dry cleaning plants 

which do not use perchloroethylene. 

C. Small Users: The provisions of Section II shall not apply to 

dry cleaning plants which consume less than 1200 liters 

(320 gallons) of perchloroethylene per year. 

D. Space and Steam Limitations: The provisions of Section II shall 

not apply to dry cleaners which satisfy one of the following 

conditions: 



Memorandum 

Dote :To Huey D. Johnson November 17, 1980 
Resources Agency 

Subject:1416 - 9th Street, 13th Floor Filing of Notice 
Sacramento, CA 95814 of Decision of the 

Air Resources Board 

From Air Resources Board 

Pursuant to Title 17, Section 60007(b), and in compliance with 
Air Resources Board certification under section 21080.5 of the 
Public Resources Code, the Air Resources Board hereby forwards 
for posting the attached notice of decision and response to en
vironmental comments raised during the comment period. 

attachments: 



State ot°California 

Memorandum 

Sally Rump Date : November 4, 1980 
Board Secretary 

Subject: SCM to Control Pere Emissions 
from Drycleaning Industry -
Response to Environmental 
Issues 

From Air Resources Board 

The response to significant environmental issues adopted by 
the Board on the above-matter October 22, 1980, was predicated on certain 
changes being made to the suggested control measure as outlined in the 
Board's resolution (bottom of p.2). In the event these changes are not 
in fact made, the aforementioned response to significant environmental 
issues may no longer be valid and may require amendment . 

.~~-
David Nawi 
General Counsel 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Response to Significant Environmental Issues 

Item: PUBLIC MEETING TO CONSIDER SUGGESTED CONTROL MEASURE FOR THE CONTROL 
OF VOLATILE ORGANIC EMISSIONS FROM PERCHLOROETHYLENE DRY CLEANING 

Public Hearing Date: September 25 and October 22, 1980 

Response Date: October 22, 1980 

Comment: The suggested control measure may increase the amount of solid 
toxic waste material produced by dry cleaners and require additional 
regulation of toxic and solid waste disposal sites. 

Response: The suggested control measure is expected to increase perchloroethylene 
(perc) solvent recapture in dry cleaning operations, and correspond
ingly to decrease the amount of perc used and the amount of perc 
waste created. The measure requires that perchloroethylene waste be 
stored in closed containers. It also requires that the concentration 
of perc in wastes be reduced prior to disposal. The measure, there
fore, will not result in significant adverse environmental effects 
associated with toxic or hazardous wastes. Additionally, such wastes 
must be disposed of in accordance with state law and regulations of 
the Department of Health Services (OHS). OHS establishes minimum 
standards for the operation and maintenance of hazardous waste disposal
sites. The ARB and local air pollution control districts will coordinate 
implementation and enforcement of this measure with OHS. 

Comment: The suggested control measure is expected to increase slightly the 
amount of wastewater containing perchloroethylene. 

Response: The installation of carbon adsorption equipment will require the use 
of steam to regenerate the carbon bed. The steam condensate from this 
equipment will be contaminated with a small quantity of perchloroethylene. 
The relatively low solubility of perchloroethylene in water together 
with the relatively small amount of water needed for regeneration is 
not expected to result in substantial release of perchloroethylene into 
the environment, as compared to the relatively much greater reduction 
of perchloroethylene release into the environment which will be achieved 
by installation of the carbon adsorption equipment. 

CERTIFIED: /4eu_ ~ :'-.'J
s'allyRiimf"' ,~-;, 
Boa rd Secretary 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 80~64 

November 21 , 1980 

WHEREAS, the Air Resources Board has been directed to carry out an 
effective research proqram in conjunction with its efforts to combat 
air pollution, pursuant to Health and Safety Code Sections 39700 
through 39705; 

WHEREAS, a solicited research Proposal Number 948-79 entitled "Alternatives 
to the Open Burning of Wood Waste from Trees, Vines and Bushes, and Waste 
from Fruit and Nut Crops and Field Crops Other than Rice" has been submitted 
by the Battelle Pacific Northwest Laboratories to the Air Resources Board;
and 

WHEREAS, the Research staff has reviewed and recommended this proposal for 
approval; and 

WHEREAS, the Research Screening CollJTlittee has reviewed and recommends for 
funding: · 

Proposal Number 948-79 entitled "Alternatives to the Open Burning of 
Wood Waste from Trees, Vines and Bushes, and Waste from Fruit and 
Nut Crops and Field Crops Other than Rice" submitted by the Battelle 
Pacific Northwest Laboratories for an amount not to exceed $94,000; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Air Resources Board pursuant to 
the authority granted by Health and Safety Code Section 39703, hereby accepts 
the recommendation of the Research Screening Committee and .approves the 
foll owing: 

Proposal Number 948-79 entitled "Alternatives to the Open Burning of 
Wood Waste from Trees, Vines and Bushes, and Waste from frui.t and 
Nut Crops and Field Crops Other than Rice" submitted by the Battelle 
Pacific Northwest Laboratories for an amount not to exceed $94,000, 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Officer shall initiate admini.s
trative procedures and execute all necessary documents and contra,cts for 
the research effort proposed in an amount not to exceed $94,000, 

I certify that the above is a true 
and correct copy of Resolution 80-64 
as passed by the Air Resources Board. 

Sally Rump 
BOARD SECRETARY 



ITEM: 

RECOMMENDATION: 

SUMMARY: 

State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

ITEM NO: 80-24-3bl 
DATE: November ~1980 

.:l / 

Research Proposal No. 948-79 entitled "Alternatives 
to the Open Burning of Wood Waste from Trees, Vines 
and Bushes, and Waste from Fruit and Nut Crops and 
Field Crops Other than Rice." 

Adopt Resolution 80-64 approving Research Proposal
No. 948-79 for funding in an amount not to exceed 
$94,000. 

The objective of this project is to identify viable 
alternatives to the open burning of wood waste and 
the wastes from fruit and nut crops and field crops 
other than rice. Technologically and economically
feasible alternatives, including methods of imple
mentation, are to be identified and fully evaluated. 

Four proposals were submitted in response to the 
Request for Proposals for this study. The proposal 
submitted by Battelle Pacific Northwest Laboratories 
was recommended for funding by the staff and by the 
Research Screening Committee. 

Battelle proposed to address each task in the Request
for Proposals. The alternatives to be evaluated in
clude production of fiberboard, pulp and paper, hydro
mulch, energy and fuels, chemicals, compost and con
trolled burning. The assessment will include an 
analysis of environmental, public policy, technical 
and economic factors which will affect the overall 
feasibility of the alternatives. Technical details 
to be documented include the basic characteristics 
of the wastes, mass and energy balances, and engineering 
flow sheets. Various criteria weightings will be applied 
to rank the alternatives, with consideration given to 
both short-term and long-term feasibility. 



State of California 

Memorandum 

Mary Nichols, Chairwoman Date : November 19, 1980 
California Air Resources Board 

Subject: Mail Ba 11 ot 

From Air Re!•ources Board 

John R. Holmes, Ph.D. 
Chief, Research Division 

At its October 29, 1980 meeting, the Research Screening Committee recommended 
three proposals for funding. These were: 

l. ''Alternatives to the Open Burning of Wood Waste from Trees, Vines, 
and Bushes, and Waste from Fruit and Nut Crops and Field Crops 
Other than Rice" by Battelle Pacific Northwest Laboratories, $94,000. 

2. Scope Expansion of Contract AS-127-31, ''Emission Characteristics 
of Primary Oil Production Operations in California" by KVB, $75,000. 

3. "Correlative and Sensitive Discriminants for Air Quality Control 
(Combination of 0/NO )" by Professional Staff Association of 
Los Angeles County/Unfversity of Southern California, $125,602. 

BeGause of the extreme time constraints during the November hearings on 
Rule 1135.l, we were unable to present these proposals to the Board for your 
consideration. With the holiday season coming up, it is extremely important 
to us and to at least one of the proponents to begin immediately to move 
these contracts through the appropriate State agencies for their approval. 
Accordingly, I would appreciate very much your reviewing the attached 
summaries and associated resolutions as soon as possible. We have attached 
a mail ballot for your use in indicating your approval or disapproval of 
these proposed research projects. We will need to confirm the results of 
the mail ballot at the next public meeting of the Board. 

If you have questions regarding any of these projects or require further 
information, please feel free to call me. Thank you very much for your 
assistance in this matter. 

Attachments 



AIR RESOURCES BOARD BALLOT 

1. "Alternatives to the Open Burning of Wood Waste from Trees, Vines, 
and Bushes, and Waste from Fruit and Nut Crops and Field Crops
Other than Rice" 

D Approved D Disapproved 

2. Scope Expansion of Contract AB-127-31, ''Emission Characteristics 
of Primary Oil Production Operations in California" 

..
[ I Approved □ Disapproved 

3. "Correlative and Sensitive Discriminants for Air Quality Control 
(Combination of O /NO )"3 2 

□ Approved □ Disapproved 
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State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 80-65 

November 21, 1980 

WHEREAS, the Air Resources Board has been directed to carry out an 
effective research program in conjunction with its efforts to combat 
air pollution, pursuant to Health and Safety Code Sections 39700 
through 39705; 

WHEREAS, an unsolicited research Proposal Number 82l-69(a) entitled 
Scope Expansion of Contract AS-127-31 "Emission Characteristics of 
Primary Oil Production Operations in California" has been submitted by
KVB, Inc., to the Air Resources Board; and 

WHEREAS, the Research staff has reviewed and recommended this proposal
for approval; and 

WHEREAS, the Research Screening Committee has reviewed and recommends 
for funding: 

Proposal Number 821-69(a) entitled Scope Expansion of Contract 
AS-127-31 "Emission Characteristics of Primary Oil Production 
Operations in California" submitted by KVB, Inc., for an amount 
not to exceed $75,000; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Air Resources Board pursuant to 
the authority granted by Health and Safety Code Section 39703, hereby 
accepts the recommendation of the Research Screening Committee and approves 
the fo 11 owing: 

Proposal Number 82l-69(a) entitled Scope Expansion of Contract 
AS-128-31 "Emission Characteristics of Primary Oil Production 
Operations in California" submitted by KVB, Inc., for an amount 
not to exceed $75,000. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Officer shall initiate adminis
trative procedures and execute a11 necessary documents and contracts for 
the research effort proposed in an amount not to exceed $75,000. 

I certify that the above is a true 
and correct copy of Resolution 80-65 
as passed by the Air Resources Board. 

SaiiyRunip 
BOARD SECRETARY 



ITEM: 

RECOMMENDATION: 

SUMMARY: 

State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

ITEM NO: 80-24-3b2.?-/ 
DATE: November,X' 1980 

Research Proposal No. 82l-69(a) entitled 
Scope Expansion of Contract A8-l 27-3l "Emission 
Characteristics of Primary Oil Production Oper
ations in California." 

Adopt Resolution 80-65 approving Research Proposal 
No. 82l-69(a) for funding in an amount not to exceed 
$75,000. 

The objectives of this study were: to analyze the 
character and rates of emissions associated with primary 
crude oil production operations in California, both on 
and offshore; to compile, from literature and/or by 
source testing where necessary, emission factors for 
the various operations, facilities and equipment; to 
quantify the emissions from the major primary crude 
oil production areas in California; and to assess the 
feasibility and cost of emission control measures. 

At this time, about 85 percent of the work required to 
accomplish the original objectives has been completed 
and a corresponding amount of the original budget of 
$250,000 has been expended. The accomplishments include: 
completion of surveys and equipment counts for represen
tative oil fields and offshore platforms; collection and 
review of available emission factor data; performance of 
limited source testing, with emphasis on internal com
bustion engines and heater treaters; classification of 
oil fields using field and well characteristics; assembly
of a complete count of wells by oil field and county; and 
development of a computer program to process all of the 
above data. 

This proposal would expand the scope of the original 
program to include features which would greatly improve 
the value of the study. The first feature provides for 
an expanded grouping of oil wells by leasehold. This 
grouping has a greater influence on the emissions associ
ated with oil production than the geological and formation 
properties considered in the original proposal because 
each leaseholder has separate tanks and facilities to 
process and store the crude oil. If vapor recovery is 
employed, it is utilized on a leasehold basis, rather than 
an individual well basis. 
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A second feature provides for an improved software 
package which will provide capability to access the 
DOG data, assemble the individual wells and related 
information into leases, assign each lease to an 
appropriate emission model, and calculate the emissions 
associated with each lease. The emissions information 
will then be assembled and reported on a field, county, 
air basin and statewide basis as originally proposed. 
The modified system would improve the accuracy of the 
emissions inventory and provide the ARB staff with a 
capability for update and future projection of the 
inventory. 

The third feature includes tertiary oil production 
emissions (from oil handling and processing) in the 
study. These teritary operations include about 3900 
wells which are not included in the present Scope of 
Work. 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 80-66 

November 21, 1980 

WHEREAS, the Air Resources Board has been directed to carry out an 
effective research program in conjunction with its efforts to combat 
air pollution, pursuant to Health and Safety Code Sections 39700 
through 39705; 

WHEREAS, an unsolicited research Proposal Number 954-79 entitled 
"Correlative and Sensitive Discriminants for Air Quality Control" 
has been submitted by the Professional Staff Association of Los 
Angeles County/USC to the Air Resources Board; and 

WHEREAS, the Research staff has reviewed and recommended this proposal
for approval; and 

WHEREAS, the Research Screening Committee has reviewed and recommends 
for funding: 

Proposal Number 954-79 entitled "Correlative and Sensitive 
Discriminants for Air Quality Control" submitted by the 
Professional Staff Association of Los Angeles County/USC
for an amount not to exceed $125,602. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Air Resources Board pursuant 
to the authority granted by Health and Safety Code Section 39703, hereby 
accepts the recommendation of the Research Screening Committee and approves
the fo 11 owing: 

Proposal Number 954-79 entitled "Correlative and Sensitive 
Discriminants for Air Quality Control" submitted by the 
Professional Staff Association of Los Angeles County/USC
for an amount not to exceed $125,602. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Officer shall initiate 
administrative procedures and execute all necessary documents and 
contracts for the research effort proposed in an amount not to 
exceed $125,602. 

I certify that the above is a true 
and correct copy of Resolution 80-66 
as passed by the Air Resources Board. 

SallyRump 
BOARD SECRETARY 



ITEM: 

RECOMMENDATION: 

SUMMARY: 

State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

ITEM NO: 80-24-3b3 / 
DATE: November~' 1980 

JJ I 

Research Proposal No. 954-79 entitled "Correlative and 
Sensitive Discriminants for Air Quality Control", 
Professional Staff Association, L.A. County/USC Medical 
Center, Russell Sherwin. 

Adopt Resolution 80-66 approving Research Proposal No. 
954-79 for funding for an amount not to exceed $125,602. 

The proposed study is an extension of work done under ARB 
sponsorship, employing low levels of N02. The extension 
is to use ozone (03) and nitrogen dioxide (N02) mixtures, 
which should lead to health assessments under conditions 
more nearly similating real atmospheric conditions. Com
pleted efforts consist of the development and application 
of methods developed for the study of cellular and bio
chemical indicators of nitrogen dioxide damage at near 
ambient or ambient concentrations. These methods have been 
employed in completed and ongoing studies to determine the 
rates of Type I to Type II pneumocyte conversions and studies 
of whether such changes are reversible. The importance of 
such studies lies in the function of the cells under study.
The most common cell of the alveolar wall, in terms of area 
covered, is the Type I cell. It is a very thin cell whose 
role is the efficient exchange of gases between the atmosphere
in the lung and the blood. The Type II cell is noted for 
its thickness and apparent role in lung defenses, including
production of secretions. It appears from completed studies 
that some Type I cells are converted to Type II cells, even 
at very low concentrations of NO? (0.25 ppm). Such cellular 
changes are thought tm be the early steps in several disease 
states, including emphysema. 

Ongoing and completed studies into sensitive measures of 
rates of protein leakage into alveolar spaces also indicate 
increased leakage after exposures to N02 at near ambient 
concentrations. These measurements as well as image analysis 
of cells would be employed in tests using ozone as well as 
ozone with N02. Leakage into the alveolar spaces has also 
been observed on a gross level (edema) following acute 
exposures to certain other air pollutants. The final study 
areas to be continued and expanded upon with the ozone and 
combined ozone-NO mixtures would be a study of the sub
cellular structur~s known as mitochondria and lamellar bodies. 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 80-67 

November 5, 1980 

WHEREAS, the Air Resources Board ("Board") and/or the federal Environmental 
Protection Agency have established health-based ambient air quality 
standards for nitrogen dioxide, oxidant (ozone), particulate matter (TSP),
and visibility which are consistently exceeded in several of the State's air 
basins, notably the South Coast Air Shed; 

WHEREAS, Health and Safety Code Sections39003, 39500, 39602, and 41500 
authorize the State Board to coordinate, encourage, and review efforts to 
attain and maintain state and national ambient air quality standards; 

WHEREAS, Health and Safety Code Sections 39600 and 39605 authorize the 
State Board to do such acts as may be necessary to execute the powers and 
duties granted to and imposed upon the State Board, to assist the air 
pollution control districts, and to hold public hearings; 

WHEREAS, a suggested control measure for the control of emissions of 
oxides of nitrogen (NOx) from glass melting furnaces was drafted by the 
Board staff and has been approved under the Suggested Control Measure 
Development Process by a technical review group consisting of representatives 
of Environmental Protection Agency, Air Resources Board, and several air 
pollution control districts; 

WHEREAS, the California Environmental Quality Act and Air Resources Board 
regulations require that an activity not be adopted as proposed unless 
feasible mitigation measures or alternatives which would substantially
reduce any significant adverse environmental effects of the proposed
activity are considered, and further require that the Board respond in 
writing to significant environmental issues raised; 

WHEREAS, the Board has held a public meeting on this matter, and has heard 
and considered the evidence and comments presented by the ARB staff, 
affected industries, and other interested persons and agencies; and 

WHEREAS, the Board finds: 

l. That emissions of oxides of nitrogen (NOx) from glass melting
furnaces contribute significantly to violations of the state 
and national ambient standards for nitrogen dioxide (N02), TSP, 
and visibility in several of the state's air basins; 

2. That such NOx emissions are not currently subject to air pollution 
control regulations; 
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3. That the evidence suggests that the energy penalty associated 
with the control measure is insignificant and that this energy 
penalty has been taken into consideration by the Board, along 
with other costs, when assessing the cost effectiveness of the 
suggested control measure; 

4. That it is technologically feasible and cost effective to reduce 
emissions to one-half their present rates through the use of 
combustion modifications and process changes; 

5. That the staff report adequately responds to other environmental 
issues raised, and the Board concurs in the staff's findings that 
no significant adverse environmental effects are likely to result 
from adoption and implementation of the suggested control measure. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Board approves the suggested control 
measure for the control of emissions of oxides of nitrogen from glass
manufacturers, as set forth in Attachment A to this Resolution. The Board 
requests the technical review group to reconsider the measure to reflect 
changes suggested by the Board in response to comnents and evidence received 
at public meetings. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Officer is delegated the authority 
to endorse the actions of the technical review group on the above issues. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that following endorsement of any amendments to 
the suggested control measure approved by the technical review group, the 
Executive Officer is directed to forward the suggested control measure to 
the South Coast Air Quality Management District and the Ventura County Air 
Pollution Control District with a reconmendation that these districts adopt
rules of equivalent effectiveness. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board recognizes the potential need for 
an exemption for some existing furnaces, based upon existing physical site 
limitations, technical limitations or financial constraints. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Officer is directed to provide
assistance to any district requesting assistance in adopting, interpreting, 
or implementing the suggested control measure. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that if significant adverse environmental effects 
become apparent before or during operation of the control equipment
utilized to comply with this suggested control measure once it is adopted
into regulatory form the adopting districts, with the assistance of the 
Board should they desire it, should consider the adoption of mitigation 
measures or other appropriate action to reduce such adverse impacts, and 
are encouraged to request the Board's assistance. 

I certify that the above is 
a true and correct copy of 
Resolution 80-67, as adopted
by the Air Resources Board 

..k;Lk~
Sally Rump, Board Secretary 



Attachment A 
Suggested Control Measure to Limit NOx Emissions 

- from Glass Melting Furnaces 

A. Emission Limitations 

New Furnaces 

Rebuilt Furnaces 

- producing::.. 200 T/D 

- producing between 
200 T/D and 300 T/D 

- producing~ 300 T/D 

Emission Limit 

2.0 lb NOx/ton glass 
pulled 

4.0 lb NOx/ton glass
pulled 

[[-0.015 (T/D)] + 7 lb NOx]/ 
ton glass pulled 

2.5 lb NOx/ton glass
pulled 

Effective Date 

January l , 1983 

Next furnace rebuild 
starting January 1, 1983 
All furnaces must comply 
by January 1, 1987 

A = Heat Input 

Emission Limit X A= Cogeneration Based Emission Limit 
Heat In ut (Btu/hr + Electri enerated Btu/hr 

Heat input shall be based on the higher heating value of the fuel 

All emission determinations shall be in the 11as found 11 condition, at any 
production rate other than idle. For purposes of this control measure, 
idle shall be defined as a glass pullrate of less than 10 percent of the 
district maximum permitted production rate. 

Averaging time for compliance determination shall be three hours.* 

The NOx emission limit shall be calculated as N02. 

Manufacturers subject to this control measure shall submit a furnace 
rebuild schedule to the air pollution control officer by January 1, 1982, 
which delineates furnace rebuild timetables. 

The glass manufacturer may also choose one of the following options for* 
purposes of compliance determination: 

1. Six hours with no peak NOx emission rate to exceed 25 percent of the 
six hour average; or 

2. 24 hours with the use of in-plant continuous monitoring. Such 
monitoring equipment shall be operated in accordance with conditions 
specified by the Air Pollution Control Officer. 
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Exemptions 

Furnaces that are limited to 15 lbs/hr. of NOx by district permit 
conditions. 

Glass remelt facilities that exclusively utilize glass cullet, 
marbles, chips, or similar feeds tocks in 1 ieu of basic (and/or 
traditional) glass making raw materials. 

Glass tableware furnaces, SIC code 3229.1. 

Flat glass melting furnaces. 

B. Technology Review 

After July 1, 1982, and before January 1, 1983, the Air 
Resources Board in conjunction with the South Coast Air Quality Management 

District, or their delegates, shall conduct a public hearing to determine 

the technological and economic feasibility of meeting an emissions limit 

on a furnace specific basis to be effective upon furnace rebuild, starting 

January 1, 1983, with all furnaces complying by January 1, 1987, of 

2.0 lb NOx, or less, per ton of glass p~lled, 



Memorandum 

Dote :To Huey D. Johnson November 17, 1980 
Resources Agency 

Subject:1416 - 9th Street, 13th Floor Filing of Notice 
Sacramento, CA 95814 of Decision of the 

Air Resources Board 

From Air Resources Board 

Pursuant to Title 17, Section 60007(b), and in compliance with 
Air Resources Board certification under section 21080.5 of the 
Public Resources Code, the Air Resources Board hereby forwards 
for posting the attached notice of decision and response to en
vironmental comments raised during the comment period. 

L ,:1.4 ~1~~-<tj /-~( .--' 
Sally Rump 
BOARD SECRETARY 

attachments: 
Resolution 80-63 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Response to Significant Environmental Issues 

Item: Public Meeting to Consider Suggested Control Measure for the 
Control of Oxides of Nitrogen Emissions from Glass Melting Furnaces 

Agenda Item No: 80-21-2, 80-22-1 

Public Hearing Date: October 23, 1980, continued to November 5, 1980 

Response Date: November 5, 1980 

Issuing Authority: Air Resources Board 

Comment: Ammonia may be emitted in significant amounts due to some of 
the emission control equipment. 

Response: Proper operation of such emission control equipment will limit 
ammonia breakthrough to less than 20 ppm. Ammonia emissions at 
these low levels are not expected to cause adverse effects. 

Comment: Some of the emission control techniques will result in an energy 
penalty. 

Response: These energy impacts are insignificant and justified by the 
benefits associated with the control measure. 

CERTIFIED: ~4 
>~ecretary 

Date: 
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State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 80-68 

December 18, 1980 

WHEREAS, Health and Safety Code Section 39003 provides that the Air 
Resources Board (the "Board") is the state agency charged with coordinating 
efforts to attain and maintain ambient air quality standards; 

WHEREAS, Health and Safety Code Section 39002 provides that local and 
regional authorities have the primary responsibility for control of air 
pollution from all sources other than vehicular sources, and provides 
further that the Board shall undertake control activities in any area 
wherein it determines that the local or regional authority has failed to 
meet the responsibilities given to it by Division 26 of the Health and 
Safety Code or any other provision of law; 

WHEREAS, Health and Safety Code Section 39500 provides that it is the intent 
of the Legislature that the Board shall coordinate, encourage and review the 
efforts of all levels of government as they affect air quality; 

WHEREAS, Health and Safety Code Section 39600 provides that the Board shall 
do such acts as may be necessary for the proper execution of the powers and 
duties granted to, and imposed upon, the Board by Division 26 of the Health 
and Safety Code and by any other provision of law; 

WHEREAS, Health and Safety Code Section 39602 designates the Board as the 
air pollution control agency for all purposes set forth in federal law; and 
provides further that the Board is responsible for preparation of the state 
implementation plan required by the Clean Air Act, and to this end shall 
coordinate the activities of all districts necessary to comply with that Act; 

WHEREAS, Health and Safety Code Section 39605 provides tha.t the Board may 
provide any assistance to any district; 

WHEREAS, Health and Safety Code Section 40001 provides that the local 
districts shall adopt and enforce rules and regulations which a.ssure that 
reasona,ble provision is made to achieve and maintain the state ambient air 
quality standards and shall al so endeavor to achieve and mainta.in the federal 
ambient air quality standards; · 

WHEREAS, Health and Safety Code Section 40440, as presently in effect and 
as amended effective January 1, 1981, requires that the rules and regulations 
of the South Coast Air Quality Management District reflect the best available 
technological and administrative practices; 

WHEREAS, Health and Safety Code Section 40462, as presently in effect and 
as amended effective January l, 1981, requires that the South Coast Air 
Quality Management Plan provide for achievement of state ambient air quality 
standards at the earliest date achievable by application of all reasonable 
and available (or reasonably available) control measures and technologies; 

https://mainta.in
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WHEREAS, Health and Safety Code Section 40451 provides that on petition 
from any aggrieved person, the Board shall review any action or failure to 
act of the South Coast Air Quality Management District ("SCAQMD") Board of 
Directors, and provides further that if the Board finds that the action or 
inaction of the SCAQMD Board is inconsistent with the purposes of Division 26 
of the Health and Safety Code, the Board may, inter alia, take appropriate 
action to implement and effectuate the purposes of Division 26; 

WHEREAS, Section l07(a) of the Clean Air Act provides that it is the 
responsibility of each state to assure air quality within the entire 
geographic area of the state; 

WHEREAS, Section llO(a)(l) of the Clean Air Act requires that each state 
adopt a plan which provides for the implementation, maintenance and enforce
ment of national primary ambient air quality standards within each air 
quality control region of the state; 

WHEREAS, Section llO(a)(2) of the Clean Air Act requires that such plan 
provide for the attainment of such standards as expeditiously as practicable; 

WHEREAS, Section 172(a)(l) of the Clean Air Act requires that an implementation
plan for nonattainment areas provide for the attainment of national primary 
ambient air quality standards as expeditiously as practicable and no later than 
December 31, 1982; 

WHEREAS, Section 172(b)(2) of the Clean Air Act requires the implementation 
of all reasonably available control measures as expeditiously as practicable; 

WHEREAS, Section 172(b)(3) of the Clean Air Act requires that such 
nonattainment area plans require reasonable further progress (as defined 
in section 171(1)) including such reduction in emissions from existing 
sources in the area as may be obtained through the adoption, at a minimum, 
of reasonably available control technology; 

WHEREAS, Health and Safety Code Section 41650 provides that the Board shall 
adopt the nonattainment area plan approved by a designated air quality 
planning agency as part of the state implementation plan unless the Board 
finds that the nonattainment area plan will not meet the requirements of the 
Clean Air Act; 

WHEREAS, the California Environmental Quality Act and Board regulations require 
that an action not be adopted as proposed if significant environmental impacts
have been identified and there exist within the jurisdiction of the Board 
feasible mitigation measures or alternatives which would substantially lessen, 
mitigate or avoid such impacts; 

WHEREAS, in February 1978, the SCAQMD Board adopted Rule 475.T, pertaining to 
control of emissions of oxides of nitrogen (NOx) from power plants; 

WHEREAS, the Southern California Edison Company ("SCE") and the Los 
Angeles Department of Water and Power ("LADWP") petitioned the Board pursuant 
to Health and Safety Code Section 40451 to review SCAQMD Rule 475.l; 

WHEREAS, at hearings held from May to August 1978, the Board reviewed 
Rule 475.l pursuant to Health and Safety Code Sections 40451 and 41504; 

WHEREAS, on August 7, 1978, the Board adopted Resolution 78-48, in which it 
found Rule 475.l to be inconsistent with the purposes of Division 26 for 
specified reasons, and in which it also found that: 
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The level of oxides of nitrogen emissions reduction required by 
Rule 475.l is necessary to attain and maintain the federal and 
state ambient air quality standards for nitrogen dioxide, total 
suspended particulate matter, and visibility; and 

The level of oxides of nitrogen emissions reduction required by
Rule 475.l is also likely to result in a net air quality benefit 
by causing reductions in peak ambient oxidant levels in the SCAQMD. 

WHEREAS, the Board in Resolution 78-48 adopted amendments to Rule 475.l; 

WHEREAS, in response to a petition for reconsideration filed by the SCAQMD, 
the Board on January 23, 1979, in Resolution 79-2, reaffirmed its decision 
adopting Resolution 78-48, and affirmed Rule 475.l as adopted by its 
Executive Officer January 22, 1979, subject to such revisions as might be 
made by the SCAQMD consistent with the District's views expressed before 
the Board January 23, 1979; 

WHEREAS, the SCAQMD did not adopt any changes to the Rule, but rather, by 
letter of its Executive Officer dated September 21, 1979, recommended that 
the Board hold hearings and adopt any amendments to the Rule; 

WHEREAS, the Board, following notice and hearings held in January and 
March 1980, on March 27, 1980, adopted Resolution 80-22 in which it amended 
Rule 475.1 and recodified the Rule as Rule 1135.1; 

- WHEREAS, SCE petitioned the Board to reconsider Rule 1135.l (475.1); 

WHEREAS, the Board granted SCE's petition for reconsideration; 

WHEREAS, public hearings have been held and the Board has considered all 
aspects of Rule 1135.1 and has received and considered the evidence 
presented to it; 

- WHEREAS, as specifically set forth in the Statement of Findings and Response 
to Opposing Considerations adopted herewith and made a part of this Resolution, 
the Board finds: 

That the provisions of Rule 1135.1 as amended are technologically 
feasible and cost-effective; 

That the provisions of Rule 1135.1 as amended are necessary to meet 
the requirements of the Clean Air Act; 

That the provisions of Rule 1135.1 as amended assure that reasonable 
provision is made to achieve state ambient air quality standards; 

That the provisions of Rule 1135.1 as amended are appropriate to 
implement and effectuate the purposes of Division 26 of the Health 
and Safety Code; and 

That the provisions of Rule 1135.l as amended reflect the best 
available technological and administrative practices. 
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WHEREAS, the Board further finds, in accordance with the requirements of 
CEQA and as set forth in detail in the Response to Significant Environmental 
Issues incorporated by reference herein: 

That all adverse environmental effects found to be significant by 
the Board can be mitigated by the utilities pursuant to cost-effective 
operating procedures, are being minimized by improved catalyst design, 
or are within the jurisdiction of other public agencies which are 
currently regulating the activities generating such effects so as to 
mitigate any anticipated adverse impacts on the environment; and 

That alternatives considered are either less effective in reducing NOx 
emissions and protecting public health and welfare, or are economically 
infeasible due to excessive increased costs to the utilities. 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Board amends SCAQMD Rule 1135.l as set 
forth in Attachment A hereto. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that it is appropriate that the SCAQMD consider the 
adoption of regulations which provide for reductions in NOx emissions from 
power plants within the South Coast Air Basin not subject to Rule 1135.1. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Officer is directed to transmit 
Rule 1135.l as amended to the Environmental Protection Agency for inclusion 
in the California State Implementation Plan. 

I certify that the above is a true and 
correct copy of Resolution 80-68, as 
adopted by the Air Resources Board. 



Attachment A 

Rule 1135. l of the South Coast Air Quality
Management District as Amended by the 

California Air Resources Board 

December 18, 1980 

I. Applicability 

This rule shall apply to any electric utility with a system of 
electric generating units the total rated capacity of which is more than 
500 megawatts. 

Definitions 

Available units are those electric generattng units in the system
which, except during periods of regularly scheduled maintenance, can be 
operated without incurring more than the normally acceptable risk to the 
system, unit, or personnel, and for which fuel can be supplied for at 
least the next day's operation. 

Baseline emissions are emissions of oxides of nitrogen expressed in 
pounds of oxides of nitrogen (as nitrogen dioxide, N02} per hour at each 
of ten load points of equal increments from minimum load to 100 percent
1oad for each unit of a utility as tested by the utility and as reported 
to the Executive Officer in 1979. In the case of units for which no such 
report was submitted in 1979, each affected utility sha11 submit to the 
Executive Officer source test data which show oxides of nitrogen (NOx}
emission rates for 1979 at the load points specified herein. 

Rated capacit¥ is, for any_ele~tric generating unit, ~he lesser of the 
manufacturer's name-pl ate capac1ty 1n megawatts for the um t; or the 
capacity in megawatts to which a unit is restricted by a condition on the 
electric generating unit's permit to operate. 

Steam generated electric capacity is the total rated electric capacity, 
as of January 1, 1978, of all units which produced electricity from electric 
generators driven by steam turbines located within the South Coast Air Basin. 
Steam generated electric capacity does not include electric generating 
capacity of simple or combined cycle gas turbine units. 

Ill. Requirement for Least NOx Dispatch 

A. The owner or opera tor of an electric power generating system sha11 at 
all times operate the available units in the system in a manner that 
minimizes the rate of emissions of oxides of nitrogen from the system
("least NOx dispatch"). Simple cycle gas turbines are exempted from 
the least NOx dispatch requirements. 



B. l. A plan detailing the method for meeting the requirements in sub
section rrr .A. shall be submitted to the Executive Officer for 
consideration no later than March 1, 1981. Within 60 days of 
receipt of such a plan, the Executive Officer shall approve or 
disapprove the plan. In the event the plan is disapproved, the 
Executive Officer shall notify the affected utility in writing,
and shall state the grounds for the disapproval. Within 30 days 
of such notification, the affected utility shall s.ubmit a revised 
plan which eliminates the stated grounds of disapproval. 

2. A revised plan shall also be submitted to the Executive Officer 
within 30 days after a new or modified unit is added to the system 
or a unit is removed from the system. A revised plan submitted when 
a unit is added to or removed from the system shall be subject to 
the requirements for review, approval and revision set forth in 
subsection nr .B. l. for the original pl an. 

C. Effective 30 days after approval by the Executive Officer, the 
system sha11 be operated according to the approved pl an. 

D. Records relating to compliance with this section shall be kept in 
a manner and form specified by the Executive Officer. 

IV. Requirements for Control 

A. For a utility with a steam generated electric capacity of more than 
500 megawatts and less than 5,000 megawatts: 

Any owner or operator.of an affected electric power generating 
system shall limit the emissions of oxides of nitrogen from 
the steam generators of individual generating units which have 
an aggregate steam generated electric capacity of at least 
910 megawatts to a level not greater than 20 percent of the 
baseline emissions of each unit controlled. Such limit shall 
be achieved over the entire operating load range of each unit 
controlled. 

B. For a utility with a steam generated electric capacity of more than 
5,000 megawatts: 

Any owner or operator of an affected electric power generating 
system shall limit the emissions of oxides of nitrogen from 
the steam generators of individual generating units which have 
an aggregate steam generated electric capacity of at least 
1920 megawatts to a level not greater than 20 percent of the 
baseline emissions of each unit controlled. Such limit shall 
be achieved over the entire operating load range of each unit 
controlled. 

https://operator.of


- V. Compliance Schedule 

A.l. No later than December 1, 1983, each affected utility shall limit 
the emissions of one unit with a rated capacity greater than 300 
megawatts to the levels specified in section IV, provided that this 
provision shall not require an affected utili'ty to attain such limit 
by December 1, 1983 on more than one such untt within tts total system. 

2. Except for the requirements of subsection V.A.l., all controls 
necessary to meet the requirements of this rule shall be installed no 
later than during the first regularly scheduled shutdown after 
October 1, 1985, for each unit on which controls are to be installed 
as specified in the compliance plan required by section V.B. 

3. All units on which controls are to be installed as specified in the 
compl i'ance plan required by section V .B. shall be control led by 
December 31, 1989. 

B. A final compliance plan shall be submitted to the Executive Officer 
for consideration no later than March l, 1981. The plan shall contain 
a list which identifies those units to be controlled and shall include 
a detailed description of the steps that will be taken to satisfy the 
requirements of subsections V.A.l., V.A.2, and V.A.3. The description 
shall contain a construction schedule for each unit on which controls 
are to be installed. Within 30 days of receipt of such a plan, the 
Executive Officer shall approve or disapprove the plan. In the event 
the plan is disapproved, the Executive Officer shall notify the 
affected utility in writing and state the grounds for the disapproval. 
Within 30 days of such notification, the affected utility shall submit 
a revised plan which eliminates the stated grounds for the disapproval. 

VI. Review of Rule 

Within ninety days after one year's operation on any unit of 300 mega
watts or greater capacity of controls installed to achieve the emission 
reduction required by this rule, and upon request by an affected utility, 
the District Board shall conduct a hearing to consider the experience gained 
in meeting the requirements of the rule; and whether further implementation 
of the rule remains reasonable and necessary to attain the objective of a 
90 percent overall reduction in power plant NOx emissions in the South Coast 
Air Shed. The rule shall remain in effect pending such consideration. Upon 
request by the District Board, the State Air Resources Board shall conduct 
the, hearing. 

VII. Severability 

Except as otherwise provided in this Rule, if any portion of this Rule 
is found to be unenforceable, such finding shall have no effect on the 
enforceability of the remaining portions of the Rule. These remaining 
portions of the Rule shall continue to be in full force and effect. 
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1. Finding: Oxides of nitrogen (a mixture of nitric oxide, NO, and 
nitrogen dioxide, N02) are released from a multiplicity of 
sources that include fossil fueled power plants. .Oxides 
of nitrogen (NOx) are rapidly converted to nitrogen 
dioxide (NOz) in the atmosphere, either photochemically 
or by reaction with ozone (Staff Report,* pp 62-69). 

Basis: This finding is based on the Board's general knowledge of 
air quality and photochemistry. This issue has not been 
disputed during this hearing. 

2. Finding: Concentrations of N02 in the ambient air in the South Coast 
Air Basin have persistently exceeded both state and national 
standards for N02 and will continue to exceed these standards 
unless control measures. beyond those alrea<ly existing are 
implemented. 

Basis: The facts on which this finding is based include the following: 

From 1972 to 1979, ambient concentrations, of N02 in the South 
Coast Air Basin exceeded frequently and substantially both 
the national annual average standc1rd and the state one-hour 
standard for N02 (Staff Report, Table lV- 1, 2, 3, pp 36-'38). 

N02 concentrations in the South Coast Air B<1sin are the 
highest of any major metropolitan c1rea in the world (NQx 
Abatement for Stationary Sources in Japan, J,u111pei Ando, 
U.S. EPA, August 1979). . 

The 1979 Ai.r Quality Management Plan for the South Coast Air 
Bas in projects that N02 concentra ti.ans. wj 11 con ti. nl,le to exceed 
the national a.nnual average stc1ndard e.ven if <1,l l the control 
measures identified in the Plan are implemente.d. Based on 
the emissions projections contained in the Air Quality Manage
ment Plan, it is also expected that the state NQ2 standard 
will continue to be exceeded (see Finding 4~ below). 

3. Finding: Oxides of nitrogen emitted by ga,s and oil fired power plants 
make a substantial contribution to ground level concentrations 
of N02 in the South Coast Air Shed. 

Basis: The facts on which this finding is based i.nclude the following: 

Southern California Edi son (SCE) has. prese.nted extens.i.ve 
technical information on tracer studies. and J1)eteorologtcal 
analyses that lead i.t to conclude that stack_ hetght, buoyc1nt 
plume rise and stable atmospheric conditi.ons c;ombine to reduce 

- *September 19, 1980 ARB Staff Report 
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substantially the influence of power plant emissions 
relative to ground level sources of NOx (Tr, Nov. 5, 
pp 130-155; Nov. 6, 9:30 a.m., pp 1-28; Nov. 6, lQ:00 a.m., 
pp 52-142). 

The ARB staff presented information, including the results 
of tracer re1eases and supporting meteoro1ogi ca 1 analyses., 
~hat lead them to the conclusion that tne. ground leve.1 NQ2 
1mpacts of power p 1 ant NOx are often 1arge and contri. bute 
significantly to violations of both the hourly and annual 
average standards for N02 . (Tr, Nov. 5, 9:l5a.rn., pp 6-26; 
pp 27-36; pp 38-67) 

a. Tracer Studies 

- SCE believes that power plant NOx emiss5ons. result in 
minimal ground level impacts based principally on two 
SF5 tracer studies from th_e_ El Segundo Generating Station 
(ESGS). The first study was condu<;ted by North American 
Weather Consultants on March 6, 7, and 8, 1979 (NAWC 
Report No. SBAQ-79-11 , SCE January 23, 1980 Submitta1). 
Among other conclusions, NAWC s.tated tha,t "during periods 
of exceedances of the one-hour Q.25 parts per rniJlion (ppm) 
N02 standard, ESGS NOx contributions were at most 11 percent 
of the observed ambient NOx concentrations a_t any receptor.'' 

From a series of SF6 tracer tests made from the El Segundo 
Generating Station on September 3-5, 1980, SCE concluded 
that "the plume was diluted in the order of 105 - 107 times 
before it had an impact at ground 1evel. 'l 

SCE concluded from thes.e data that "the plume contributed 
a maximum impact of 2. 5 parts per bi 11 i. on (ppb) of the 
(air monitoring) stations 50-100 ppb NQx concentration 
or a maximum of 5 percent." Although the Board believes 
SCE's analysis correctly represents the ground level 
impact of the one generating unit studied, sub.sequent 
SCE testimony (SCE Submittal, Nov. 3, 1980, pp 0200-Q227; 
Tr, Nov. 6, 9:30 a.m., pp 7-1Q; p 27, ln 22, 23) indicated 
that this plume represents only one of four uni.ts in 
operation at El Segundo. The same testimony indicated 
that the other units a,t El Segundo and other large coastal 
power plants on the Sa,nta Monica, Bat are, alsQ expected to 
make significant contributions to the same receptor areas. 

Other conclusions reached b.y SCE from this study a.re 
similarly based on the emissions from one unit (one-third 
of the generating capacity) of the ESGS and must be multi
plied by at least a factor of three to represent the 
emissions from the entire ESGS complex, and by a still 
larger factor to account for adjacent power stations along 
the coastline. 
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Analysis presented by the ARB staff indicated that the 
additive ground level impacts from just one generating 
station (El Segundo) was near 20 percent tn Lennox 
during the course of SCE's tests. (Tr, Nov. 6, 
9:30 a.m., pp 21-23) 

In a series of tests performed by Shai.r et al., at 
Haynes/Alamitos (Staff Report, pp 43-44 i;lnd Ref. 3) 
similar, though somewhat h>wer, di1utt9n factors were 
measured (1.57 x 104 at Fullerton Fire Sta,tion Number 
Two on one test). Using the measured SFQ values, the 
N02 impact due solely to the Haynes/Alamitos complex 
would be as high as .11 and .12 ppm, or nearly 50 percent 
of the state ambient air quality standard for N02 of 
0.25 ppm for one hour. Shair also described a tracer 
study (Tr, Nov. 5, pp 38-47) in which SF6 was released 
from the El Segundo Generating Sta ti.on. The res.ul ts. of 
this test showed that the NOx emitted during night.;.time 
land-breeze conditions is widely spread along the coast, 
and that essentially all of the NQx i,s i!,dvected bc1ck 
across the shoreline at surfc1ce level and added to the 
following day's NOx burden. 

b. Other Field Studies 

A number of field studies were considered by the Board 
during the course of these hearings. for example, ambient 
measurements carried out in conjunction wi.th the Haynes/ 
Alamitos tracer studies done i.n 1~74 clearly identified 
elevated ground level concentrations of NQx downwi.nd of 
the power plant complex (Staff .Report, p 4.4; Pig ... IV .4. •. 
p 46). At the point of maximum ground level impact, some 
9 kilometers downwind, NOx concentrations below the center 
line of the plume were elevated as much as 0.15 ppm (150 ppb) 
above the concentrations in areas adjacent to th.e pl u111e. · 
This finding is consistent with impacts inferred from the 
results of the tracer studies, 

C. Meteoro 1 ogi ca 1 Analysis 

SCE's belief that, because the initial plume ris.e is a.t 
times sufficiently high to penetrate the b.ase of the 
inversion layer, emtssi.ons from h5gh stacks used by the 
power plants in the South Coa,st Air Shed prevent a,ny 
impact on ground level N02 concentrations ts contradicted 
by the results of the SF5 tracer studies de.scribed above. 
SCE's beliefs are also contradicted by the meteorological 
analyses presented on pages 41-54 of the AR8- Sta,ff Report. 
These analyses show that, on 8Q percent of the days, the 
base of the inversion as meas.ured a.t Los Angeles lnter
national Airport, is at or above the power plant plume 
height, and that on 16 of the 21 days i.n the period 1972-1979 
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when N02 concentrations were equal to or greater than 
0.45 ppm, the maximum mixing depth was greater than 
984 feet. These data show that efficient mixing of 
the plume down to ground level would be expected on 
about 80 percent of all days and on 75 percent of those 
days when N02 concentrations are greater than 0.45 ppm.
This finding is also supported by the S02/CO model study
performed by TSC for SCE as interpreted by John Trijonis
(John Tri j onis, Review· of the·· TSC . Report "lmpact ·of· Power 
Plants on Ambient Nitro en Dioxide tn the South Co st Air 
Basin", May 1980 which shows that as much as 13.2 percent 
of the ground level N02 concentrations ts due to NQ~ 
emissions from power plant stacks. 

This conclusion is further supported by the testimony
presented by Professor James Edinger (Tr, Nov. 5, pp49 ff). 
Professor Edinger discussed the merging of the inversion 
layer into the mixing layer over the course of a day and 
presented data that show the mixing layer h deeper at 
inland locations where N02 maxima generally occur than it 
is at the shoreline where the power pla,nts emit and \<1/Qere
SCE's data on the height of the inversion b.ase were. gathered. 
Dr. Edinger's conclusions were graphically illustrated in a 
short time-1 apse film that showed hOI'!. pQ 11 utants trapped
aloft in the inversion layer rapidly mix downward as surfa,ce 
heating occurs. 

Another concern of the Boa.rd' s i. s that the SCE \<Iii tnesses 
have focused cm N02 exceedances that occur early in the 
day, typically around 9:00 a,.m. However, data presented
in the ARB Staff Report (Staff Report, pp 51 and 52) sh0\<11 
that the bulk of the N02 exceedances occur later in tt1.e 
day, well after the time when surface heating has caused 
the mixing layer to deepen and has produced the turbulence 
necessary to mix power plant emissions uniformly down to 
the ground. 

On the basis of these facts -- tracer studies and meteoro-
1ogi ca,l analyses -- the Board believes tha.t the idea, of 
"suppressed mixing" put forwi:i,rd by SCE a,nd thetr consultants 
(Tr, Nov. 6, 4:30 p.~ .• pp 114-119} is a misnomer. This 
phenomenon, which all the technical experts agree can 
sometimes occur because of initial plume rise, is more 
properly characterized as delayed mixing. The evi.dence 
before the Board clearly shows that pollutants tn1nsferred 
initially to the inversion la,yer do not simpl.y dis,;1ppear. 

Thus, the Board concludes that during typical meteoro
logical conditions associated with vi.olati.ons of ambi,ent 
air quality standards, power plant NOx emissions contribute 
significantly to ground level NQ2 concentrations. Even in 
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those instances when NOx emissions from elevated power 
plant stacks initially reach the inversion layer, under 
the meteorological conditions prevailing in the South Coast 
Air Shed, such emissions do impact at ground level and 
make a substantial contribution to ground level concen
trations of N02, 

4. Finding: Reductions of NOx emissions from power plants are needed to 
the maximum extent feasible and as early as practi.cable to 
meet state and national ambient ai.r quality stand1;).rds for N02. 

Basis: The facts on which this finding is based include the fo11 owing: 

a. The nonattainment plan for the South Coast Air Basin consists 
of the Air Quality Management Plan adopted in January 1979 by 
the SCAQMD and Southern California Association of Governments 
as amended and approved by the Boa rd. The pl an con ta ins. a. 
commitment to meet the national ambient air quality annual 
average for N0 2 and is based in part on and issumes the 
reduction in NQx emissions to be attained through implemen
tation of Rule 475.1 or a similar rule. The plan has been 
submitted to the U.S. EPA, and EPA has propo::ied to conditionally 
approve the N02 portion of the plan (45 FR 21271 ff, · 
Aprill, 1980). The plan requires enforceable measures to 
control NOx emissions from power plants in the South Coa::it Air 
Shed. 

b. The South Coast Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) projects
that in 1982, total NOx emissions in the South Coast Air 
Basin and Ventura County will be approxinJately 1340 tons 
per day.l/ Of that total, approximately 660 tons per dayl/
will be from stationary sources and 680 tons per day will 
be from mobile sources (A9MP, p VII-50). According to the 
AQMP, a 470 tons per dayl emission reduction will be needed 
to attain the federal N02 standard in 1982 (AQMP, p Vlll-33). 
If all suggested mobile and stationary source control measures 
included in the AQMP to be implemented by 1982 are adopted 
and are as effective as planned, approximately 120 tons per
day of NOx emissions reductions will result (AQMP, p IV-2A).
Consequently, an addi tiona 1 350 tons per day NOx emi ss.ion 
reduction (470 less 120) is needed to meet the standard, The 

l. The numbers presented above are different from the numbers reported
in the 1979 AQMP in that the AQMP assumes thc1t Rules 1135. 1 ,;ind 59.1 wi.11 
reduce power pl ant NOx emi ssi ans i.n the SCAB and Ventura County by 50 percent
in 1982. The numbers above are bc1sed on the AQMP but have been changed to 
reflect what the emissions from power plants would have bee.n if Rules 1135. l 
and 59.1 were not in effect. 
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AQMP projects that in 1982, power plants will emit
1over 230 tons per day_l of NOx emissions if left 

uncontrolled. Consequently, even if all emissions 
from power plants were eliminated, the AQMP shows that 
the N02 federal standard would not be attained by 1982. 

c. Approximately 340 tons per dayY of NOx emissions reductions 
basinwide (a 30 percent reduction) will be needed in 1985 
if the national ambient air quality standard for N02 is 
to be met in the South Coast Air B.asin by that date 
(460 tons per dayY for the state one-hour N02 standard).
Emission reductions of approxima,tely 30QY ana 420 tons 
per dayY wi 11 be needed to meet the nati ona.1 and state 
standards, respectively, in 1990. (The required reductions 
are based on the emission projections for 1985 and 1990 
shown in the ARB Staff Report, Table V, p 95.) The number 
of tons per day of NOx emissions which must be reduced in 
order to meet the state and national standards is based on 
a rollback analysis which assumes proportionality between 
NOx emission rates and ambient N02 concentrati.ons. The 
design or "baseline" values used in th_e rollback calculations, 
after adjustment for the hydrocarbon benefit and correction 
for NOx measurement, are 0.46 ppm for the state one-hour 
standard and 0.078 for the national annual average standard. 

The hydrocarbon emission _r_eduction be__ nefit._to_.. amb_._i___ e_n_t. N02 
concentrations was discussed on pages 45-46 of the May 25, 
1978 ARB Staff Report. A Q.88 correction factor of NQx 
measured was used based on ARB laboratory findings
(California Air Quality Data, Quarterly $ummary, Vol. 9, 
No. 1, Jan-March 1977, p 2). · · 

If no corrections were made, the design va.lues would have 
been the maximum hourly average of Q. 59. PPIT! N02 for the 
state one-hour standard and annual average Qf Q.089 ppm 
N02 for the national standard (California Air Quality
Data, 1977 and 1978 Annual Summaries); these uncorrected 
concentrations would have resulted tn an increase in 
needed reductions. Both sets of concentra:tions were 
measured in Pasadena. The maximum hourly average was 
measured in 1978, and the annua1 average· was. for 1977, 
and represent the highest concentrations observed durtn~ 

·the last three years for whi.cn data are avatlab.le. 

2. These numbers are not reported in any documents but have been 
calculated by the Board from numbers included in the references Ci.ted 
throughout this discussion. The calculation procedures are also discussed 
in the text of this finding. 

https://avatlab.le


-7-

d. This finding is consistent with findings made earlier 
by the Southern California Association of Governments, 
the South Coast Air Quality Management District, and 
the Air Resources Board in connection with the adoption 
and approval of the Air Quality Management Plan for the 
South Coast Air Basin (SCAG's Resolution No. 79-l5,8-3, 
January 25, 1979; SCAQMD Resolution No. 79-4, January 26, 
1979; ARB Resolution No. 79-27, May 10, 1979). 

5. Finding: The reductions in power plant NOx emissions in Ventura County 
provided for in Ventura County Air Pollution Control District 
Rule 59. l are required for the attainment and maintenance of 
ambient air quality standards in both Ventura County and in 
the South Coast Air Basin. 

Basis: The facts upon which this finding is based include the following: 

a. Ventura County's Air Quality Maintenance Plan calls ·for 
reductions in both reactive hydrocarbon and oxides of 
nitrogen emissions as a means of attaining the national 
ambient air quality standard for ozone. California's 
State Implementation Plan (Chapter 17, Sta.te Implementation 
Plan, 1979) applicable to Ventura County as. revised in 
April and May 1979 contains a findfng that Rule 59.1, 
which provided for a 90 percent reduction in power plant 
NOx emissions, would be effective in helping to atta.in the 
national ambient air quality standard for ozone. The 
finding also contains a commitment to include such a rule 
in the State Implementation Plan. Power plant NQx emissi.ons 
accounted for 47 percent of the 1977 stationary source NOx 
emissions in the County, and these emtssions represent a 
substantial fraction of the potential control available to 
the District for attainment of the ozone standard. 

b. The County's plan for attainment of and state and federa.l 
standards for suspended particulate matter ("Plan for 
Attainment of Standards for Total Suspended Parti.culate in 
Ventura County", 1980) includes prqjei:;ted reducti.ons in 
suspended nitrates of 3 µg/m3 annual average. According to 
the plan the reductions are to be achieved, in part, by 
controlling NOx emissions from power plants located within 
the County. · 

c. The Air Resources Board resolved i.n 1976 (Resolution 76-29) 
that Ventura County must, i.n adopting regulations, consi.der 
the effects of emissions. originating withi.n the County on 
adjoining air basins when determining the degree of control 
required. This resolution was based on evidence considered 
at that June 26, 1976 hearing which showed mixing of the 
air masses between Ventura County a.nd tn.e rest of the 
South Coast Air Sfled. · 
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d. Tracer releases from SCE's Ormond Beach generating
station (ARB Staff Report, pp 40-41; B. K. Lamb, 
A. Lorenzen and F. H. Shair, Tracer Study of Power 
Plant Emission. Transport and Dispersion from the 
Oxnard/Ventura Plain, prepared by the California 
Institute of Technology for the California Air Resources 
Board, Contract No. ARB-5-306) have demonstrated that 
emissions from that facility are transported to the South 
Coast Air Basin and impact significantly upon atr quality
in that air basin. In particular, NOx from the facility
is clearly contributing to violations of ambient air 
quality standards for NOz at West Los Angeles, Lennox 
and Reseda. 

6. Finding: 

Basis: 

e. A meteorological analysis prepared by Science Applications,
Inc. (''An Estimate of the Degree of Mixing and lhteraction 
Between Los Angeles and Ventura County Air Ba.sins'', 
June 1978) indicates that wi.nd patterns favorable·to 
interbasin transport over coastal and land-based routes 
are found on more than one-half of the days each year.
Transport over the coastal route is common during the 
late fall and winter months when N02 exceedances are most 
likely in the South Coast Air Basin. 

Reduced NOx emissions from power plants will result in slightly
less of a reduction in ozone levels in the western portions of 
the SCAB and Ventura County than would be expected based solely 
on planned and adopted hydrocarbon control mea,sures, and slightly 
greater reductions in ozone levels in the eastern portions of the 
Basin and County, in addition to providing a general reduction 
in N0 2 concentrations throughout the air shed. 

The facts upon which this finding is based include the following: 

a. Field Studies 

Field studies in which the plumes of large power plants 
were traced over di stances of l 00 ki.1 ometers qr more show 
that while NOx in the plume scavenges ldecreases) ozone. 
aloft in the immediate vicinity of the source, NQx 
ultimately increases ozone as the plume moves farther 
downwind and mixes with the surrounding air (AR!l Staff 
Report, p 154 ff). 

b. Air Quality Modeling 

The modeling studies performed by SCE and th.eir cons.ultants, 
Envi ronmenta1 Research and Techno1ogy (ERT) a.nd Sys.tern
Applications, Inc. (SAO relied on both a trajectory and 
a grid (air shed) modeling approach. The analysis made 
by ERT used the ELSTAR trajectory model while SAl used a 
grid model (SAT Air Shed model). The following dis.cussion 
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briefly summarizes the use and applicability of these 
models with regard to the issues before the Board. 

ERT stated that ELSTAR is ideally suited for examining
potential impacts of these Rules on ground level concen
trations of pollutants directly under the plume. In all 
cases where the model was used, the plume was assumed to 
disperse in the mixing layer in order to maximize calculated 
ground level impacts. In this model, the conservation of 
mass concept (mass balance) is applied to an air column as 
it undergoes vertical diffusion and chemical transformation, 
and receives primary emissions from surface and elevated 
sources, all as the column is advected through the basin. 
The model was used to investigate the effects of power plant 
NOx control measures during both ozone and N02 episodes.
The ozone episode (July 21, 1977) simulates two trajectories 
starting from El Segundo and Los Alamitos at 0700 and 
0800 PDT, respectively. The simulations were carried out 
through 1800 PDT when air columns driven by surface-level 
winds reach the eastern portion of the basin (Fontana.:.Upland). 
The N02 episode (December 6, 1977) simulates two trajectories 
from the same power plants, starting at the same times. 
However, because of low surface winds on this day, the 
trajectories during the 11-hour simulation reach only as 
far as the La Habra-Whittier-Anaheim area. 

The major conclusions reached by SCE on the basis of 
the ERT modeling study with respect to N02 and 03 impa,cts 
are the following: 

0 As a result of the implementation of Rules 1135. l 
and 59.l (in a,ddition to SlP controls in 1987),
peak N02 values wi11 decrease i.n the range of Q.02 
to 0.06 ppm. Due to implementation of the Rules, 
N02 concentrations are predicted to be consistently 
lower in a11 regions covered by the tra,jectory. 

0 The power plant NOx controls will also result in 
increased ozone concentrations, wi.th the change in 
peak ozone values predicted to be in the range of 
0.02 to 0.04 ppm, and with one trajectory predicting 
an increase of 0.10 ppm. Ozone values a,re predicted 
to be higher throughout the trajectory path (including
Fontana-Upland) as a result of the power pla,nt NQx 
controls. · 

The Board believes this analysis to be seriously flawed. 
All vertically resolved trajectory m,odels, including ELSTAR, 
are based on the validity of one critical as)~umption: th.at 
the moving air column retains its integrity th.roughout the 
simulation. Verifying this critical assumption requires a 
knowledge of upper 1eve1 wind data. Based on our general 
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knowledge of meteorology, we believe it unlikely that 
all five vertical layers used in ELSTAR, which extends 
to a total height of 830 meters, are advected by the 
surface winds as was assumed in the model. In fact, 
the ARB staff testified that vertical wind shear has 
been found to be quite pronounced (Tr, Nov. 13, p 7 ff).
It is especially unrealistic to assume that the air column 
retains its integrity over an entire eleven hour simulation 
run. This fundamental assumption regarding the vertical 
integrity of the air column, without a knowledge and 
investigation of upper winds for the days in question,
makes trajectory models such as ELSTAR especic1lly unsuitable 
for assessing the ground level impacts of a strategy for 
controlling the emissions from several elevated sources 
when long transport times and distances are involved, ancl 
when the emissions from these sources are mixed with si gnifi
cant emissions from other sources. 

Furthermore, both SAI and the ARB staff testified that multi
day (at least 2 day) air quality simula.tions are required tQ 
assess the impact of control measures. Th.is is necessary in 
order to minimize the influence of assumecl initial conditions 
on conclusions drawn from model predictions. Hqwever,
trajectory models, by the very nature of their formulation, 
are not suitable for multi-day runs. Th.is is because it is 
extremely rare for an air parcel or air column to maintain 
its integrity over a 12-hour period, as discussed above, 
much less for 48 hours. The Board believes that this short
coming a 1 so precludes the use of trajectory mode Hng a.s a 
tool for evaluating the air quality effects of individual 
control strategies. 

The SAI modeling analysis used a 3-di.mensi.onal a.i.r sh.eel 
model to simulate the photochemical reacti_ons i.n the 
atmosphere. Although an early $Al analysis. wa.s b.il.sed 9n 
a one-day simulation, later stmula.tions were made by SAI 
for a. multi-day ozone episode that occurrecl on June 26 
and 27, 1974, when the highest ozone concentration measured 
at Upland was 0.51 ppm. · The application of a 3-climensi,onal 
model, such as the SAI atr shecl model, is generally
preferable to the trajectory modeling fqrmulation used by
ERT because it can more adequately treat temporal and 
spatial variations. in winds a.t the surface ancl aloft, ancl 
can characterize more realistically the downwind transport
and dispersion of elevated plumes.· 

The SAI modeling results for NO (Tr, Nov. 5, p 16 ff) show 
that a general decrease in N02 ~oncentrations -- at least 
0.02 ppm -- directly downwind of the power plants in the 
Basin would have resulted from the. Rules on these days.
Dr. Philip Roth of SAI testified furth.er that, beca.use 

https://furth.er
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of the 5 kilometer grid size used, the model probably 
underestimates the near field impacts of the plumes 
on N02 air quality. 

The results of the SAI analysis for 1987 show a slight 
decrease in ozone concentrations in the eastern portion 
of the South Coast Air Basin (in the range of 0.01 to 
0.02 ppm) due to implementation of the Rules. These 
decreases occur some 45 to 100 kilometers downwind 
from the coastal power plants. A corresponding ozone 
increase of about 0.02 ppm is predicted to occur near 
the power plants for downwind distances up to 20 kilo
meters as a result of the Rules. The ozone increases 
generally occur to the west of a north-south line 
passing through Fontana. 

Dr. Roth and Mr. Killus further testified (Tr, Noy. 6, 
4:00 p.m., pp 8-9; pp 23-29) that their analysis showed 
significant reductions in ambient ozone concentrations in 
1987 due to the implementation of other hydrocarbon and 
oxides of nitrogen control meas.ures contc1i.ned in the South 
Coast Air Quality Management Plan, and that these significant 
reductions in ozone concentrations would occur regardless of 
the implementation of Rules 1135.l and 59.1. 

Dr. Trijonis, in his review of the SAl modeling analysis 
(John Trijonis, Critique of the SCE Report: "Power Plant 
NOx Emissions and Ambient Air ualit in the South Coast 
Air Basin,' May 1980 , suggests that an ana ysis of 
historical air quality data tends tci show the dividing 
line between ozone increases and decreases due solely to 
Rules 1135.1 and 59. l to be farther to the west than 
indicated by the SAI modeling results.. Dr. TrUoni.s 
believed that the Rules, considered alone, would produce 
slightly lower ozone levels in tl1ose populated areas where 
the ambient air qua 1 i ty sta.ndards. fqr ozone are exceeded 
by the widest margin. 

In addition, the ARB staff's rebuttal of the SAI analysis 
of the wind field on June 26-27, 1974, indi,cates thaJ the 
wind field generated by the SAI model tends, to adyect 
po11 utan ts out of the basin too quickly and does not 
adequately represent the effect of poll utants in the 
Basin carried over from one day to the next. If true, 
this flaw would result i.n the same errors noted by 
Dr. Trijonis and discussed in the precedin~ paragra,ph. 

The ARB staff also performed an. i.ndep.end.ent modeling 
analysis (ARB Staff Report, p 168 ff) using the EKMA 
and SMOG models. The Board believes th.at the results of 
these studies lead to essentially tne same conclusion as 
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the studies conducted by SAI. The EKMA analysis indicated 
that a regional reduction (which may be small) in peak 
ozone concentrations is to be expected due solely to NOx 
controls on power plants. The SMOG modeling analysis, 
using hypothetical input data to simulate a power plant 
plume advected through an urban area, showed slight ozone 
decreases of about 0.02 ppm at the downwind end of the 
grid without the power plant plume, as contrasted to the 
case with the plume. The SMOG modeling analysis also 
indicated an increas.e in th.e ground le.vel N02 . concent.rations 
throughout the basin due to the addition of the plume. 
Since the ARB staff's modeling analysis was for a hypothetical 
situation, the results cannot be compared directly with the 
SAI results. However, the results agree qualitatively with 
the SAI analysis in that they show that power plants are 
producing elevated ozone concentrations in the eastern 
portion of the SCAB, and that reductions in power plant 
NOx emissions will result in slight increases in ozone 
concentrations in upwind areas, slight decreases in ozone 
concentrations in downwind areas, and significant decreases 
in N02 concentrations in both upwind and downwi.nd areas. 

7. Finding: The issue of the toxicity of ozone relattve to the toxicity of 
nitrogen dioxide is not relevant to this proceeding. 

Basis: The facts upon which this finding is ba.sed include the following: 

The Board believes that it is necessary to limit a.mbient levels 
of both these pollutants, given the existence of federal and 
state ambient air qual tty standards for each pollutant, and of 
data showing clear exceedances for both pollutants (Tr, Nov. 6, 
4:00 p.m., p 74, ln 10-21). 

In making this finding the Board takes notice of SCE's unclqcumented 
assertion about relative toxicity (SCE Comments, page 00047; 
Tr, Nov. 6, 4:00 p.m;, p 73, ln 15 - p 77, ln 13}. · Tile 8oa.rd 
also takes notice of "Comments, on Oxides. of NHrogen·contrqls" 
by William Innes. One of tile comments of Mr. Innes refers to a 
previous presentation by Mr. Innes, at the American Jnclustrial 
Hygiene Association, in which he discuss.ed the issue of relative 
toxicity. In neither of these discussions of the issue of 
relative toxicity is there any recognition given the overriding 
issue of attainment of amb.ient air quality standards for lloth 
N02 and ozone. 

8. Finding: Particulate nitrate matter is a stgnificant contributor to 
the total suspended particulate burden i.n the $outh Coast Air 
Basin, especially in the downwind receptor areas in the eastern 
part of the Basin. The control of NOx emissions i.s a.n essential 
component of the strategy to reduce total suspended particulate 
matter. 
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Basis: 

9. Finding: 

Basis: 

The facts upon which this finding is based include the following: 

In 1979, air monitoring stations measured violations of the state 
total suspended particulate matter standard on more than half of 
the samples. The California Air Quality Data Bank, the Board's 
ACHEX Field Study, and the study by Pitts and Grosjean 
(James N. Pitts, Jr., and Daniel Grosjean, Detailed Characterization 
of Gaseous and Size-Resolved Particulate Pollutants at a South 
Coast Air Basin Smog Receptor Site: Levels and Modes of Formation 
of Sulfate, Nitrate and Organic Particulates and Their Implications 
for Control Strategies, Final Report, California Air Resources 
Board, Contracts ARB-5-384 and A6-l7l-30 (1978)) show that nitrates 
frequently comprise one-third of the total particula,te burden in 
the eastern part of the Basin. SCE introduced testimony to show 
that nitrate measurements are inaccurate a,nd frequently dominated 
by artifact formation and that control of NOx emissions would be 
of little or no value in reducing tota,l suspended particulate 
matter. 

However, in his written testimony during the hearing on November 13, 
1980, Dr. Bruce Appel showed tnat even when the inf1 uence of 
artifact nitrates is subtracted, ambient nitrate levels are still 
quite high. Dr. Appel also emphasized the fact that atmospheric 
acidity can lead to the remova,l of particulate nitrate from the 
surface of sampling filters. This "negative artifact" phenomenon 
can cause measured nitrate concentrations to be lower than actual 
concentrations. Dr. Appe1 concluded that particulate ni. trate 
still accounts for a, substa,ntfal contribution to the total 
suspended particulate burden. Dr. Appel 's statement additionally
shows that a substantial portion of the nitrate aerosol particles 
exist in the inhalable size range, which is a,lso the size range 
that most efficiently scatters visible light and, hence, con
tributes most heavily to visibility degradation. 

Particulate nitrate contributes to visibility clegrada,tion, and 
control of N02 is an important factor in the effort to improve
visibility in the South Coast Air Basin. 

The facts upon which this finding is ba,sed include the following: 

In the eastern portion of the South Coast Air Basin, visibility 
was reduced to less than 3 miles by air pollution on 75 days 
during 1979 (ARB Staff Report, p 87; South Coast Air Quality
Management District, Summar of Air ualit in the South Coast 
Air Basin in California 1979, June, 1980; 

The Board's ACHEX Study (G.M. Hidy, Ed. Characterization of 
Aeroso1 s in Ca1 i forni a, Vo1. IV, ACHEX Fina1 RepQrt, 
California Air Resources Bc;iard, Contrac;t 348, (1974) L Pitts 
and Grosjean (James N. Pitts, Jr., a,nd Daniel Grosjean, 
Detailed Characterization of Gaseous and Size-Resolved 
Particulate Pollutants at a South Coast Afr Basin Smog 
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Receptor Site: Levels and Modes of Formation of Sulfate, 
Nitrate and Organic Particulates and Their Implications
for Control Strategies, Final Report, California Air 
Resources Board, Contracts ARB-5-384 and A6-171-30 (1978)), 
and Trijonis {John Trijonis, Visibility in California, 
Final Report, California Air Resources Board, Contract 
A7-181-30 (1980)) have performed analyses which show that 
visibility impairment is explained almost entirely by the 
sulfate and nitrate aerosol fractions (ARB Staff Report, 
p 171 ) . 

However, SCE believes that nitrate measurements are dominated 
by artifact nitrate formation and that there is very little 
nitrate aerosol to degrade visibility. 

The artifact nitrate issue was discussed in Finding 8 above. 
In addition, Dr. Appel reported that 70 percent of the nitrate 
sampled by his group was below 3:5 microns i.n size, and that 
particles in this size range are extremely effe.cttve in 
scattering visible light and thus degrading visibility. 

NOx emissions contribute to acid precipitation in the 
South Coast Air Basin. · · 

The facts upon which this finding is based include the following: 

Chemical analysis of rainfall samples from World Meteqrological 
Organization background sites inclicates that nitrate ion 
concentrations at these sites are not measura.ble. Even in 
urban areas, measurements taken at the encl of rainstorms 
exhibit pH values close to the theoretical background value of 
5.65 for water in equilibrium with atmospheric carbon dioxioe 
(Tr, Nov. 6, 4:00 p.m., p 46 ff). 

Recent studies (ARB Staff Report, p 1751 in the South Coast Air 
Basin have shown that rainfall acidity is typically 10-100 times 
more acidic than unpolluted rain (ARB Staff .. Report, p 175), with 
maximum acidity nearly 1000 times the background unpqlluted
value. Nitrate and nitrite ion concentrations in r~infall 
from Pasadena show significant correlations with ambient 
nitric oxide concentrations. 

SCE questioned the existence of an acid rain problem in the 
South Coast Air Shed (SCE Submittal, p 843), .and presented
data from "background" locations in remote areas to support
their position. However, the ARB staff showed (S,taff R.ebutta.1, 
Nov. 13, 1980, Att Vt, pp 1-2) that the locations listed bY $CE, 
although remote, are impacted by emissions. from anthropogenic 
sources, and that acid precipitation at these sites ts 
incorrectly interpreted as representing natural backgr<:iund
values. · 
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Since nitrate ions have been shown in the South Coast Air 
Basin studies to be in many cases at least as important as 
sulfate ions (ARB Staff Report, pp 88-89) and since the 
levels of nitrate and sulfate correlate well with rainfall 
acidity (J.J. Morgan, et al, Measurement and Interpretation 
of Acid Rainfall in the Los Angeles Basin, Final Report,
California Air Resources Board, Contract No. A?-110-30),
the Board finds that power plant NOx emissions are contributing
significantly to acid precipitation in the South Goa.st Air Basin. 

l l. Finding: The above findings that power plant NOx emissions will have 
significant impact on ground level N02 concentrations are 
generally applicable to other pollutants and to emissions 
from tall stacks in general. 

a 

Basis: This finding is based on the same informa.ti.on and same rationale 
as presented in Finding 3. The conclusions drawn frqm the SF6 
tracer studies and from the meteorological analyses apply
equally to any gaseous or fine particulate pollutants emitted 
from elevated sources in the South Coast Ai~ Shed. 

Although pollutants other than NOx were not specifically
discussed at these hearings, the findings regarding the effects 
of tall stacks in the air shed apply equally well to polluta,nts
other than NOx, and the various modeling studie.s (see Basis 
for Finding 6) can similarly be applied to other pollutants by
applying appropriate chemical transformations tht3t occur while 
the pollutant is in transit. Inasmuch as power plant stacks 
produce the highest effective stack height of ani stacks in the 
South Coast Air Shed, it must be concluded that any stack with 
a lower effective stack height will also significantly impact 
ground level air quality. · 

12. Finding: A strategy to achieve the maximum practtcable reductfqn of NOx 
emissions from power plants should first consider the reduction 
in NOx from a 50 percent cutba,ck in oil and gas burning, and 
then include adoption of a measure which will reduce by 80 percent 
the NOx emissions from six to seven of the largest SCE steam 
generating units and three of the largest LADWP stea,m generating 
units. 

Basis: The facts upon which this finding is based i.nclude the followin9: 

a. There are regulatory and economic pressures. to significantly 
reduce the consumption of oil and gas by uti.lities. 

Although it is impossible for anyone to predict precisely 
the energy future of the United States a.t this time, it is 
certain that great pressures do and will continue to exist 
to reduce fuel oil and natural gas burning. These pressures 
are reflected in the current provisions of the Powerplant 
and Industrial Fuel Use Act (42 u.s.c. 8301 et seq.), 
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Section 301, which prohibits the use of natural gas 
as a primary energy source in an existing power plant 
after January l, 1990. The likelihood of a future 
decrease in oil and gas burning to generate electricity 
is also seen in submissions by the utilities to the 
California Energy Commission. (Submissions to the 
California Energy Commission by SCE and LADWP for 
common forecasting methodology (CFM) II,- July 1979J 
and CFM III, July 1980). 

The record of the Board hearings on Rules 1135.1 and 59.1 
in January and March 1980 contains abundant evidence 
presented by the utilities that because of an expected
decrease in oil and natural gas availability, a substantial 
decrease in oil and gas generated electricity in the South 
Coast Air Shed could be expected (e.g., Tr, January 30, 
pp 72-80). 

Additionally, even if natural gas and oil are available to 
Ca1iforni a utilities, the price of these fue 1 s may be 
expected with a considerab1e degree of certainty to increase 
throughout the l980's and beyond, so that there will. oe a 
considerable economic incentive for utilities to reduce 
substantially their use of these fuels. 

It is impossible to quantify precisely the reduction in 
future use of gas and oil for electrical generation,
particularly for 1990 and beyond. Estimates have ranged
from a 23 percent reduction to 50 percent reduction. 
(Tr, January 30, 1980, p 49; SCE CFM UI • 198Q; LADWP 
CFM III, 1980; ARB Staff Report, p 154.} 

Based on the available evidence, the lloard concludes that 
50 percent is a reasonable upper limi.t for th_e expected
reduction in oil and gas use by utilities in the South 
Coast Air Shed by 1990. 

b. These pressures will also result i.n a de<;:rease in the 
amount of electricity generated by existing units in the 
South Coast Air Shed. · 

A decrease of 50 percent in oi. l and gas burning by utilities 
in the South Coast Air Shed by 1990 will result in a 
substantial reduction in the amount of electricity generated 
from existing power plants in the Air Shed. 

Virtually all of the gas and oil used by SCE an<;\ LADWP is 
used in the existing steam generating units_ which_ are located 
in the South Coast Ai.r Shed. Therefore., a recluction i.n oil 
and gas qmsumpti on wi 11 re.sul t in a correspqnc\i.ng reduction 
in electrical generati on from the. stea.m generating uni.ts 

https://correspqnc\i.ng
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governed by the Rules. The submittals of SCE and LADWP 
to the California Energy Commission (CFM III, July 1980) 
show that the amount of electricity to be generated by
these steam generating units in the Air Shed will decrease 
annually from 1980 to 1990. 

The remaining demand for electricity in the South Coast 
Air Shed will be principally satisfied by the newer, 
larger, and more-efficient units in the utilities' systems. 

With a 50 percent decrease in oil and gas burning by the 
utilities and the corresponding reduction in electricity 
generated in the South Coast Air Shed, the base load* 
capacity needed from steam generating units in the Air 
Shed after 1990 can be supplied by six or seven of SCE's 
largest steam generating units and three of LADWP's 
largest steam generating units. 

The ARB staff testified at the March 27, 1980 hearing that 
with a 50 percent oil and gas cutback and the corresponding 
reduction in electricity generation in the Air Shed.only a 
relatively few steam generating units would b.e needed to 
supply the base electrical demand (Tr, March 27, 1980, 
pp 65-70). The ARB staff further indicated that tt believed 
the aggregate rated capacity required to sc1tisfy the b.ase 
load demand under such a condition would be 3420 megawatts
for SCE and 1003 megawc1tts for LADWP. Detailed data submitted 
to the ARB staff by the utilities on their steam generattng
units (Based on various letters from utilities, for example, 
letter from James Mulloy, LADWP top, Venturini, January 27, 
1978) show that generally the largest units are. also among·
the newer, more efficient and least NOx emitting units. 
These points were not contested by tile utilities. Therefore, 
the Board finds it reasonable to conclude that these larger 
units would be selected by the utilities to remain as base 
load units after 1990. 

LADWP's submittals to the California Energy Commission 
generally support this concl us ion. The CQll)ll)On Forecasting 
Methodology III (Submitted by LADI-IP tg the CEC tn July 1980)
cites high projected capacity fc1ctors f9r th.e large units 
and low capacity factors for sma11 units. (CPM UJ, Form 
No. R-5, pp 1-3.) However, SCE in its Common Forecasting
Methodology III (Form No. R-5, p 254) shows increasing 
capacity factors for its units that are less than 100 
megawatts of capacity. In fact, $CE projects for the year 
2000, that the small, inefficient units will have h.igher 
capacity factors than a11 other steam generating uni ts 
in the Air Shed. This does not support the.~cor:iclusion 
that the sma 11 units wil 1 not be used as base loc;1d units. 

*As used in these findings, base load means the relatively constant portion 
of electrical demand. 
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The reasons for SCE's projected high capacity factors 
for small units are unclear since operating these units 
at such high capacity factors is contrary to both 
economic dispatch and least NOx dispatch. Further, the 
ARB staff testified that at workshops conducted prior to 
this hearing, SCE agreed that with a 50 percent oil and 
gas cutback, the generating capacity of six of their 
largest units would adequately supply their base electrical 
needs after 1990 (Tr, March 27, 1980, pp 65-70). Based on 
the lack of any rational basis to support SCE's most 
recent projections and their inconsistency with previous
SCE projections and recent LADWP projections, the Board 
concludes that the base load demand in 1990 ca.n be met by 
six or seven of SCE's largest units. 

d. A 50 percent reduction in oil and gas used will result in 
at least a 50 percent reduction in power plant NOx emissions, 
with 90 percent of the remaining NOx emitted by relatively 
few base loaded units. 

Detailed data submitted by the utilities to the ARB staff 
show that the larger steam generating uni.ts are newer, 
more efficient and emit less NQx than the smaller units 
(Based on various letters from utilities, for example,
letter from James Mulloy, L.ADWP to P. Venturini, January 27, 
1978). Operating the more efficient units at higher 
capacity factors and decreasing the capacity factors of 
the less efficient units would appear, on its face, to be 
consistent with the goal to reduce oil and gas con sump ti on. 
Furthermore, operating the lower polluting units at higher 
capacity factors is also consistent with the least NOx 
dispatch requirements of the Rules. For these two reasons, 
the utilities are likely to operate their newer units more 
often in order to minimize fuel costs and to comply with 
least NOx dispatch. Thus, a 50 percent reduction in oil 
and gas consumption will likely result in a greater than 
50 percent reduction in power plant NOx emissic>ns. 

Based on information provided by the staff the 8-oarcl 
estimated the amount of emissions that would result from 
the uncontro11 ed operati on Qf the bas.e l Oil,de.d units after 
1990 (Staff Report, dated September 19, 1980, pp 244,-252). 
With the assumption that there would be a 50 percent
reduction in oil and gas use after 1990, and that this, 
combined with implementation of a leil,st NQx dispatch plan, 
would result in at least a 50 percent reduction in NOx 
emissions, the ARB staff calculated that 90oercent of 
the remaining emissions would come from six or the largest 
SCE units and three of the largest LADWP units. This 
point was not disputed by the uti.lities. 



e. With a 50 percent oil and gas cutback and the imple
mentation of a least NOx dispatch plan, rules requiring 
an 80 percent decrease in the emissions from six or seven 
of the largest SCE steam generating units and from three 
of the largest LADWP steam generating units will result 
in an overall decrease in power plant NOx emissions in the 
South Coast Air Shed of nearly 90 percent. 

The ARB staff prepared a scenario for SCE (ARB Staff Report, 
September 19, 1980, pp 244-252) based on the installation 
of selective catalytic reduction (SCR) systems achieving 
90 percent control on two 800 megawatt units in Ventura 
County and four 480 megawatt units in the South Coast Air 
Basin. The ARB staff also prepared a scenario for LADWP 
(ARB Staff Report, pp 244-252) based on the retrofit of 
SCR on Haynes 5 and 6 (344 megawatts each) and Scattergood 3 
(315 meg?watts). The above nine units are among the largest, 
newest and most efficient units in the utilities' systems.
The Board estimates that under these scenarios, but adjusted
for only 80 percent control on those units, there would be a.n 
89 percent reduction in annual power plant NOx emissi.ons. 

This analysis is based on the fact that a 50 percent cutback 
in oil and gas use by 1990, together with the implementation 
of a least NOx dispatch plan, can achteve as much as a 
60 percent reduction in NOx emissions if capacity factors 
ar~ higher for the base 1oaded units. and l o.w for th.e peaking
un1 ts (ARB Staff Report, September 19, 1980, pp 244-252). 
Of the remaining 40 percent of the emissions, 90 percent
will come from the nine or ten large base loi;l,d units. 
Controlling these base load units b.Y 80 percent will result 
in an additional reduction in emis.sions. of 29 percent 
(90 percent times 40 percent times 80 percent). Therefore, 
the total reduction would be 89 percent (60 percent plus 
29 percent) . 

SCE presented written testimony (SCE Written Testimony, 
Dec. 2, 1980, p 13) at the December 2, 1980 heartng
describing a scenario based on the retrofit of SCR. on 
slightly different units (two 800 megawatt units, two 
480 megawatt units, and three 320 megawatt units, a total 
of seven units, as contrasted with the ARB staff's scenario 
of six uni ts). LADWP al so presented .written testimony at 
the December 2, 1980 hearing describing a scenario ba~ed 
on the retrofit of SCR. on Haynes uni ts No. l (224 megawatts), 
5 and 6 (both 344 megawatts). Although the scenarios 
<level oped by the ARB staff and the uti.1 i ti es ca11 for the 
installation of SCR on some different units, the total 
steam generating capacity proposed to tie retrofitted is 
similar in magnitude in each case. Cons,equently, the 
Board finds that the overa11 emissions reducti.ons achieved 
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in these scenarios will be similar if all retrofitted 
units are controlled by 80 percent, a 50 percent
reduction in oil and gas consumption occurs, and least 
N0x dispatch is implemented. 

f. A control strategy requiring the installation of 80 
percent controls only on a limited number of base load 
units (or equivalent capacity) is prudent and reasonable 
because requiring controls on units which may not have 
significant use after 1990 would result in excessive 
costs. 

SCE testified that the amount of replacement power that 
they will be able to obtain by 1990 is extremely uncertain 
due to delays in the construction of new electrical sources 
and 1oss of pending contracts (Tr, March 27, 1980, pp 104-117). 
Because of this, SCE testified that it is unable to guarantee 
that they will be able to reduce their oil and gas use by 
50 percent by 1990. Because of such uncertainty, SCE 
developed a scenario for rule compliance which would 
require installation of SCR on 16 units and LADWP developed 
a scenario which would require installation of SCR on 11 units 
(SCE's Written Testimony, Nov. 5, 1980, pp 150-151; Tr, 
Nov. 13, 1980, p 62). This is in contrast to the ARB staff's 
scenario cited on pages 244-252 of the September 19, 1980 
Staff Report which assumed the installation of SCR on six 
of SCE' s units and three of LADWP' s uni. ts. The bas.i c 
reason for the difference between the ARB staff's estimate 
and the utilities' estimate of the number of units requiring 
the installation of SCR is the assumed amount of oil and gas 
cutback by 1990. 

To minimize the uncertainty as to the number of units 
requiring retrofit by 1990, and, consequently, to minimize 
the financial risk to the utilities associated with 
achieving the maximum practica61e NQx reductiQns, the 
Board believes it reasonable to require the installation 
of SCR only on those few units that are certai.n to remain 
as base load units with high capacity factors under th.e 
most optimistic oil and gas reducti.on scenarios. In the 
event that the reduction in the use of oi.1 a.nd gas in power
plants by 1990 is less th.an 50 percent, and, consequently,
units not controlled by 80 percent are used to supply base 
load demand, additional rules can be developed to require 
further control of NQx emissions from such units or from 
other N0x emitting sources. The advantage of this approach
is that no uni ts wil 1 be required to be retrofi ttedwith 
80 percent controls unless there is a substantial 
likelihood that these units will be operated to provide 
base load electricity after 1990. 

https://reducti.on
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13. Finding: Selective catalytic reduction (SCR) is a commercially
available and proven technology to reduce NOx emissions 
from existing oil and gas fired electric utility boilers 
by 80 percent. 

Basis: The facts upon which this finding is based include the following: 

SCR has been retrofitted on existing, commercial size oil and 
gas fired electric utility boilers in Japan and is achieving 
NOx reductions in the range of 75-85 percent. (Testimony
of William Ellison, NUS Corporation (consultant to LADWP),
Tr, Nov. 13, 1980, p 68; testimony of James Sheehan, Stearns
Roger (consultant to LADWP), Tr, Nov. 13, 1980, pp 127-218; 
statement of Dan Waters, LADWP, Tr, Nov. 13, 1980, pp 106-107; 
ARB Staff Report, Sept. 19, 1980, pp 98-99.) 

14. Finding: The cost per pound of NOx 
within the range of $2.35 

reduced to comply with the Rules is 
to $2.90 per pound. 

Basis: The facts upon which this finding is. b.ased tnclude the following: 

The cost-effectiveness of any proposed rule is determined by
computing the total annual cost of compliance with the rule 
and dividing that cost by the annual reductions in emissions 
which result from the rule. The cost of compliance include 
both the capital cost (annualized) and the operating and 
maintenance costs. For these two Rules, the annual emissions 
reductions. are dependent on the assumptions regarding capacity
factors and fuel burned for the power plants equipped with 
controls, representing two other factors that must be taken 
into account. Each of these factors are discussed below. 

a. The average capital costs of compliance with these Rules 
is within the range of $70 to $89 per kilowatt of capacity
controlled for each utility, as expressed in l98Q dollars. 

There is much data in the record regarding the cost of 
i nsta 11 i ng SCR on electric generating units qf the 
affected utilities. SCE, LADWP, and the ARB staff have 
each presented to the B.oard their estimates of capital 
cost for retr6fit of SCR. Because these estimates were 
presented in various ways, the Board has normal i.zed the 
cost data when necessary to reflect only the 80 percent
control actually required by the Rules, as expressed in 
1980 dollars. The averages of these estimates range
from $70/kw to $94/kw for each utility system in 1980 
dollars. 

SCE's latest capital cost estimates for 8Q percent <:;ontrol 
range from $89/kw to $98/kw with an average of $93.5/kw
(SCE's Written Testimony, Dec. 2, 1980, Attachment 3). 
These cost estimates are based on conceptual cost estimates 
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which have been consistently revised downwards as more 
detailed estimates have been made. For example, the 
amended version of SCE's estimates of cost shows a latest 
estimate of $111 per kilowatt (90 percent control), down
wardly revised from SCE's previous estimate of $137 per 
kilowatt. Similarly, the latest SCE cost estimate is 
also based upon a conceptual (rather than preliminary or 
advanced) design. The Board believes, therefore, the 
current SCE estimate will likely be further reduced, as 
suggested by more detailed cost estimates by SCE for its 
demonstration (90 percent control) unit at Huntington
Beach. Based on a conceptual design, SCR on the Huntington 
Beach unit (107.5 Mw) was originally estimated to cost 
about $129/kw (in 1980 dollars). However, preliminary and 
advanced engineering cost estimates prepared by SCE for 
this unit are $79/kw (in 1980 dollars). (SCE's Written 
Testimony, Nov. 5, 1980, p 00064, Attachment 1.) 

The consultant for LADWP, Stearns-Roger, estimates the 
capital cost for retrofitting $CR systems for 80 percent
emission controls on affected units to range from $77/kw 
to $124/kw with an average of $89/kw (lADWP's Supplemental
Written Testimony, Dec. 2, 1980, Table 1). These estimates 
are the result of an analysis by Stearns.:.Roger of the 
difficulty of retrofit for individual units and the drafting
of a conceptual design. Given the preliminary nature of 
the cost estimates, the Board finds that there is good
general agreement between the ARB staff and LADWP estima.tes 
for capital cost. 

The Board also finds that the major differences between the 
ARB staff and Stearns-Roger capital cost estimate~ is the 
assumed contingency cost. The Stearns-Roger estimate used 
a 25 percent contingency factor; consequently, the Stearns
Roger estimate of $89/kw should be considered an upper bound 
since SCE has used a much lower contingency of seven percent 
in its most recent cost for the Huntington Beach unit. The 
ARB staff estimate, on the other hand,.should be considered 
a lower bound since it is based on the same basic assumptions 
as the Stearns-Roger estimate, but with a lower contingency 
cost. 

b. The average annual operating and maintenance cost of 
compliance with the Rules is within the range of $9 - $10 
per kilowatt of controlled capacity for each ut;Jity, as 
expressed in 1980 dollars. 

The ARB staff, SCE, ahd LADWP have_ also presented to the. 
Board their estimates of operating and maintenance costs 
for retrofit of SCR with 80 percent control ori affected 
units. These estimates range from $9/kw/yr to $17/kw/yr 
in 1980 dollars. 
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Based on the ARB staff estimate of $10.82/kw/yr
(ARB Staff Report, Sept. 19, 1980, p 120), adjusted downwardly 
to reflect 80 percent control and upwardly to reflect 1980 
dollars, the Board estimates the cost to be $9/kw/yr. The 
Stearns-Roger estimate of $9/kw/yr to $10/kw/yr is in 
remarkably close agreement with this estimate (lADWP
Written Supplemental Report, Dec. 2, 1980, Table 2). 

SCE testified to the Board, however, that its estimate for 
operating and maintenance costs is $17/kw/yr (SCE Report,
Dec. 2, 1980, p 16). This estimate is almost twice the 
estimate presented by the ARB staff and by Stearns-Roger.
Both Stearns-Roger (Tr, Dec. 3, p 35) and SCE (SCE Written 
Testimony, Nov. 5, 1980, p 00068, Attachment 5) have 
identified and used in their estimates a catalyst cost of 
$875 per cubic foot. (Catalyst material must be replaced
periodically.) Furthermore, Stearns-Roger and the ARB 
staff have both iden ti fi ed this catalyst cost a.s the 
single largest component of operating cost: approximately 
one-half (LADWP Written Testimony, Dec. 2, 1980, Table 2).
Consequently, unspecified items (other than catalyst
replacement) must account for the higher estimate by SCE, 
since all three estimates assumed the same cost and 
frequency of catalyst renewal. The Board finds SCE 1 s 
estimate to be unsupported by its evidence, inconsistent 
with the estimates of LADWP, · Stearns-Roger, and the AR.B 
staff, and inconsistent with the fact that actual operating 
costs reported for SCR units in Japan are less than one-half 
the lowest estimates discussed above (Letters from 
Kitadada to Goodley, July 23, 1980; M. Kikkawa to Goodley, 
June 27, 1980). 

Based on the analyses of all data in the record rega,rding
operating and maintenance costs for retrofit of SCR with 
80 percent effectiveness, tile Board cone ludes that the 
approximate cost ranges from $9/kw/yr to $10/kw/yr. 

c. The average capacity factors for each unit controlled 
with SCR wi 11 likely be in the range of 5Q-70 percent
in 1990 and beyond. · 

The testimony presented to the Board ha,s made it clear that 
estimates of cost-effectiveness. are extreme 1 y dependent 
on the capacity factors assumed for untts, retrofttted with 
SCR. Therefore, in order to derive tile cost of the Rules 
per pound of NOx reduced. i. t is. important to determi. ne 
a reasonable capacity factor for each unit. The average 
capacity factor for all units in ttfe LADWP and SCE systems
is presently over 40 percent, with newer units having
capacity factors of over 50 percent (LADWP CFM Ill, 
Form R-5, pp 1-3 and $CE CFM I. U, Form R-5, p 254).
Therefore, if electrical generation in the Air Shed were 
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reduced by 50 percent, it is reasonable to assume that 
a few large units could and would be used to meet most 
of the demand (Finding 12 above). In addition, least 
NOx dispatch would require that units with lowest 
emissions (also the newest and most efficient) would be 
first added and last taken off the line, the result being 
an even greater likelihood that such units would be 
operated at high capacity factors. 

Capacity factors at least as high as those found for these 
few units today (over 50 percent), and up to 70 percent,
would be likely for the units to be considered for retrofit 
for the NOx controls. 

d. Base load power plants in the South Coast Air Shed will 
likely be operating on oil, and not natural gas, beyond 
1990. 

There is much evidence in the record that there wi 11 be 
little natural gas available for utility use after 1990. 
Section 301 of the Powerplant and I.ndustrtal Fuel Use Act 
of 1978 (42 U.S.C. 8301 et seq.) requires that: (l)
natural gas not be used as a primary energy source in an 
existing electric power plant on or after January l, 1990; 
and (2) natural gas not be used a.s a primary energy source 
in an existing electric power plant for any calendar year 
before 1990 in greater proportions than the average yearly
proportion of natural gas which such power plant used as a 
primary energy source in calendar years 1974-1976, unless 
an exemption is granted under Section 312of the Act. The 
thrust of the Act is to limit the use of na.tura 1 gas by 
power plants and industrial sources, particularly after 
1990 (CEC 1979 Biennial Report, pp 8-9). 

The California Energy Commissi.on ~md the util i.ties ha.ve 
independently projected the amount of natural. gas that 
will be available for utility use. The C.EC 1 5 natural gc;1s. 
availability projections as of August 29, 1980, show that 
approximately half of the electrical demand in 1990 and 
2000 wi 11 be met with the use of natural gas. The uti. l i ti es' 
projections, as reported in their ''1990 California Gas Repqrt" 
to the Public Utilities Commission, on the other hand, show 
that no gas wi 11 be available for power pl c1nt use c1fter 1990 
ARB Staff Report, September 19, 1980, pp 225-229). Even if 
natural gas is available, and if legislc;1tion is changed to 
a11 ow its use in power pl ants, mos.t of the aya i lab le natura.l 
gas will be used after 1990 on the uncontrolled peaki.ng units, 
which operate most often on summer days when natural gas 
availability is highest. · 

https://peaki.ng
https://Commissi.on
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Consequently, the Board finds it reasonable to assume that 
base load power plants in the South Coast Air Shed will not 
be operating to any significant extent on natural gas after 
1990, and that the estimates of cost-effectiveness of 
controls should be based on the use of oil rather than 
natural gas as a fuel. 

e. The cost-effectiveness of compliance with the Rules is 
within the range of $2.35 to $2.90 per pound of NOx reduced. 

The cost-effectiveness estimates of the ARB staff and the 
utilities for Rules 1135.l and 59.l are included in Tables l, 
2 and 3 of this finding, normalized for 80 percent control 
and expressed in 1980 dollars. Because of the variations 
in the capital and operating and maintena.nce cost and capacity 
factor estimates of the ARB staff and the utilities, the 
cost-effectiveness estimates also vary. 

Although the Board recognizes uncertainties in specific cost 
estimates, it finds that the evidence in the record supports
finding that the average cost-effectiveness of compliance
with Rules 1135. l and 59. l for each uti.l ity ranges from a 
lower bound of $2.35 per pound to an upper bound of $2.90 
per pound of NOx reduced. The only estimates to exceed 
this amount are one presented by SCE and an estimate 
presented by LADWP the last day of the hearing. The Board 
finds the SCE estimate inappropriate for the same rea.sons 
discussed above regarding SCE's capital and operating and 
maintenance costs. The Board finds the last LADWP estimate 
inappropriate because it was based upon unusually low 
capacity factors for the retrofitted uni. ts. This latter 
estimate is discussed further in Finding 20 b.elow. 

15. Finding: The cost-effectiveness of the Rules is reasonable and comparable 
to that of other control measures adopted by the Board. 

Basis: The facts upon which this finding is based include the following: 

Based on a review of measures contained in the AQMPs for the 
South Coast and Ventura County, as well as of other NOx control 
measures the Board. has considered or. is. aware of, the 8oard finds 
that there are no other mea.sures or combinations. of measures 
capable of achieving the same (or similar) NOx emissions 
reductions as Rules 1135. l and 5!L 1 for less cost. The Rules 
are a 1 so comparable in cost-effectiveness. to other control 
measures adopted by the Boa,rd, including the. Q.4 gra,m per mile 
passenger car NOx standard cited by the utilities for comparison. 
The cost of that standard is currently estimated to be $2.39 per
pound, expressed in 1979 dollars, or $2.63 per pound in 1980 dollars. 
The upper bound cost of the Rules i. s. wi. thin 15 percent of the cost 
of this motor vehicle rule; this difference is reasonable given 
the uncertainties in the estimated cost of the Rules. 
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16. Finding: The cost of Rules 1135.l and 59.l, when allocated to the 
average residential customer of SCE, represents an increase 
of about 1.5 to 3 percent in the average residential customer's 
electricity bill over the period 1982-2007. 

Basis: The facts upon which this finding is based include the following: 

SCE, in its testimony submitted to the Board on December 2, 1980, 
included estimates (page 33) of the impact of Rules 1135. l and 
59.1 on its residential customers. Following discussions 
between the Board and Mr. Rodney Larson of SCE, it was agreed 
that the increase in average residential rates as a result of 
these rules would be about 1.5 to 3 percent. This would 
increase current average monthly residential bills of about 
$35.00 by about $0.50 to $1.00. The ARB staff presented an 
estimated bill increase of $0.55 per month, which is consistent 
with SCE's estimate. 

17. Finding: LADWP's compliance with Rule 1135. l will result in an increase 
of 2 to 3 percent in average LADWP e 1 ectri city bi 11 s to 
residential customers. 

Basis: The facts upon which this finding is based include the following: 

Mr. Harrison Call testified on behalf of LADWP on December 3, 1980. 
According to Mr. Call 's testimony, the increase in total revenues 
required by LADWP to comply with Rule 1135. l would translate 
into a 2 to 3 percent increase in average monthly restdenti.al 
electricity bills. The ARB stc1ff estimate was consistent with 
that of LADWP. 

18. Finding: The cc1pital costs of compliance with Rules 1135. l and 59. l 
represent a small fraction of both utili.ties.' capita,1 needs 
over the next ten years. 

Basis: The facts on whi.ch this finding are ba,sed include the following: 

a. SCE's testimony submitted to the Board on December 2, 1980, 
indicates that their capita,l needs through 1987 amount to 
about $7.5 billion. Based on SCE's estimates, the capital
requirements for these Rules amount to ab.out $374 million. 
The capital requirements for these Rules therefore amount 
to about 5 percent of thei. r capital needs. through 1987. 

b. SCE indicated in their written testimony that the firm is 
currently experiencing a critical financial period and 
that the costs of these Rules would place an extreme 
financial burden upon them. While the Boa,rd recognizes 
that SCE may currently be experiencing cash_ flow problems, 
SCE's testimony indicated that they are transitory in 
nature, and are principally associated with ongoing.
construction projects which c1re nearing completion 1n the 
next few years. 
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Mr. McDaniel of SCE, during questioning, agreed with 
the Board's assessment that SCE's cash flow position 
has been difficult for the last couple of years and 
is expected to remain difficult for another couple of 
years, but that prospects for returning to financial 
health are favorable beyond that time. 

c. Based on the testimony of Mr. Harrison Call of LADWP, 
the operation and maintenance costs (in 1980 dollars) 
of complying with Rule 1135.l represent about 4.4 percent 
of LADWP's 1980 operation and maintenance costs, exclusive 
of fuel costs. Since fuel costs are normally included in 
operating and maintenance costs and comprise a large part 
of those costs, the operating and maintenance costs of 
complying with Rule 1135.l would be considerably less 
than 4.4 percent of total operating and maintenance costs. 

d. The testimony, on November 13, 1980, of Mr. Harrison Call 
of LADWP indicated that for the minimum case presented by 
LADWP where three units are controlled to the90 percent 
level, the amount of debt financing required to comply 
with the Rule ($100 million), when compared to the levels 
of financing usually dealt with, should not present a 
serious problem to the Department. The Rule considered on 
December 2 and 3, 1980, requires only 80 per~ent control 
and according to LADWP testimony debt financing for this 
Rule will be about $75 million. This i~ $25 million less 
than that required for the 90 percent case and therefore 
should not present any serious financing problems. 

19. Finding: The installation schedule,, as included i.n the Rules adopted 
by the Board, is reasonable and technologically feasible. 

- Basis: The facts on which this finding is bc1sed include the following: 

Maintenance schedules have been submitted b.,y both utilities as 
part of their written testimony (Attachment 1 a,nd p 20 of SCE' s 
and Exhibit I of LADWP's Written Testi.mony of Dec, 2, 1980, 
and p 6-2 of LADWP' s Nov. 5, 1980 Wri. tten Testimony). These 
schedules show the dates for scheduled outages to overhaul each 
of the units which would likely b.e controlled under the Rules. 
Since a major overhaul takes approximately nine t9 eleven weeks., 
the Board believes it is reasonable to requfre the installation 
of the control equipment at the time of such outages ($CE 
Supplemental Written Testimony, Dec. 2, 1980, pp 13-14). However, 
to avoid undue hardship on the utilities, it is, als.o reasonable 
to ensure that not too many untts are dow.n for extended periods 
at the same time. The utilities indicated., and demonstrated by 
their submissions over time, that matntenance schedules are 
flexible and ca.n generally be sh.ifted by one to four months if 
necessary. 
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In written testimony, the utilities also provided an estimate 
of the total time required to install the controls. Both SCE 
and LADWP indicated that it would take up to 2-1/2 years to 
install the necessary controls on some units (SCE Supplemental
Testimony, Dec. 2, 1980, pp 13-14 and LADWP Written Testimony, 
Nov. 5, 1980, p 6-2). Based on a review of the maintenance 
schedules and the testimony, the Board finds that in the case 
of at least one unit of more than 300 megawatts capacity of each 
utility, sufficient lead time exists that controls could be fully
retrofitted by December 1, 1983. Additionally, prior to start-up
of controls on such a unit, SCE will have an opportunity to gain 
operating experience with SCR through its 1-luntington Beach 
demonstration unit, which should factlitate its ability to 
operate SCR on a unit of larger size. Therefore., because of 
the need to move as expeditiously as practicable in this matter, 
the Board finds it is reasonable to require the installation of 
controls on at least one unit of each affected utility by that 
date. 

The Board also finds that, based on the magnitude of the invest
ment involved in complying with Rules 1135; 1 and 59. l, tt is 
prudent to include a provision th.at, followi.ng the i.nstallation 
and operation of one SCR unit on a unit of more than 300 megawatts
by each major utility, the Board should require a review of the 
effectiveness and actual cost of that installation. The review 
should occur after sufficient operating experience but before any 
substantial expenditure of funds on_ subs.eq.ue_nt unft_s. (_Tr, Dec._ 3,
1980, pp 55-71). Based on revie~ of the maintenance schedules and 
construction schedules for SCR (Attachment 1 and p 20 of SCE's 
and Exhibit I of LADWP's Dec. 2, 1980 Wri.tten Testimonies and 
p 6-2 of LADWP's Nov. 5, 1980 Written Testimony), the Board concludes 
that a general requirement to install controls at the first 
regularly scheduled outage after October 1, 1985, provides for 
an adequate review period after the completion Qf the im;tallation 
of SCR on one full-scale unit of each utility. 

The purpose of this time period is two-fold: first, i.t provides 
an opportunity for the utilities to ga;n first ... hand ope.rati_ng 
experience with a full-scale $CR unit, a.nd then apply that 
experience to the final designs of subsequent units. Secgnd,
it provides an opportunity for the review of actua.l cost data 
and updated utility resource plans which. could affect the 
number of subsequent units to be retrofitted. Although the 
utilities would always have the righ.t to petition for review 
of the Rules on the basis of new informatton., the Board believes 
that the establishment of a specific tiroe period for such a 
review would be he1 pful. It is the Board's intent, however, 
that the review result in substantive changes tq the Rule only 
if information provided during that revi.ew_ i_ndkate cost or 
cost-effectiveness estimates (specifically includi.ng capacity
factor estimates) outside the range of the estimates found b.y 
the Board in the instant hearings. · 

https://includi.ng
https://followi.ng
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The Board further finds that the maintenance schedules 
submitted by the utilities indicate that final retrofit 
of all units can be achieved by December 31, 1989, while 
still allowing the utilities to provide reliable electric 
services. 

20. Finding: The alternative control strategy discussed by LADWP on 
December 3, 1980, does not achieve the maximum practicable 
reductions in power plant NOx emissions, is not supported
by the evidence in the record, and contradicts previous 
LADWP testimony. 

Basis: The facts on which this finding is based include the following: 

At the close of his testimony on December 3, 1980, Mr. Dan Waters 
of LADWP introduced into the record three figures which resulted 
from a comparison by LADWP of the effect on NQx emissions and 
on cost of a NOx emissions control strategy which would require 
the installation of SCR on power plants a.nd an alternative power
plant control strc1tegy. LADWP's alternative strc1tegy would 
require the installc1tion of Thermal DeNQx, instead of SCR, on 
certain units, plus the optimization of off-stoichiometric (0/S) 
firing on Scattergood units l c1nd 2 and Haynes unit 2. 

The Board has several major concerns regarding 1.,APWP's presentation: 
First, LADWP's alternative strategy does not c1chieve or even come 
close to achieving the maximum practicable degree of control 
of NOx emissions from power plants or tha.t degree of control which 
is required to achieve and mc1intain ambient air quality standards; 
second, because Thermal DeNOx is only effective over a small load 
range, LADWP's alternative strategy will not even achieve the 
limited reductions cl aimed for it;· and third, the projected 
capacity factors on which these curves are bc1sed are new, have 
not been reviewed by state agencies with expertise in this area, 
c1nd are not consistent with previous LADWP testimony. In 
addition, the figures were drafted by LADWP i_n a rnanner which 
misrepresented the effects of the. strategy. A deta iJ ed analysis 
of these points follows: · 

a. The alternative strategy proposed by L,ADWP wi.11 not achieve 
the degree of NOx emissions control from powe.r plants 
necessary to make reasonable progress towards attatnment 
clild maintenance of ambient air qualtty standards. 

To achieve the air quality standards. for nitrogen dioxide, 
emissions from power plants must be reduced o,y' the maximum 
practicable amount. (Finding 4) $CR is il, proven teclmolqgy
capable of c1chieving an 80 perc;ent reduction in oxides of · 
nitrogen emissions from oil and gas fired power plants, and 
thus represents the maximum practicc1ble reductions which can 
be obtained from power plants in the South Coast Air Shed 
(Finding 13). However, the strategy prqposed by LADWP 
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would achieve a NOx reduction of only about half of 
that achieved by SCR, even if Thermal DeNOx could achieve 
the average 40 percent reduction assumed by LADWP. 

The figures presented by LADWP were intended to represent
the emissions of its power plants over the years 1982 
through 2000 (Tr, Dec. 3, pp 121-122). LADWP assumed the 
use of Thermal DeNOx on Haynes units l, 5, and 6, and 
off-stoichiometric (0/S) firing on Scattergood units l 
and 2 and Haynes unit 2 as an alternative control strategy.
It asssumed that SCR would achieve an average 80 percent
reduction and that Thermal DeNOx could achieve an average
40 percent reduction for each unit so controlled. 

The manner in which LADWP drew the figures suggest that 
the NOx emissions reduction from the Thermal DeNOx 
scenario is about two-thirds of that from the SCR scenario. 
However, the Board believes the figures to be grossly
inaccurate. In the first place, th_e reductions due to 
0/S firing are but a sma11 part of the reducti ans achi. e.ved 
by 40 percent Thermal DeNOx and 80 percent SCR. For 
example, Table 2 (page 6) of the KV~ report (CE. Blakeslee, 
J.M. Robinson, D.E. Shore, Cost-Effectiveness of NOx 
Reduction Techni gues (Supplemental), prepared bc,V KVB, Jnc. 
for City of Los Angeles Department of Water and Power, 
October 1980) shows that for the year 1990 0/S firing
reductions on Scattergood units land 2 and Haynes unit 2 
would be 172,000 pounds per year. However, the total 
reduction due to 40 percent Thermal DeNQx on Haynes units l, 
5 and 6 would be 2,685,000 pounds per year. Similarly, the 
80 percent SCR reductions for Haynes units l, 5 and 6 would 
be 5,375,000 pounds per year. Therefore, 0/S firing
reductions are only :3 percent of th.e total potential reductions. 

Since Thermal DeNOx has been assumed by LAPWP to be used on 
precisely the same generating units as SCR, and since LAPWP 
assumed that Thermal DeNOx wquld achi.eve exactl,y one-half 
the reducti ans obtained with SCR, a.nd since 0/S firing 
represents only a small fraction of the total potential
reductions, the reductions achieved under the Thermal DeNOx 
scenario must be approximately one-half th.e reductiQns 
achieved under the SCR scenario. 

Consequently, notwithstanding the graphical techniques
used by LADWP in presenting its data, the alternative 
strategy does not even appro<1ch the JTiaxtmum practicable
reductions which can be achieved from po11{er plants in 
order to achieve and maintain ambient air quality
standards. ' 
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b. The use of Thermal DeNOx will not likely result in 
the NOx emissions reductions assumed by LADWP, as 
evidenced by, among other things, prior testimony of 
both LADWP and SCE. 

The alternative strategy discussed by LADWP (Tr, 
Dec. 3, 1980, pp 121-122) relies upon the use of 
Thermal DeNOx as an alternative toSCR. Thermal DeNOx 
is a process of injecting ammonia i.nto the 61ue gas at 
a point where the temperature i.s about 1750 F. The 
ammonia reacts, in part, with the nitric oxide in the 
flue gas to form nitrogen and water. As the temperature 
of the flue gas differs from the optimum temperature, 
the effectiveness of the process rapidly falls off to 
zero. No catalyst is used in the Thermal DeNOx process. 

The report of KVB (Blakeslee, Robinson, Short, October 1980) 
states that LADWP will install Thermal DeNQx Qn Haynes unit 4 
as a demonstration project because of the uncertainties with 
the new Thermal DeNOx technology. The Oecernber.3, 1979 ARB 
Staff Report (page 22) contains a table which lists the 
control-effectiveness of Thermal DeNQx on Haynes unit 4 
as ranging from zero a.t 60 percent l qad, to 24 percent at 
90 percent load, and to 41 percent at full load. That same 
ARB Staff Report (page 21 ff) further states that the. data 
are based on predictions by Exxon Research and Engineering 
Corporati on (Exxon). The ARB staff al so presented dc1ta 
from Exxon (Letter dated.Auqust J4, 1980, from Boyd E. Hurst 
of Exxon Research and Engineering Corporation to 
Francis Di Genova of the ARB) in whi.ch Exxon projects a 
reduction of 51 percent at full load if an imprqved mixing 
nozzle arrangement is used (no hydrogen case) and a 
reduction of only 24 percent at 90 percent load. Thus, 
the improvement in efficiency due to the new nozzles appears 
!o occur only at 100 percent load. The injection of ~y~r?gen 
improves the performa,nce of Thermal DeNQx, but the ut1llt1es 
have expressed reluctance to us.e hydrogen (J\RB $taff Report, 
December 31, 1979, p 34). 

Electrical units are usually operated over a w.tde loacl 
range. For example, TabJ e 5-2 of the $tearns-Roger testimony 
for LADWP shows the predicted 199.Q loading sctt_edule of LADWP 
units includtng Hi~ynes uni.t 4. Haynes unit 4 is shown to 
have the following load schedule; 
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Efficiency
%Load %Operating Time Thermal DeNOx -

c. 

0 

30 

50 

70 

90 

100 

69 

8 

6 

6 

6 

5 

0 

0 

0 

12 

34 

41 

The efficiency of Thermal DeNOx is also listed in the 
above table. If the emissions are assumed to be linear 
with load, then the overa11 contra1 of emissions from 
Haynes unit 4 using Thermal DeNOx would be 23 percent.
This degree of control caused LADWP and ~CE representatives
and the ARB staff all to express concern regarding the 
viability of the Thermal DeNOx prcicess (Mr- Waters for LADWP, 
Tr, March 27, 1980, p 180, ln 1~6; Mr. Bjorkland for SCE, 
Tr, January 30, 1980, p 68, l n 16-21; Mr. Johnson for SCE, 
Tr, Janua,ry 30, 1980, pp 155-181; Mr. qOOdley for ARB staff, 
Tr, January 30, 1980, pp 40-58). LADWP' s suggestion that 
an a,lterna,tive strategy be based on the less effective 
Thermal DeNOx process is inconsistent with the above 
evidence in the record, and is, itself, unsupported by 
a,ny significant evidence. · 

The projected capacity factors which a,re critical assumptions 
to LADWP's alternative stra,tegy are ne\'/, si,gniJicantly
different from previous LADWP submissions in this hea,ring, 
and are inconsistent with previous testimony. 

The cost-effectiveness of both the Rules and LADWP's 
alternative strategy are inversely pfoporttonal to the 
capacity factors of the controlled ~ntts; emissions 
reductions due to each strategy are dise.ctly proportional 
to capacity factors. This is. because the capacity factor 
is the amount of electrica,l energy that a untt produces
in a year divided by the amount which it would produce 
if it operated at full load for the enti.re year'. Therefore, 
the amount of annua1 emi ss.tons frQnJ a uni.t is. directly
proportional to the capacity factor, and stnce cost
effectiveness is annuali.zed cost diyidecl b,Y annual emiss,ions, 
the cost-effectiveness is inverse.ly proporUonal to the 
capacity factor. If projected capacity factors are. assumed 
to decrease, the calculated cost-effectivene$S of controls 
increases. 

https://inverse.ly
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The capacity factors assumed by LADWP in its December 3, 
1980 testimony are inconsistent with the most recent 
estimates of the California Energy Commission, (Ca,lifornia 
Energy Commission, LADWP Supply Plan Ba,sed on CEC Adopted 
forecast and Biennial TI Assumptions, December, 1979), the 
state agency responsible for the approval of utility 
resource plans for purposes of power pla,nt need and 
siting decisions. Furthermore, tnese factors are 
inconsistent with previous LADWP submittals in this hearing 
as recent as November 5, 1980 (C.E. Blakeslee, J.M. Robinson, 
and D.E. Shore, Cost-Effectiveness of NQx Reduction 
Techniques, prepared by KVB, Inc. for City of Los Angeles 
Department of Water and Power, October 1980). Jn addition, 
these factors do not appear to reflect the a,ppltcation Qf 
a least NOx. dispatch plan, since a unit withO~t NOx controls 
(Haynes unit 3) is assumed to operate more frequently than 
a unit equipped with NQx controls (Haynes unit 1). for the 
above reasons, the Board finds LADWP's December 2 ca,pacity 
factor projections unsupported by the evidence in the record. 

Figure 1 shows the historical and projected emissions from 
the LADWP system for three scenarios:· {l) no .added contro 1 s; 
(2) Thermal DeNOx on Haynes uni ts. 1, 5 a,nd 6; i:\nd (3) SCR 
on Haynes units l, 5 and 6. All of the scenarios are 
based on the latest California Energy Commission projections 
of capacity factors, which are similar to LADWP' s pri_qr 
submissions in this hearing. 
LADWP were used·by the B.oard. 

All other ass1,unptions used by 
The cost-effectiveness 

calculated based upon these sa111eJatest Ca1ifgrni a E_nergJ 
Commission capacity factors for ThermaLUeNol<' and Sr:R in 
1990 are $1.46 and $2.97 per pound of NQx, respectively. 
The much larger estimates presented by LADWP f9r SCR are 
almost solely due to the significantly lower projections. 
of capacity factors assumed for thet r l c1test submission. 

21. Finding: Rules 1135.l and 59.l have been developed through a thorough 
and adequate process of planning and c1nalysis, 

Basis: A consultant for SCE asserted tha,t the procedure fo 11 owed in 
the adoption of Rule 1135. l wa,s unsound i3,nd di.d not include 
sufficient analysis. 

The Air Quality Management Plan-for both Ventura County and 
the South Coast Air B.asin are the result of a .th_orough 
planning process in which SCE was a,bJ e to parti ctpate. 
That planning process included steps outlined b.y the SCE 
consultant. In hearings on the subject Rules and as set 
forth in these Findings, the Bo,;1rd has also made a complete 
analysis of factors relevant to the. Rules' development. 
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22. Finding: The Board, in Resolution 78-48, August 7, 1978, found 
Rule 475.1 adopted by the South Coast Air Quality 
Management District to be inconsistent with the purposes 
of Division 26. The failure of the SCAQMD to adopt a rule 
consistent with the purposes of Division 26 of the'Health 
and Safety Code as found in Resolution 78-48 constitutes a 
failure to meet responsibilities under Division 26. 

23. Finding: A major utility subject to the provisions~of Rule 1135.1 h1;1,s 
generating facilities within both the VCAPCD and the SCAQMD. 
Both the VCAPCD and the SCAQMD are within the South Coast Air 
Shed, and emissions of oxides of nttrogen from power plants 
in Ventura County are transported to and have an effect on 
air quality in the South Coast Air Bas.in (Finding 5). Therefore, 
it is necessary and appropriate that to coordinate the efforts 
of the VCAPCD and theSCAQMD the Board adopt for both Districts 
rules which provide a systematic:; approach to controlling power 
plant NOx emissions. · 

24. Finding: The SCAQMD has recommended that the Board consider and adopt 
amendments to Rule 1135.1 (Letter from J.A. Stuart to · 
Thomas C. Austin, September 21, 1979~ Septell}ber 19, 1980 ARB 
Staff Report, Appendix E). Therefore, i.t i.s necessary and 
appropriate for the Board to take such ac:;tion to provide 
assistance to the SCAQMD. 

25. Finding: Ventura County Air Pollution Control District Rule 59.1 was 
originally adopted by the Ai.r Resources. Board i.n 1979 i.n 
response to an action by the Ventura County B.oard of Supervisors 
deferring to the Board the adoption of a rule for the control 
of NOx emissions from power plants. (Ventura County Resolution, 
September 19, 1978; Board Re~olutton 79-49, May 29, 1979.l 
Therefore, it is necessary and appropriate that the Board adopt 
amendments to Rule 59.1 to provide assistance to the VCAPCO. 

26. Finding: The inclusion of Rule 1135.1 as amended in the. nonattainment plan 
for the South Coast Air Basin ts required and necessary for the 
nonattainment plan to meet the requirements in the Clean Ai.r Act 
that the plan provide for the attainment of national primary 
ambient air quality standards as expeditiously as practicable 
and that, in the case of nonattainment areas,' the plan provide 
for the implementation of a,11 reasonably available control 
measures as expeditiously as practicable, and require reasonable 
further progress including ell}issions reductions from existing 
sources through the adoptton of reasonabJy ava,ilable contrql 
technology. (Sections llO(a)(2), 172(b)(2)i and 172(p)(3); 
Findings 1-8, 12-14 above). In the absence of Rule 1135.1 as 
amended, the nonattainment plan for th.e South Coast Air Basin 
wi 11 not meet and does not comply with the requirements of the 
Clean Air Act. 



-39-. 

27. Finding: The inclusion of Rule 59.l as amended in the nonattainment 
plan applicable to Ventura County is required a,nd necessary 
for the plan to meet the requirements in the Clean Air Act 
that the plan provide for the attainment of national primary 
ambient air quality standards as expeditiously as practicable 
and that, in the case of nonattainment areas, the pla,n provide 
for the implementation of all reasonably available control 
measures as expeditiously as practicable, and require 
reasonable further progress including emissions reductions 
from existing sources through the adoption of reasonably 
available control technology. (Sections 110(a)(2), 172(b)(2), 
and 172(b)(3); Findings 5 and 12-15 above). In the absence of 
Rule 59.l as amended, the nonattain.ment plan .applicable to 
Ventura County will not meet and does not comply with the 
requirements of the Clean Air Act. · 

28. Finding: The amendments to Rules 1135. l and 59.1 adopted by Resolutions 
80-68 and 80-69 are appropriate and necessa,ry to simplify and 
clarify the Rules' requirements and to meet the concerns 
expressed by affected util iti.es that under the Rules as amende.d 
March 27, 1980, they would be required to control NQx emissions 
from virtually all their power generating units, even those 
expected to have very low capacity in 1990 and beyond. The 
amendments to the Rules are intended to achieve the same level 
of reductions in N0x emissions as the March 27 version 
(Staff Report, pp 157-165), while at the same time retaining 
the utilities' flexibility to designate whi.ch units to control 
and providing them with certaint.y regarding the capacity 
required to be controlled. · 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Public r.earing to Reconsider Rule 1135.1 of the South Coast Air Quality
Manag2,ent District and Rule 59. l of the Ventura County Air Pollution Control 
District Controlling Emissions of Oxides of Nitrogen frrnn Power Plants 

ARB Compliance with the California Env·ironmental Qua"li ty Act (CEQA) 

The fo110'ding discussion is intended to explain how the ARB assures that any 
possible acverse environmental effects of its proposed actions \~ill be identified 
and mi ti gated. As an envi ronmenta 1 pro tee ti on agency, the f1RB is not required 
to prepare an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) on this project, but other written 
documentation prepared by the agency must describe the proposed activity with 
alternatives to the activity and mHigat"ion measures to minimize any significant 
adverse envi ronmenta1 impact. Further, regulations adopted by the !,RB require
that the action will not be adopted by the Board as proposed if there are 
feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures which would substantially
lessen any significant adverse impact of the activity on the environment. ARB 
regulations also require that prior to taking final action, the Board must respond 
in writing to significant environmental points raised during the evaluation 
process. Finally, CEQA requires that the ARB not adopt the activity for which 
significant adverse effects have been identified unless one or more of the 
following findings are made: 

1. That changes have been incorporated into the project which mitigate 
the significant environmental impacts. 

2. That such mitigation measures are within the responsibility and 
jurisdiction of another public agency and have been {or can and 
should be) adopted by such other agency. 

3. Th3t specific economic, social, or other considerations make the 
mitigation measures or alternatives infeasible. 

Consequently, the ARB staff report discusses several possible environmental 
impacts of the proposed rule. Several other concerns were raised during the 
hearing process. These are identified and discussed in the following section. 
In addition, mitigation measures which could minimize any impacts found to be 
significant are examined, as are alternatives to the proposed action. In this 
case, since the proposal is the amendment of certain rules already in existence, 
the "no project" alternative is for the Board to take no action and to leave 
the current rules in place. Other alternatives discussed are the repeal of the 
subject rules in their entirety, amending the rules to be less stringent, and 
restoring the Districts' original Rules. 

1tECBVED BY 
Office of the Secretar/ 

DEC 2 3 ,9t1u 

Re10Urce& Agency of Californio 



-2-

The Board, prior to taking final action, has adopted the attached responses 
to significant envir·onmental issues. Further, in adopting the activity 
itself, the Board, in its resolution, has made findings relating to each 
significant environmental issue raised, either incorporating feasible 
mitigation measures and alternatives into the rules, indicating that 
other agencies are responsible for mitigation of these effects, or 
indicating the factors which prevent the imposition of mitigation measures 
or alternatives. If future experience reveals adverse environmental 
impacts not reasonably anticipated, corrective action can be taken by the 
Air Resources Board or other appropriate agency (e.g., the local air 
pollution control districts which will be implementing any adopted rule) 
to mitigate such effects. · · 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Response to Significant Environmental Issues 

Item: Public Hearing to Reconsider Rule 1135.l of the South Coast Air 
Quality Management District and Rule 59.l of the Ventura County 
Air Pollution Control District Controlling Emissions of Oxides 
of Nitrogen from P01>1er Pl ants 

Public Hearing Dates: November 5, 6, 13, and December 2, 3, 18, 1980 

Response Date: December 18, 1980 

Issuing Authority: Air Resources Board 

Introduction: Southern California Edison (SCE)and the Los Angeles Department 
of Water and Power (LADWP) have raised several concerns which they believe were 
not adequately addressed by the Air Resources Board (ARB) staff in the 

A. September 1980 report. Since the discussion of many of the issues raised by
W the utilities assumes an understanding of the selective catalytic reduction (SCR) 

process, it is appropriate to explain briefly the operation and performance of 
the process involved. 

The utilities are being reauired to reduce NOx emissions on some of their steam 
generating boilers by So percent. This requirement will probably be satisfied by
retrofitting utility boilers 1~ith the selective catalytic reduction (SCR) system to 
control oxides of nitrogen (NOx) emissions. The technology takes advantage of the · 
preferential reaction of ammonia (NH3) with NOx rath~r than with O!her flue gas 
constituents. Since oxygen (02) enhances the reduction, the reaction can be best 
expressed as 

4NH3 + 4NO + o2 -➔ '1N2 + 6H2o (l) 

4NH3 + 2N02 + o2 ~ 3N2 + 6H2o (2) 

Equation 1 represents the predominate reaction since approximately 95 percent 
of the NOx in combustion flue gas is in the form of nitric oxide (NO). Therefore, 
under ideal conditions a stoichiometric amount of NH1 can be used to reduce NOx 
to harmless molecular nitrogen (N2) and 1-1ater vapor (A20). 

In practice, an NH3:NO mole ratio of about 1 :1 has tyrically reduced NO emissions 
by 90 percent 1,dth a residual NH3 concentrati.on (also called "ammonia breakthrough") 
of less than 10 ppm. (1)* 

The SCR process requires other auxiliary equipment such as a reactor, a catalyst, 
ammonia storage facilities and ammonia inject'ion systems. 

The optimum temperature for the NOx reduction reaction without a.catalyst is 
about 1aoo°F. However, the catalyst effectively reduces the optimum reaction 
temperature to approximately 600°F to 850°F. · 

*See reference list page 14. 

https://concentrati.on
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Catalysts may be made with different chemical compounds; those with vanadium (V) 
compounds 1•1ere found to promote the reduction of NOx vlith NH3 and to be unaffected 
by the presence of sulfur oxides (SOx), another exhaust gas component which could 
interfere with the desirable reaction. (2) 

Titanium dioxide {Ti02) was found to be an acceptable carrier, since it is 
resistant to attack from S03 . (2) Therefore. many SOx resistant catalysts 
are ba5ed on Ti02 and vanadium pentoxide (v ).2o5 
The 1ife of the catalyst depends upon the type of flue gases it is being used to 
treat. The catalysts to be used on power plants in the South Coast Air Basin should 
last for 2 years or longer. (3) Also, because of oil firing, catalysts will be 
most likely of the parallel flow type. It may have one of many shapes such as 
parallel plate, parallel tube or honeycomb type. It may be mc1de of ceramic material 
such as Ti02 or metal. 

The catalyst may be of homogenous or of coated variety. In essence, the type of 
the catalyst to be used in the power plant depends upon the user and the process 
vendor. Figure l shows as an example of how, typically, a honeycomb type catalyst 
1·10uld be plilced in a reactor. When the catalyst loses its reactivity, it is 
rep1aced. 

The above explanation briefly summarizes the control methods that will likely be 
employea to retrofit the utility boilers to comply 1'lith Rules 113!:l.i and SY.I. 
The discussion that fo 11 O\vs addresses the concerns raised by SCE and LADWP and 
the Board's response to those concerns. 

Conment l: The LADWP has expressed co11cerns that disposal of spent catalyst in 
an environmentally sound manner is an unresolved problem and that because of the 
presence of vanadium in the catalyst, special disposal or reclamation methods will 
be required. 

Re2.P_o_nse: The application of selective catalytic reduction to a total of 4432 MH 
of po:·1er plant capacity, as required to fully comply with Rules 1135. l ani 59.1, 
is expected to result in the use of about 1100 tons of catalyst per year. The 
exact type and composition of catalyst would depend on the process vendor and the 
usE•r, but typically a parallel flow, honeycomb type catalyst 1•1ould contain v2o 
and titanium dioxide (Ti02). 5 

l •. This estimate fol lows from a total generating capacity 
required to be controlled of 4432 megawatts (MW) and SCE's esti1nate 
{4) that control of its units larger than 175 MW (total of 24 units 
having 7720 M\1) would require 1860 tons per year of catalyst, assuming a h-10 
year catalyst life: 

1860 tons of catalys:!:.Ltr,4432 MW x = 1068' tons catalyst/yr7720 MW 
. 

Based on commercial operating experience to date on SCR inst~llations in Japan 
in which catalyst deterioration has not been significant (3) catalyst 
lifetimes are expected to equal or exceed 2·years with 
fuel oil firing and 3 years with natural gas firing. Requirements for catalyst 
are inversely related to catalyst lifetime, hence a catalyst lifetime of 3 years 
corresponds to a catalyst requirement of about 712 tons per year. 



I 

CAtalyst layer 

r ll1UIH. 

Uni~ ttCdula 

e. 

E.."Cai::1ple of a fixed bed reactor with honeycomb type catalyst 
(Ishikawaj ima-H.:i.r im::i. Heavy Industries; sizes arc in n:::i). 

Source: J.· Ando. :mx !1ttaclment for Stationar~, Sources in Japan. 
August 1979. 



D~pe~ding upon the specific type and material of the catalyst selected, valuable 
·components ray be recovered for reuse, just as used or ''spent'' automotive 
exhaust catal_y;;ts and refinery process catalysts are normally amenable to recovery 
or 1·eprocessing prior to disposal. To the extent that spent catalyst cannot be 
recovered, and constitutes a potentially hazardous waste2, treatment and/or
disposal at a Class I or Class II-1 (hazardous waste) disposal site may be 
required. In such a 1·1orst case, the increment of potential hazardous \·Jaste 
generation due to Rules 1135.1 and 59.l would be about 1100 tons per year, as 
co~pared with the current rate of generation of hazardous wastes in California of 
approximately 11,000,000 tons per year (5). Thus, full.implementation 
of Rules 1135.l and 59.l is not expected tu increase the production of potentially 
hazardous •,,aste in California by more than about 0.01 percent, even in the worst 
case. 

Mitigation of the above increments of hazardous waste disposal is accomplished by 
regulation of liquid and solid hazardous waste disposal in California by the State 
I-later Resources Control Board (and Regional Boards), the Department of Health 
Services, and the Solid Haste Management Board. Through a system of hazardous 
waste generation reporting by the industry, and regulation by the above agencies 
to ensure environ~enta11y sound disposal, the problem of hazardous waste disposal 
associated with the Board's action will be mitigated in the same manner as is the 
disposal of other toxic wastes. 

Co~ment 2: Southern California Edison has expressed concerns that some of the 
toxic ITietals from catalysts that may be used in the SCR process can be released 
into the environment. 

Response: The Board has received no evidence which demonstrates that catalysts 
which are used in the SCR process, as applied to oil or gas fired units to comply 
with Rules 1133.l and 59.l, 1·iould result in significant increases in emissions 
of vanadium (V) or other potentially toxic metals from power plants. 

Vanadium is a natural constituent of crude oil and is also contained in signifi
cant amounts in the (refined) residual oil burned in power plants in the South 
Coast Air Basin and Ventura County. (6) Thus, at the present time, combustion 
of fuel oil in the South Coast Air Basin and Ventura County is believed to result 
in significant release of vanadium into the environment. Based on data provided 
by SCE (6), and assuming 50 million barrels of oil per year burned in 
pm-,er plants (the minimum amount of oil burned. by all utilities in an~ recent 
year), vanadium emissions are estimated to be about 120 tons per year at the 
present ti~e, i.e. absent further controls. 

2. Depending upon the specific composition of the catalyst selected, 
"spent" catalyst may or may not be classified as a hazardous waste. 

3. 50 x l06BBLS x 320 lbs X 15 x 106 lbs V ton 120 tons V 
year BBL lb fuel oil x 2000 lbs= yr 

If this amount of vanadium is expressed as V205, an oxidized form, the 
amount of V205 is 

120 tons V x 182 tons V205 
year 51 tons of V 



The BoJrd is not aware of any other source of vanadium emissions, due to fuel 
'burning, SCR, or any other source, which is larger than the above current 
emissions fro;n pm,1er plants. Furthermore, the Board is not aware of any data 
which show that the retrofit of SCR to an oil or gas fired power plant would 
result in signifi·:antly increased emissions of vanadium or other components of 
the catalyst. To the contrary, available information from Japan indicates good 
catalyst performance over long periods (in excess of 2 years), suggesting that 
vanadiur-i, the rrincipal active co!:lponent in the catalvst bed. remains essentiallv 
intact and continues to perform at, or near, full design efficiency. (3) Vanadium or 
v,rnadium compounds could potentially present risks as toxic compounds at elevated 
levels of human exposure; however, such compounds have not been identified as high 
priority toxic compounds at the present time,(9. 10) and evidence received bv the Board 
does not support the concern that Rules 1135.1 and 59. l 1•1ould result in sign'ificant 
environmental impacts. If vanadium or vanadium compounds are identified as a 
significant threat or potential threat to human health or the environment at some 
future time, such compound(s) would be regulated in accordance ~1ith the statewide 
programs to control airborne toxic substances, including existing and future ARB 
and local district programs. 

Comment 3: Southern California Edison has raised concerns that nitrosarnines can 
be formed as a result of ammonia injection in flue gases for Thermal De~lOx and 
SCR processes. 

Response: Representatives of SCE testified that with a model system using a 
propane/air flame, they have found a potential for formation of nitrosarnines when 
ammonia is injected in the flue gases. Subsequent testimony by SCE 
indicated that the company's concerns regarding the formation of nitrosamines was 
based on injection of ammonia in a _Eropane enriched flame. Ho1-1ever, this situation 
would occur only during a boiler upset condition. It is standard operating 
practice at the present time to avoid any such possible upsets in order to ensure 
system safety and reliab·ility. Consequently, since the utility boilers are care
fully operated with excess air and are not fuel enriched, the hydrocarbon radical 
(essential to the formation of nitrosamines) would be completely oxidized and would 
not be available for the formation of nitrosamines in the presence of ammonia. 
Thus, no nitrosamines are expected to be formed if ammonia is injected in a normal 
operating mode of an electric utility boiler. Mitigation of possible impacts
during boiler upset conditions consists of the utilities continuing current 
standard operating practices to avoid unsafe fuel-rich operation of a boiler. 

Corr1rn2nt 4: Lf,DWP has raised concerns regarding ammonia breakthrough to the 
atmosphere as a result of its injection in the noncatalytic and catalytic 
deNOx methods. 

_P:~_~onse:. As explained in the introduction, ammonia (NH ) is injected in the 
flue gases to reduce NOx emissions through chemical reactions leading to the 
formation of harmless materials. Ideally. a stoichiometric (chemically correct) 
arr.aunt of W--1 3 can be used to reduce 100 percent of the NOx to harmless molecular 
nitrogen and water vapor, 1·ii th no ammonia breakthrough. However, in practice, 
the stoichiometric NH3:NO mole ratio of 1:1, in the presence of a catalyst, will 
typically reduce NOx emi~si?ns by 90_perce?nt with a residua: NH3 concentrat}on of 
less than 10 parts per m1ll1on (ppm). (l) In processes which reduce NOx without 
use of a cataltst, higher_NH3:NO m?le rati~s may be_required for less than 90 
percent reduction, resulting in slightly higher res1d~al NH3. 
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This rc,sicuJl iHL:i is cormronly kno,m as "NH
1 

slip", "breakthrough", "carryover", 
or "r"lectse". Tflis ammonia breakthrough is minimized by optimizing the design 
and 0µ2ra~ion of the catalytic and noncatalytic deNOx processes, as illustrated 
by the attached Figure 2. The attached f-igure sho1-1s that an SCR system, 1·1hen 
operated for 90 percent NOx removal efficiency, is expected to result in NH3breJkthrcu;h in the range of 5-10 ppm in stack gases. However, SCR systems 
which are d2sign2d and operated for 80 percent NOx removal efficiency are 
expectf,d to result in stack gas concentrations of less than 5 ppm of NH3 carry
over. As discussed in the ARB Staff Report of September 19, 1980 (7), ground level 
l,H~ concentrations at the point of maximum plume in1pact would be expected to 
b,tl/1000 of the st.:1ck conc,;ntrations, resulting in ground level NH3 concen
trations below natural background levels and far below the level of any adverse 
health impacts which have been identified. 

Because optimum operation of an SCR system to reduce NH1 breakthrough would also 
minimize the consumption of NH 3 and the deposition of NA 3-based reaction products 
on components such as air preh~aters, system design and bperation to minimize NH3C;)rryover is also in the economic interest of the system owner/operat.)r, as this 
1·1ould minimize operating and maintenance expenditures. Thus, any remaining impact 
of i;H1 brea«through woul ct be fully mitigated by the utilities by system design 
and operation to mini1nize NH3 emissions. 

Co,ment 5: LAOWP has expressed concerns that SCR systems promote the oxidation 
ciY--sulfur dioxide ~S0 ) to sulfur trioxide (S03) and that therefore the total 
sulfate concentration 

2
in the flue gas 1-1ould be increased bv the orooosed rtJles. 

Furthermore, LAO~iP believes that increased sulfate emissio·ns may· adversely affect 
our ability to attain and maintain applicable ambient air qual'ity standards and 
the public health and welfare which these standards are designed to protect. 

f;}_s-2.9_ri~e_: As explained in the introduction, SCR systems are used ~o facilitate 
r:ox enission control. In addition to the two chemical reactions tnat convert 
LOx to t1 2 and H?O (see introduction), a third reaction also occurs, simultaneously. 
This thir3 reacflon is the oxidation of sulfur dioxide, a compound produced during 
t:-i_:, co;;;busion of an_y fuel containing sulfur, to sulfur trioxidP, ,rnd can hF> 
expressed as follows: 

2 so2 + -7 2 so3 (3)o2 

In the absence of an SCR system, this reaction will o~cur naturally in the atmos
phere, but at a slower rate. Because of the corrosive nature of so3 and its potential 
to combine with rlH3 to form an1monium s11lfates and other potentially condensible 
co;,1pounds r;;os t of the process vendors have improved the·ir ca ta lys ts to minimize 
U1f~ conversioq of so2 to so3. SCR systems which are currently in use convert from 
1.5 to 2.5 percent or higher of so2 to so3 (1) whereas new catalysts are developed 
and_tested to suppress ~o~v~rsi~n to less than one-half perce~t_of th~ SOz to so3. (4) 
As 1n the case of the m1n1m1zat1on of NH3 breakthrough, the m1n1m1zat1on of so3
fonration is also in the economic interest of utilities, since it would minimize 
rr:aint2nance costs. Consequently, utilities can design SCR systems using catalysts 
which minimize S03 formation to substantially mitigate any potential adverse 
impacts of SCR on sulfate emissions. 
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Figure 2 
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Comment 6: LAD'..JP has expressed concerns that the use of enough ammonia to effect 
a9◊-percent NOx emission removal could result in the formation of arr.monium 
sulfate {{NH4),so4) and ammonium bisulfate (NH4HS04) deposits which could fo11l 
the air preheater. Furthermore, LAOWP believes that aer_osols of these compounds 
could cause environmental problems, and their presence in the stack plume may 
cause opacity problems due to the presence of condensed particles. 

Response: The formation of ammonium sulfate and ammonium bisulfate depends upon 
the concentrations of NH and S0 3 in flue gas and also on the temperature of the 
flue gas. Ammonium bisuifate is formed as a result of the reaction between NH3> 
so

3
, and water vapor as described in the following reaction: 

NH3 (gas) + S03 (gas) + H2o (gas)~ NH4Hso4 (liquid). 

In the presence of excess a1r.monia, ammonium bisulfate may further react to form 
amoni um sulfate (so1 id) as fo11 O\·/S: 

NH4HS04 (liquid)+ NH3 {gas)~ (NH4)2so4 (so1id) 

- The conditions under 11hich these compounds l'lill be formed are shown in Figure 3. 

As can be seen in Figure 3, actions 11hich reduce both NH::i carryover concentrations 
and SO concentrations ( as discussed in the responses to comments 4 and 5) wi 11 
also r~sult in lower temperatures of formation of ammonia-sulfur compounds, and 
thus would be expected to reduce the formation of such compounds. As discussed 
above, these actions, both individually and col1ective·1y, are expected to reduce 
potential operating and maintenance costs to the utilities. Therefore, mini
mization of NH3 carryover concentrations and SO,., concentrations are available 
mitigation actions which are expected to be fulTy implemented by the utilities 
and are in the economic interests of the utilities. 

With regard to potenti al opacity problems, of the more than seventy commerci a 1 
installations operating with SCR in Japan (7), the Board is unaware of any
data noting opacity problems on any of these units. Furthermore, opacity (the 
darkness and visibility of stack emissions) is regulated by state lm-, (Health 
and Safety Code Section 41701) and local air pollution control district regu
lations, and any adverse impacts 1-Jill have to be mitigated by the utilities pursuant 
to these requirements. 

Comrr:ent 7: LADWP has expressed concerns that amrnoni um sulfates formed as a 
result of.the SCR process may produce deposits on the air preheater and force 
more frequ~nt washings than would otherwise occur. An air preheater wash will 
create a large volume of waste water for disposal. LADWP estimates that depending 
upon the washing period, the additional waste water n1ay range from 300,000 to 
1,000,000 gallons and is concerned about the potential adverse environmental 
impact of disposal of such waste water. (LADWP did not specify 1·1hether the 
additional waste water use was projected on an annual hasis or for some other 
time period.) 



Figure 3 

100 

so 

10 

s 

I 
1 5 so 100 500 

,...., 
e 
p.. 
p....... 
z 
0 
H 
f--< 

~ 
~ 
t,.J 
u z 
0 

-
u 

So 
C"l 

-
so3 CONCE:NTP~\TION (ppm) 

FORMATION OF A:'!:IO:HIJN SULFATE: 
HIGH TEMPERAfURc. RANGE 

Source: D.R. Si,1ann, G.D. Drissel. Feasibility of Retrofitting 
Catalytic Post Combustion NOx Controls on an 80 MH Coal
Fired Utility Boiler. February 1980 (8) 



-10-

Re~onse: The LADHP estimate apparently applies to an annua~ ~eneration rate for 
1-iaste w-ater under the assumption that ll of its units, compnsrng 2593 MW, W?uld 
be required to install SCR units designed for 90 percent _NOx remov~l. The final 
version of Rules 1135.1 and 59.1 requires that only l units of LADAP, compr1s1ng 
912 M>J, 1,iould be required to be retrofit 1vith SCR des!g~ed for SQ percent NOx 
removal. Consequently, the actual quantities of add1t1onal wast~ water generated 
due to the adopted rules will be significantly less than !hat est1mat~d by LADHP. 
Furthermore, as explained above, the potential for form~t1~n of ammonium_c~m~ounds 
can be minimized by techniques 1·1hich are in the econorn1c interest o'. ut1l1t1es 
and which minimize NH breakthrough emissions as 1vell as the convers1on of S023 
to so3. 

In addition, because air preheaters are periodically washed at the present time 
(1,,ithout SCR installed), any ~d?itional waste water generated wo~ld be treated. 
and disposed of in a manner s1m1lar to that currently used, and 1n accordance w1th 
requirements imposed by the State and Regional Water Quality Control Boards. 
Accordingly, any potential adverse environmental effects due to additional 
waste water disposal would thus be mitigated in accordance with regulations 
of those agencies having jurisdiction over 1-iater quality. 

Comment 8: SCE expressed concerns regarding potential hazards of anm1onia storage, 
handling, and transport and the possibility of accidental releases of ammonia. 
LADWP al so expressed concerns regarding storage of ammon·i a. 

Response: In order to evaluate the potential hazards of ammonia storage, handling 
and transportation, the ammonia-related hazardous4materials incidents have been 
con,oared to all the hazardous materials incidents in the U.S. in 1978. In 
add~tion, the amount of NH 3 required as a result of Rules 1135.1 and 59.1 _is small 
compared with national statistics for ammonia shipments. 

Table l compares ammonia related incidents v1ith all hazardous materials incidents 
in the U.S. in 1978. As shmm in this table, shipment of about 9 million tons 
of ammonia in 1978 resulted in sp-i 11 age of about 188 tons ( 0. 002?0 in 95 incidents. 
These incidents resulted in 2 deaths, 58 injuries, and $98,000 in damages. By 
comparison, all hazardous materials incidents, totalling 17,750 in 1978 resulted 
in 46 deaths, 1072 injuries, and $16 million in damage. Table 1 also compares 
ammonia requirements of Rules 1135.1 and 59.l with national average shipments and 
data on incidents. These data suggest a relatively low probability of incidents 
with relatively very low or negligible expected impacts. 

Table 2 shows that the mean mortality index for ammonia is 0.02 as compared to 
the mean mortality index of hydrocarbons which ranges from 0.1-0.6. These data 
indicate tlJat ammonia, 1,1hich is co;nrnonly used in many household, commercial and 
industrial cleaning applications and which is used in agriculture in significant 

4. A hazardous materials incident is defined in 49 CFR 171.15 (1977) 
according to criteria established by the U.S. Department of Transportation. 
Basically, these criteria include: accidental deaths or injuries, property damage 
in excess of $50,000, or other specified damages. 
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TABLE l 

ANHYDROUS AMMONIA STATISTICS 

Total amour.ts of shipments of anhydrous ammonia in the U.S. in 1978 8.7 million tons 

Total amount spilled of those shipments in the U.S. in 1978 188 tons 

Statistics of the 17,750 incidents* in 1978 in the U.S. Deaths 
Injuries
Damages 

-

46 
1072 
$16 mill ion 

Statistics of the 95 incidents involving anhydrous ammonia 
1978 in the U.S. 

in Deaths 
Injuries
Damages 

2 
58 

$98,000 

Total amount of anhydrous am~onia used by agriculture in the U.S. in 1978 4.5 million tons 

Total amount of anhydrous arrm1onia required to comply with the Rules 
15,000 tons per year 

*An incident is as defined in 49 CFR 171.15 (1977). 

Source: U.S. Department of Transportation, National Fertilizer Association and ARB/SSCD 

https://amour.ts
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TABLE 2 

ESTIMATE OF MEAN MORTALITY INDEX OF AMMONIA 
AND ITS COMPARISON \-JITH OTHER GASES 

LOCATION DATE AREALSITE SOURCE OF LEAKAGE 
QUANTITY 
METRIC TON NUMBER OF FATALITIES 

Floral, Ark. June 5, 1971 Rural Pipeline 600 tons 0 
Enid, Oklahoma May 7, 1976 Urban Pipeline 500 0 

Conway, Kansas December 6, 1973 Rural Pipeline 277 0 
Lands krona, January 16, 1976 Port Ship-storage 180 2 

Sweden connection 
Blair, Nebraska November 15, 1970 Rural Storage tank 160 0 
Crete, Nebraska February 18, 1969 Urban Rail tanker 90 9 
Belle, West Va. January 21 , 1970 Urban Rail tanker 75 0 
Texas, Tx City September 13, 1975 Urban Pipeline 50 0 

Potschefstroom, July 13, 1973 Urban Storage tank 38 18+ 
South Africa 

Houston, Texas November 15, 1976 Urban Road tanker 19 6 
L ievi.n, France August 21, 1968 Urban Road tanker 19 6 

Mean mortality index= total number fatalities 
total amount lost 

= 41 
-2008 

= 0.02 
+Without this incident the me,rn mortality index = 0.01 
Mean mortality index of chlorine= 0.3 

11 
" " of flammable gases or vapor = 0.1 -0.6 

11 11 11 of Am.'llonium Nitrate = O. l 
Source: A report on Major Hazards by Advisors Co~mittee, Health and Safety 

Corrmission, Great Britain, 1979. 



-13-

quantities, is not particularly dangerous when handled with proper caution. 
Accordingly, mitigation measures expected to be taken by utilities to ensure 
minimization of potential hazards due to ammonia spillage, which would consist 
of implementation of standard safe operating practices for potentially hazardous 
materials, are expected to reduce potential hazards to very lm-1 or negligible 
levels. 

Co11~ent 9: LADWP, in its written testimony, expressed concerns regarding 
-for::iation of hydrogen cyanide (HCN) by ammonia injection. 

Re~pon:;e: Brown and Sawyer i·1ere not able to detect either HCN or other ni tro
genous species (other than NOx, NH3 , or N ) in the stack gas from a laboratory 
combustor burning No. l diesel doped with2pyridine_. (Quarterly Pr9gress ~eport. 
for ARB Contract A8-146-31 for l May - l July 1980). Basect upon m1n1mum aetect1on 
limits associated with the various analytical procedures used, Brown and Saw_yer 
estimated conservative upper limit concentration values of 5 ppm for all 
nitrogenous species (other than NOx, NH3, and N2) and l ppm for HCN in the 
laboratory combustor stack gas. 

These data, taken along with SCE's and ARB's tracer studiijS, whi!:g show that 
emissions from tall stacks are diluted by a factor of 10 to 10 (7), i 
she~ that the maximum surface level concentration of all nitrogenous species 
(other than NOx, NH3, and N2) is in the range of 5 to50O parts per trillion 
and l to 100 parts 2er trilTion for HCN, and may be substantially less. 

A threshold limit value (TLV) of 10 parts per million has been designated for 
hydrogen cyanide (HCN}, according to Multimedia Environmental Goals for 
~!:]~iron.:-nental Assessment, Volume ll ,_]iEG_~harj:_s_Jl_t1~ __!!_a~tground Information, 
J.G. Cleland and G.L. Kingsbury, November, 1977; EPA-6OO/7-77-l36b. The ambient 
level goal recommended in that same work is 24 parts per billion, based on health 
effects. Documentation of the Threshold Limit Values for Substances in lforkplace_ 
~i!:, (;.merican Conference of Governmental Industrial Hygienists, Third Edition 1971), 
shm-15 that the TLV of 10 parts per mil"lion "contains a two-fold margin of safety 
against mild symptoms of HCN response." 

Thus, according to the test data, the highest ambient concentration expected would 
be a factor of more than 200 be1o~, EPA recommended envi ronmenta 1 goals for the 
atmosphere. 

Corn,1,ent l O :· SCE expressed concern that the Board's action 1-mul d exacerbate ozone 
and oxidant air quality problems in the South Coast Air Basin. 

Resnonse: ·This concern is dealt with at length in the Board's Findings and 
Basis for decision, ,~hich is incorporated by reference herein. 

CERTIFIED: ,&_Lt;L 
Sa 11 y Rurnr "' 
f.ln;ird Secr0t,1ry 

- Date: 
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. . . Alternatives. 

There are five basic alternatives which the Board could adopt in reconsidering 
SC~Q~J Rule 1135.1 and VCAPCD Rule 59.l. Following are descriptions and dis-

ecussions of these alternatives. 

Alternative 1: Take no action; that is, the "no project" alternative. This 
alternative 1-iould, in effect. reaffirm the versions of SCAQMD Rufe7T35.l and 
VCAPCO Rule 59.l, currently stayed, both of which the Board adopted on 
March 27, 1980. This alternative would neither prevent nor mitigate the 
environmental and other concerns raised by the petitioner, SCE, and LADWP, 
the intervenor. It is with regard to the existing versions of these two 
rules that the environmental questions have been raised. 

Alternative 2: Rescind SCAQMD Rule 1135.1 and VCAPCD 59.l. Under this 
alternative, fur.ther tWx ennss10n reduct1ons would not be required, and power 
plunts \•10Lild continue to be subject to the control prescribed by SCAQMD Rule 464 
(125-225 ppm for gas-fired units and 225-325 ppm for oil-fired units) and by a 
comparable VCAPCD rule. Although this alternative would eliminate the concerns 
raised by SCE and LAD\·JP, it would forego emission reductions of almost 60 tons 
per day of rmx by 1990. Currently, NOx em-issions from stationary sources in the 

Aouth Coast Air Shed are slightly over 450 tons per day. The nonattainment area 
~lans for the South Coast Air Basin and the Ventura County Air Pollution Control 

District rely on these emission reductions to attain and maintain the national 
a::;bient air quality standards for nitrogen dioxide and suspended particulate matter 
and, in the case of Ventura, for ozone as 11e11. A 1 so, such reductions in the 
er:ii ss ions of NOx are necessary if the state ambient air quality standards for 
nitrogen dioxide, suspended particulate matter, and visibility are to be attained 
and rn1intained. If those standards are not attained and maintained, the adverse 

ec'.fccts on the pub!ic health and welfare that the standards are intended to prevent 
will not be prevenLed. 

Because the federal Clean Air Act and the California Health and Safety Code require 
that the aii!bient air quality standards be attained and maintained in order to 
protect public health and 1-1elfare, withdra1•1al of Rules 1135.l and 59.l would 
rec;L•ire that ne11 measures be adopted to effect equivalent reductions from other 
suurc~s. That is, NOx control n1easures would have to be adopted for sources for 

- which control methods have not yet been identified, or for which controls cost 
m:'lre for each pound of NOx reduction than those required by Rules 1135.l and 59.l. 
Since all of the significant adverse environmental effects expected to result 
from the proposal can be mitigated, the benefit of achieving the 60 tons per day
NOx enission reductions by controlling po11er plants is preferable to controlling 
other sources at this time because control of other sources may be accompanied 
by unkr.Ol•m e0vironmental impacts. 

If other, more costly or unidentified rules were not quickly adopted, this alter
native would be inconsistent with state and federal laws, and would result in 
pollutant concentrations in the South Coast Air Shed which would be detrimental 
to the public health and welfare. This alternative is therefore infeasible, with 
significant adverse impacts on the environment: 

Al ternat i ve 3: Amend Rules 1135. l and 59 .1 to be less stringent. Concerns raised 
by SCE and LAD:•/P ( such as i ricrea secl. envi ronmenta·l burden's-of heavy metals from 

A catalysts and emi:;sions of ammonia) could be partially mitigated by making the 
•existing rules less stringent. Although this alternative would still provide 

some cost-effective reductions in emissions of NOx, these emission reductions 
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1-;oc;l d be 1 ess than the reductions that wou 1 d result from the current rules. 
Tr.erefore, the sa~e problems discussed under Alternative 2 would apply, albeit to 
a lesser degree, to this alternative. Overall, the air quality benefit expected 

Af:,y impler:-,entation of the rules would be lost 1-1hile the adverse impacts of the 
9rt.:les would not be cornr.iensurably reduced. This is especially true since all such 

inpacts can be ~itigated without loss of environmental benefits, or have been 
found not to be a problem. 

Alternative~: Rescind Rules 1135.1 and 59.l and restore the South Coast Air 
Q""_;ifity t·'.anaqe!cent Dj_str_ict's original Rule 475.l. This rule required a 90 percent 
reduction in emissions from ever_y unit, a far more costly alternative since the 
utilities would not have the flexibility of selecting units to be controlled. This 
alternative would undoubtedly be unacceptable to SCE and LADWP because they petitioned 
tne Soard to set this rule aside in 1978. After hearing testimony on the rule, the 
Board found the rule to be inconsistent with Division 26 of the Health and Safety Code 
for several reasons and amended the rule on August 7, 1978. The Board found at that 
t1~e that the rule imposed an unreasonable financial and engineering burden on the 
affected util it.ies and did not require best available technological and administrative 
practices. fiothing has changed in the interim to affect these findings; as a 
result, adoption of this alternative would result in a rule which would be in 

Aonfl i ct 1·1ith the Hea1th and Safety Code. Furthermore, this alternative would 
~xacerbate the environmental concerns raised by the two utilities. While from an 

air quality point of vie11 this rule would achieve greater NOx reductions than the 
proposal, economic impacts of this alternative would render its application infeasible. 

It also should be noted that the Ventura County Air Pollution Control District did not 
adopt a rule to control NOx emissions from power plants similar to Rule 475.1 adopted 
by the SCAQMD. Therefore, for consistency, the Board would have to consider adopting. 

- similar rule for the VCAPCD. 

Alternative 5: Anend Rules 1135.l and 59.1 as proposed. 

CC::CLUS ICil 

The Board finds that Alternative 5 is the n1ost desirable of the alternatives listed. 

I Alternative S offers the potential of reducing emissions of NOx in the South 
Coast 1,ir Shed by an amount nearly equivalent to the reductions that 1·1ould result 
fr·o:n the current versions of Rules 1135.1 and 59. l, while effectively lessening 
the significant environmental concerns raised by SCE and LAD\~P. This conclusion 
is based on the following: 

1. The requirements of the amencled Rules are clear, easily understood, and not 
subject to uncertainty. 

2. The amended Rules require the utilities to install controls only on units 
that are certain to be in r,se as base-load units through 1990, and units 
which wi 11 have high capacity factors under any rea1is tic oil and gas 
reduction scenario likely to occur. 

3. The emission reductions resulting from implementing.the amended Rules are 
needed to attain and maintain the state and national ambient air quality 
standards for nitrogen dioxide and total suspended particulate matter in 
the South Coast Air Basin, and for nitrogen dioxide, total suspended particu
late matter, and ozone in the Ventura County Air Pollution Control District. 
These reductions are also needed to attain and n1aintain the state visibility
standard. 
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Cor.ipl iance with the amended rules can be achieved through installation 
of SCR on a limited number of units. 

In addition, weakening of the rules would only partially mitigate the environmental 
concerns raised, \•1hile creating new, more serious concerns (e.g., increases in NOx 
emissions or NH3). Most of the environmental concerns raised have been determined 
not to pose significant problems. Further, all legitimate concerns can be mitigated. 
Tl1e n1itigation measures identified are either within the jurisdiction of other 
agencies, which are currently regulating the subject utilities, or are within the 
direct control of the utilities that raised the concerns. Further, the utilities 
have an economic interest in assuring that the measures are carried out. Finally,
for the reasons identified in items l through 4 above, Alternative 5 will result 
in fewer potential adverse environmental impacts compared to Alternative l, the 
no action alternative. 
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RECEIVED BY 
Office of the SecretaryState of Ca1ifornia 

AIR RESOURCES BOARD DEC 2 3 19t!U 
Resolution 80-68 

Reaourcei Agency of Ccilifornici 

December 18, 1980 

\JHEREAS, Health and Safety Code Section 39003 provides that the Air 
Resources Board (the "Board") is the state agency chat ~ed 1-1ith coordinating 
efforts to attain and maintain ambient air quality standards; 

rJHEREAS, Health and Safety Code Section 39002 provides that local and 
regional authorities have the primary responsibility for control of air 
pollution from all sources other than vehicular sources, and provides 
further that the Board shall undertake control activities in any area 
wherein it determines that the local or regional authority has failed to 
meet the responsibilities given to it by Division 26 of the Health and 
Safety Code or any other provision of 1aw; 

WHEREAS, Health and Safety Code Section 39500 provides that it is the intent 
of the Legislature that the Board shall coordinate, encourage and review the 
efforts of a11 levels of government as they affect air quality; 

HHEREAS, Health and Safety Code Section 39600 provides that the Board shall 
do such acts as may be necessary for the proper execution of the pm•;ers and 
duties granted to, and imposed upon, the Board by Division 26 of the Health 
and Safety Code and by any other provision of la\•/; 

l'1HEREAS, Health and Safety Code Section 39602 designates the Board as the 
air pollution control agency for all purposes set forth in federal law; and 
provides further that the Board is responsible for preparation of the state 
implementation plan required by the Clean Air Act, and to this end sha11 
coordinate the activities of a11 districts necessary to comply with that Act; 

HHEREAS, Health and Safety Code Section 39605 provides that the Board may 
provide any assistance to any district; 

rJHEREAS, Health and Safety Code Section 40001 provides that the loca1 
districts shall adopt and enforce rules and regulations which assure that 
reasonable provision is made to achieve and maintain the state ambient air 
quality, standards and shall also endeavor to achieve and maintain the federal 
ambient ~ir quality standards; 

rJHEREAS, Health and Safety Code Section 40440, as presently in effect and 
as amended effective January l, 1981, requires that the rules and regu1ations 
of the South Coast Air Quality Management District reflect the best available 
technological and administrative practices; 

WHEREAS, Health and Safety Code Section 40462, as presently in effect and 
as amended effective January 1, 1981, requires that the South Coast Air 
Quality Management Plan provide for achievement of state ambient air quality 
standards at the earliest date achievable by application of a11 reasonable 
and available (or reasonably available) control measures and technologies; 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 80-69 

December 18, 1980 

WHEREAS, Health and Safety Code Section 39003 provides that the Air 
Resources Board (the "Board") is the state agency charged with coordinating 
efforts to attain and maintain ambient air quality standards; 

WHEREAS, Health and Safety Code Section 39002 provides that local and 
regional authorities have the primary responsibility for control of air 
pollution from all sources other than vehicular sources, and provides 
further that the Board shall undertake control activities in any area 
wherein it determines that the local or regional authority has failed to 
meet the responsibilities given to it by Division 26 of the Health and 
Safety Code or any other provision of law; 

WHEREAS, Health and Safety Code Section 39500 provides that it ts the intent 
of the Legislature that the Board shall coordinate, encourage a,nd review the 
efforts of all levels of government as they aJfect air quality; 

WHEREAS, Health and Safety Code Section 39600 provides that th.e Board shall 
do such acts as may be necessary for the proper execution of the powers and 
duties granted to, and imposed upon, the Board by Division 26 of the 
Health and Safety Code and by any other provision of 1aW'; 

WHEREAS, Health and Safety Code Section 39602 designates the Board as the 
air pollution control agency for all purposes set forth in federal law; and 
provides further that the Board is responsible for preparation of the state 
implementation plan required by the Clean Air Act, and to this end shall 
coordinate the activities of all districts necessary to comply with that Act; 

WHEREAS, Health and Safety Code Section 39605 provides that the Board may
provide any assistance to any district; 

WHEREAS, Heal th and Safety Code Secti on 40001 provides thil,t th_e 1oca1 
districts shall adopt and enforce rules and regulations which_ assure tha,t 
reasonable provision is made to a,chieve and maintain the sta_te ambient air 
quality standards and shall also endeavor to achieve and maintain the federal 
ambient air quality standards; 

WHEREAS, Section 107(a) of the Clean Air Act provides that it is the 
responsibility of each state to assure air quality within th.e enttre 
geographic area of the state; · 

WHEREAS, Section llO(a)(l) of the Clea,n Air Act requires that each state 
adopt a plan which provides for the implementation~ maint~nance, and enforce
ment of national primary ambient air quality standards withJn each air 
quality control region of the state; 
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WHEREAS, Section 110(a){2) of the Clean Air Act requires that such plan 
provide for the attainment of such standards as expeditiously as practicable; 

WHEREAS, Section 172(a)(l) of the Clean Air Act requires that an implementation
plan for nonattainment areas provide for the attainment of national primary 
ambient air quality standards as expeditiously as practicable and no later than 
December 31, 1982; 

WHEREAS, Section 172(b)(2) of the Clean Air Act requires the implementation
of all reasonably available control measures as expeditiously as practicable; 

WHEREAS, Section 172(b)(3) of the Clean Air Act requires that such nonattainment 
area plans require reasonable further progress (as defined in section 171(1))
including such reduction in emissions from existing sources in the area as may
be obtained through the adoption, at a minimum, of reasonably available control 
technology; 

WHEREAS, Heal th and Safety Code Secti on 41650 provides tha,t the Board sha,11 
adopt the nonattainment area plan approved by a designated air quality planning 
agency as part of the state implementation plan unless the Board finds that the 
nonattainment area plan will not meet the requirements of the Clean Air Act; 

WHEREAS, the California Environmental Quality Act and B.oa,rd regulations require
that an action not be adopted as proposed if significant environmental irnpa,cts
have been identified and there exist within the jurisdiction of the Board 
feasible mitigation measures or alternatives which would substantially lessen, 
mitigate or avoid such impacts; 

WHEREAS, the Board, in Resolution 79-49, May 29, 1979, adopted Rule 59.1 for 
the Ventura County Air Pollution Control District in response to a,ctton of 
the Ventura County Board of Supervisors deferrtng such action to the Board; 

WHEREAS, the Board, following notice and hearings held in January and Ma,rch 
1980, on March 27, 1980, adopted Resolution 80-23 in which i.t amended Rule 59. l; 

WHEREAS, Southern California Edison ("SCE") petitioned th_e Board to reconsider 
Rule 59.l; 

WHEREAS, public hearings have been held and the Board has considered all 
aspects of Rule 59. l and has received and cons.idered the evidence presented 
to it; 

WHEREAS, as speci fi cally set forth in the Statement of Findings and Response to 
Opposing Considerations adopted herewith. and made a part of this. Resolution, the 
Board finds: 

That the provisions of Rule 59. l are technologically feastole a,nd 
cost-effective; 

That the provisions of Rule 59. l a,s amended are necessa,ry to meet th.e 
requirements of the Clean Air Act; 
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That the prov1s1ons of Rule 59.1 as amended assure that reasonable 
provision is made to achieve state ambient air quality standards; and 

That the provisions of Rule 59.1 as amended are appropriate to 
implement and effectuate the purposes of Division 26 of the Health 
and Safety Code. 

WHEREAS, the Board further finds, in accordance with the requirements of 
CEQA and as set forth in detail in the Response to Significant Environmental 
Issues incorporated by reference herein: 

That all adverse environmental effects found to be significant by
the Board can be mitigated by the utilities pursuant to cost-effective 
operating procedures, are being minimized by improved catalyst design, 
or are within the jurisdiction of other public agencies which are 
currently regulating the activities generating such effects so as to 
mitigate any anticipated adverse impacts on the environment; and 

That alternatives considered are either less effective in reducing NOx 
emissions and protecting public health and welfare, or are economically
infeasible due to excessive increased costs to the utiltties. 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Board amends VCAPCD Rule 59.1 as set 
forth in Attachment A hereto. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Officer is directed to transmit 
Rule 59.l as amended to the Environmental Protection Agency for inclusion 
in the California State Implementation Plan. 

I certify that the above is a true and 
correct copy of Resolution 80-69, as 
adopted by the Air Resources Board. 

~f? 
(/BOARD~ 7 



Attachment A 

Rule 59. l of the Ventura County Air Pollution 
Control District as Amended by the 

California Air Resources Board 

December 18, 1980 

A. Applicability 

This rule sha 11 apply to any electric uti 1 ity with a system of 
electric generating units the total rated capacity of which is more than 
500 megawatts. 

B. Definitions 

Available units are those electric generating units in the system
which, except during periods of regularly scheduled maintenance, can be 
operated without incurring more than the normally acceptable risk to the 
system, unit, or personnel, and for which fuel can be supplied for at 
least the next day's operation. 

Baseline emisshins are of oxides of nitrogen expressed in pounds of 
oxides of nitrogen (a§ nitrogen dioxide, N02) per hour at each of ten load 
points of equal increments from minimum load to 100 percent load for each 
unit of a utility as tested by the utility and as reported to the Air 
Pollution Control Officer in 1979. rn the case of units for which no such 
report was submitted in 1979, each affected utility shall submit to .the 
Air Pollution Control Officer source test data which show oxides of nitrogen
(NOx) emission rates for 1979 at the load points specified herein. 

Rated capacity ts, for any electric generating unit, the lesser of 
the manufacturer's name-plate capacity in megawatts for the unit; or the 
capacity in megawatts to which a unit is restricted by a condition on the 
electric generating unit's permit to operate. 

Steam generated electric capacity is the total rated electric capacity, 
as of January l, 1978, of all units which produced electricity from el ec-,, 
tric generators driven by steam turbines located within the Ventura County
Air Pollution Control District. Steam generated electric capacity does not 
include electric generating capacity of simple or combined cycle gas turbine 
units. 

C. Requirement for Least NOx Dispatch 

1. Ihe owner or operator of an electric power generating system sha11 at 
all times operate the available units in the system in a manner that 
minimizes the rate of emissions of oxides of nitrogen from the system
("least NOx dispatch"). Simple cycle gas turbines are exempted from 
the least NOx dispatch requirements. 



2.a. A plan detailing the method for meeting the requirements in sub
section C.1. shall be submitted to the Afr Polluti.on Control Officer 
for considerati'on no later th.an March 1, 19Bl. Within 60 days of 
receipt of such a plan, the Air Pollution Control Officer shall 
approve or disapprove tne plan. In the event tne plan is disap,-, 
proved, the Air Pollution Control Officer shall notify the affected 
uttl ity in writing, and shall state the grounds for the disapproval. 
Within 30 days of such notification, the affected utility shall submit 
a revised plan whtch eliminates the stated grounds of disapproval. 

b. A revised plan shall also be submitted to the Air Pollution Control 
Officer within 30 days after a new or modified unit is added to the 
system or a unit is removed from the system. A revised plan sub
mitted when a unit is added to or removed from the system shall be 
subject to the requirements for review, approval and revision set 
forth in subsection C.2.a. for the original plan. 

3. Effective 30 days after approval by the Air Pollution Control Officer, 
the system shall be operated according to the approved plan. 

4. Records relating to compliance with this section shall be kept in a 
manner and form specified by the Air Po 11 ution Contra 1 Officer. 

D. Requirements for Control 

Any owner or operator of an affected electric power generating system 
shall 1imit the emissions of oxides of nitrogen from the steam generator 
of each electric generating unit with a rated capacity of 500 megawatts or 
more to not more than 20 percent of the baseline emissions. Such limit 
shall be achieved over the entire operating load range of each unit controlled. 

E. Compliance Schedule 

1.a. No later than December 1, 1983, each affected utility shall limit the 
emissions of one unit with a rated capacity greater than 300 megawatts 
to the levels specified in section D, provided that this provision 
shall not require an affected utility to attain such 1imit by December l, 
1983 on more than one such unit within its total system. 

b. Except for the requirements of subsection E.l.a., all controls neces
sary to meet the requirements of this rule shall be installed no later 
than during the first regularly scheduled shutdown after October l, 
1985, for each unit on which controls are to be installed as specified 
in the compliance plan required by section E.2. 

c. All units on which controls are to be installed as specified in the 
compliance plan required by section E.2. shall be controlled by 
December 31, 1989. 

https://Polluti.on
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2, A final compliance plan shall be suomitted to the Air Pollution 
Control Officer for consi.deratton no later than March l, 1981. The 
plan shall contain a list which. identifies those units to be con
trolled and s·ha.11 tnclude a detailed description of the steps that 
will Be taRen to sati'sfy the requirements of subsections E. l .a., 
E.1,1:L, and E.1.c. The description shall contain a construction 
schedule for each untt on wfitcn controls are to 6e installed, 
Within 30 days of receipt of such a plan, the Air Pollution Control 
Officer shall approve or disapprove the plan. In the event the 
plan is dtsapproved, the Air Pollution Control Officer shall notify 
the affected utility in writing and state the grounds for the 
disapproval. Within 30 days of such notification, the affected 
utility shall su6mit a revised plan which eliminates the stated 
grounds for the disapproval. 

F. Review of Rule 

Within ninety days after one year's operation on any unit of 300 
megawatts or greater capacity within an affected utility's electric power 
steam generating system of controls installed to achieve the emission 
reduction required 6y this rule and upon request 6y an affected utility, 
the District Board shall conduct a hearing to consider the experience 
gained in meeting the requirements of the rule; and whether further imple
mentation of the rule remains reasona61e and necessary to attain the 
objective of a 90 percent overall reduction in power p,lant NOx emissions 
in the South Coast Air Shed. The rule shall remain in effect pending such 
consideration. Upon request by the District Board, the State Air Resources 
Board shall conduct the hearing. 

G. Severability 

Except as otherwise provided tn this Rule, if any portion of this 
Rule is found to be unenforceable, such finding shall have no effect on 
the enforceability of the remaining portions of the Rule. These remaining 
portions of the Rule shall continue to be in full force and effect. 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Public Hearing to Reconsider Rule 1135.l of the South Coast Air Quality 
Management District and Rule 59.l of the Ventura County Air Pollution Control 
District Controlling Emissions of Oxides of Nitrogen from Power Plants 

ARB Compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 

The following discussion is intended to explain how the ARB assures that any
possible adverse environmental effects of its proposed actions will be identified 
and mitigated. As an environmental protection agency, the ARB is not required 
to prepare an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) on this project, but other written 
documentation prepared by the agency must describe the proposed activity with 
alternatives to the activity and mitigation measures to minimize any significant
adverse environmental impact. Further, regulations adopted by the ARB require
that the action will not be adopted by the Board as proposed if there are 
feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures which would substantially 
lessen any significant adverse impact of the activity on the environment. ARB 
regulations also require that prior to taking final action, the Board must respond
in writing to significant environmental points raised during the evaluation 
process. Finally, CEQA requires that the ARB not adopt the activity for which 
significant adverse effects have been identified unless one or more of the 
following findings are made: 

1. That changes have been incorporated into the project which mitigate 
the significant environmental impacts. 

2. That such mitigation measures are within the responsibility and 
jurisdiction of another public agency and have been (or can and 
should be) adopted by such other agency. 

3. That specific economic, social, or other considerations make the 
mitigation measures or alternatives infeasible. 

Consequently, the ARB staff report discusses several possible environmental 
impacts of the proposed rule. Several other concerns were raised during the 
hearing process. These are identified and discussed in the following section. 
In addition, mitigation measures which could minimize any impacts found to be 
significant are examined, as are alternatives to the proposed action. In this 
case, since the proposal is the amendment of certain rules already in existence, 
the "no project" alternative is for the Board to take no action and to leave 
the current rules in place. Other alternatives discussed are the repeal of the 
subject rules in their entirety, amending the rules to be less stringent, and 
restoring the Districts' original Rules. 
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The Board, prior to taking final action, has adopted the attached responses 
to significant environmental issues. Further, in adopting the activity
itself, the Board, in its resolution, has made findings relating to each 
significant environmental issue raised, either incorporating feasible 
mitigation measures and alternatives into the rules. indicating that 
other agencies are responsible for mitigation of these effects, or 
indicating the factors which prevent the imposition of mHigation me.asures 
or alternatives. If future experience revea 1 s adverse envi ronmenta1 
impacts not reasonably anticipated, corrective actton can be taken by the 
Air Resources Board or other appropriate agency (e.g •• the local ai_r 
pollution control districts which will be implementing any adopted rule) 
to mitigate such effects. · 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Response to Significant Environmental Issues 

Item: Public Hearing to Reconsider Rule 1135.l of the South Coast Air 
Quality Management District and Rule 59.l of the Ventura County
Air Pollution Control District Controlling Emissions of Oxides 
of Nitrogen from Power Plants 

Public Hearing Dates: November 5, 6, 13, and December 2, 3, 18, 1980 

Response Date: December 18, 1980 

Issuing Authority: Air Resources Board 

Introduction: Southern California Edison (SCE)and the Los Angeles Department 
of Water and Power (LADW~ have raised several concerns which they believe were 
not adequately addressed by the Air Resources Board (ARB) staff in the 
September 1980 report. Since the discussion of many of the issues raised by 
the utilities assumes an understanding of the selective catalytic reduction (SCR) 
-process, it is appropriate to explain briefly the operation and performance of 
the process involved. 

The utilities are being reauired to reduce NOx emissions on some of their steam ---
generating boilers by 80 pe'rcent. -,his requirement will probably be satETfedby 
retrofitting utility boners with the selective catalytfc recluction (SCR) system to 
control oxides of nitrogen (NOx) emissions. The technology takes advantage of the 
preferential reaction of ammonia (NH 3) with NOx rather than with o~her flue gas
constituents. Since oxygen (02) enhances the reduction, the react1on can be best 
expressed as 

(2) 

Equation l represents the predominate reaction since approximately 95 percent 
of the NOx in combustion flue gas is in the form of nitric oxide (NO). Therefore, 
under ideal conditions a stoichiometric amount of NH1 can be used to reduce NOx 
to harmless molecular nitrogen (N2) and water vapor (R20). 

In practice, an NH3:NO mole ratio of about l :l has typically reduced NO emissions 
by 90 percent with a residual NH3 concentration (also called "ammonia breakthrough") 
of less than 10 ppm. (l)* 

The SCR process requires other auxiliary equipment such as a reactor, a catalyst, 
ammonia storage facilities and ammonia injection systems. 

The optimum temperature for_ the NOx reducti o_ n reaction without a catalyst is 
about l800°F. However, the catalyst effectively reduces.the optimum reaction 
temperature to approximately 600°F to 850°F. 

*See reference list page 14. 
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- Catalysts may be made with different chemical compounds; those with vanadium (V) 
compounds were found to promote the reduction of NOx with NH and to be unaffected 
by the presence of sulfur oxides (SOx), another exhaust gas ~omponent which could 
interfere with the desirable reaction. (2) 

Titanium dioxide (Ti02) was found to be an acceptable carrier, since it is 
resistant to attack from S03 • (2) Therefore, many SOx resistant catalysts 
are based on Ti02 and vanadfum pentoxide (v2o5). 

The life of the catalyst depends upon the type of flue gases it is being used to 
treat. The catalysts to be used on power plants in the South Coast Air Basin should 
last for 2 years or longer. (3) Also, because of oil firing, catalysts will be 
most likely of the parallel flow type. It may have one of many shapes such as 
parallel plate, parallel tube or honeycomb type. It may be made of ceramic material 
such as Ti02 or metal. 

The catalyst may be of homogenous or of coated variety. In essence, the type of 
the catalyst to be used in the power plant depends upon the user and the process 
vendor. Figure l shows as an example of how, typically, a honeycomb type catalyst 
would be placed in a reactor. When the catalyst loses its reactivity, it is 
replaced. 

The above explanatjon brief)Y. summarizes the control_ methods that w'!ll rr~~ly be 
employea to retrofit the utility boilers to comply with Rules 1130.1 and o~.l. ·. 
The discussion that follows addresses the concerns -raised by SCE and LAD\iW and 
the Board's response to those concerns. 

Comment 1: The LADWP has expressed concerns that disposal of spent catalyst in 
an environmentally sound manner is an unresolved problem and that because of the 
presence of vanadium in the catalyst, special disposal or reclamation methods will 
be required. 

Response: The application of selective catalytic reduction to a total of 4432 MW 
of power plant capacity, as required to fully comply with Rules ll35.l an~ 59.1, 
is expected to result in the use of about 1100 tons of catalyst per year. The 
exact type and composition of catalyst would depend on the process vendor and the 
user, but typically a parallel flow, honeycomb type catalyst would contain v2o5and titanium dioxide (Ti02). 

1. This estimate follows from a total generating capacity 
required to be controlled of 4432 megawatts (MW) and SCE's estimate 
(4) that control of its units larger than 175 MW (total of 24 units 
having 7720 MW) would require 1860 tons per year of catalyst, assuming a two 
year catalyst life: 

1860 to~~4432 MW x 2g\~atalySt /Yr = 1068 tons catalyst/yr 

Based on commercial operating experience to date on SCR installations in Japan 
in which catalyst deterioration has not been significant (3) catalyst 
lifetimes are expected to equal or exceed 2 years with 
fuel oil firing and 3 years with natural gas firing. Requirements for catalyst 
are inversely related to catalyst lifetime, hence a catalyst lifetime of 3 years 
corresponds to a catalyst requirement of about 712 tons per year. 
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FIGURE l 

\ 

□[)
.-,r--'., 

.. I II/.______,.,. 

Catalyst layer 

Unit catalyst 

E."'!:ample of a fixed bed reactor with honeycomb type catalyst 
(lshikawajima-Harima Heavy Industries; sizes arc in mm). 

Source: J. Ando. NOx Attachment for Stationar~, Sources in Japan. 
August 1979. 
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Depending upon the specific type and material of the catalyst selected, valuable 
components may be recovered for reuse, just as used or "spent" automotive 
exhaust catalysts and refinery process catalysts are normally amenable to recovery 
or reprocessing prior to disposal. To the extent that sRent catalyst cannot be 
recovered, and constitutes a potentially hazardous waste2, treatment and/or
disposal at a Class I or Class II-1 (hazardous waste) disposal site may be 
required. In such a worst case, the increment of potential hazardous waste 
generation due to Rules 1135.l and 59.l would be about 1100 tons per year, as 
compared with the current rate of generation of hazardous wastes in California of 
approximately 11,000,000 tons per year (5). Thus, full implementation 
of Rules 1135.l and 59.l is not expected to increase the production of potentially 
hazardous waste in California by more than about 0.01 percent, even in the worst 
case. 

Mitigation of the above increments of hazardous waste disposal is accomplished by 
regulation of liquid and solid hazardous waste disposal in California by the State 
Water Resources Control Board (and Regional Boards), the Department of Health 
Services, and the Solid Waste Management Board. Through a system of hazardous 
waste generation reporting by the industry, and regulation by the above agencies 
to ensure environmentally sound disposal, the problem of hazardous waste disposal 
associated with the Board's action will be mitigated in the same manner as is the 
disposal of other toxic wastes. 

Comment 2: Southern California Edison has expressed concerns that some of the 
toxic metals from catalysts that may be used in the SCR process can be released 
into the environment. 

Response: The Board has received no evidence which demonstrates that catalysts 
which are used in the SCR process, as applied to oil or gas fired units to comply 
with Rules 1135.l and 59.l, would result in significant increases in emissions 
of vanadium (V) or other potentially toxic metals from power plants. 

Vanadium is a natural constituent of crude oil and is also contained in signifi
cant amounts in the (refined) residual oil burned in power plants in the South 
Coast Air Basin and Ventura County. (6) Thus, at the present time, combustion 
of fuel oil in the South Coast Air Basin and Ventura County is believed to result 
in significant release of vanadium into the environment. Based on data provided
by SCE (6), and assuming 50 million barrels of oil per year burned in 
power plants (the minimum amount of oil burned by all utilities in an~ recent 
year), vanadium emissions are estimated to be about 120 tons per year at the 
present time, i.e. absent further controls. 

2. Depending upon the specific composition of the catalyst selected, 
"spent" catalyst may or may not be classified as a hazardous waste. 

3. 50 xy!~~BBLS x 32~B~bs x 15 x 10
6 

lbs V ton 120 tons V 
lb fuel oil x 2000 lbs= yr 

If this amount of vanadium is expressed as V205, an oxidized form, the 
amount of V205 is 

120 tons V x 182 tons Vz05 = 
year 51. tons of V 429 tons V2D5/yr. 
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The Board is not aware of any other source of vanadium emissions, due to fuel 
burning, SCR, or any other source, which is larger than the above current 
emissions from power plants. Furthermore, the Board is not aware of any data 
which show that the retrofit of SCR to an oil or gas fired power plant would 
result in significantly increased emissions of vanadium or other components of 
the catalyst. To the contrary, available information from Japan indicates good 
catalyst performance over long periods (in excess of 2 years), suggesting that 
vanadium, the principal active co~ponent in the catalvst bed. remains essentiallv 
intact and continues to perform at, or near, full design efficiency. (3) Vanadi~m or 
vanadium compounds could potentially present risks as toxic compounds at elevated 
levels of human exposure; however, such compounds have not been identified as high 
priority toxic compounds at the present time, (9, 10} and evi.dence received bv the Board 
does not support the concern that Rules 1135.1 and 59.1 would result in sign'ificant 
environmental impacts. If vanadium or vanadium compounds are identified as a 
significant threat or potential threat to human health or the environment at some 
future time, such compound(s) would be regulated tn accordance with the statewide 
programs to control airborne toxic substances, including existtng and future ARB 
and local district programs. 

Comment 3: Southern California Edison has raised concerns that nitrosamines can 
be formed as a result of ammonia injection in flue gases for Thermal DeNOx and 
SCR processes. 

Response: Representatives of SCE testified that with a model system using a 
propane/air flame, they have found a potential for formation of nitrosamines when 
ammonia is injected in the flue gases. Subsequent testimony by SCE 
indicated that the company's concerns regarding the formation of nitrosamines was 
based on injection of ammonia in a propane enriched flame. However, this situation 
would occur only during a boiler upset condition. It is standard operating 
practice at the present time to avoid any such possible upsets in order to ensure 
system safety and reliability. Consequently, since the utility boilers are care
fully operated with excess air and are not fuel enriched, the hydrocarbon radical 
(essential to the formation of nitrosamines) would be completely oxidized and would 
not be available for the formation of nitrosamines in the presence of ammonia. 
Thus, no nitrosamines are expected to be formed if ammonia is injected in a normal 
operating mode of an electric utility boiler. Mitigation of possible impacts 
during boiler upset conditions consists of the utilities continuing current 
standard operating practices to avoid unsafe fuel-rich operation of a boiler. 

Comment 4: LADWP has raised concerns regarding ammonia breakthrough to the 
atmosphere as a result of its injection in the noncatalytic and catalytic 
deN0x methods. 

Response: As explained in the introduction, ammonia (NH3 ) is injected in the 
flue gases to reduce N0x emissions through chemical reactions leading to the 
formation of harmless materials. Ideally, a stoichiometric (chemically correct) 
amount of NH3 can be used to reduce 100 percent of the N0x to harmless molecular 
nitrogen and water vapor, with no ammonia breakthrough. However, in practice, 
the stoichiometric NH 3:N0 mole ratio of 1:1, in the presence of a catalyst, will 
typically reduce N0x emissions by 90 percent with a residual NH 3 concentration of 
less than 10 parts per million (ppm). (1) In processes which reduce N0x without 
use of a catalyst, higher NH 3:N0 mole ratios may be required for less than 90 
percent reduction, resulting in slightly higher residual NH 3. 
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This residual NH1 is commonly known as "NH1 slip", "breakthrough", "carryover", 
or "release". Triis ammonia breakthrough g minimized by optimizing the design
and operation of the catalytic and noncatalytic deNOx processes, as illustrated 
by the attached Figure 2. The attached figure shows that an SCR system, when 
operated for 90 percent NOx removal efficiency, is expected to result in NH3breakthrough in the range of 5-10 ppm in stack gases. However, SCR systems 
which are designed and operated for 80 percent NOx removal efficiency are 
expected to result in stack gas concentrations of less than 5 ppm of NH3 carry
over. As discussed in the ARB Staff Report of September 19, 1980 (7), ground level 
NH 

3 
concentrations at the point of maximum plume impact would be expected to 

be 1/1000 of the stack concentrations, resulting in ground level NH 3 concen
trations below natural background levels and far below the level of any adverse 
health impacts which have been identified. 

Because optimum operation of an SCR system to reduce NH breakthrough would also 
minimize the consumption of NH

3 
and the deposition of N~1-based reaction products 

on components such as air preheaters, system design and Operation to minimize NH 3 carryover is also in the economic interest of the system owner/operat0r, as this 
would minimize operating and maintenance expenditures. Thus, any remaining impact 
of NH 

3 
breakthrough would be fully mitigated by the utilities by system design 

and operation to minimize NH 3 emissions. 

Comment 5: LADWP has expressed concerns that SCR systems promote the oxidation 
of sulfur dioxide (S02) to sulfur trioxide (S03) and that therefore the total 
sulfate concentration in the flue gas would be increased by the orooosed rules. 
Furthermore, LADWP believes that increased sulfate emissions may' adversely affect 
our ability to attain and maintain applicable ambient air quality standards and 
the public health and welfare which these standards are designed to protect. 

Response: As explained in the introduction, SCR systems are used to facilitate 
NOx emission control. In addition to the two chemical reactions that convert 
_t!OxtQ_Nz and H29 ( see introduction), a third reaction a1so occurs, s imultaneoys ly. 
This thircl reaction is the oxidation of sulfur dioxide, a compound produced i:lu~l'i-R9---
the combusion of any fuel containin~ sulfur, to sulfur trioxide, anrl can he I 

expressed as follows: 

2 S02 + 02 ~ 2 S03 (3) 

In the absence of an SCR system, this reaction will occur naturally i.n the atmos
phere, but at a slower rate. Because of the corrosive nature of S03 and its potential 
to combine with NH3 to form ammonium sulfates and other potentially condensib1e 
compounds most of the process vendors have improved their catalysts to minimize 
the conversion of so2 to so3. SCR systems which a.re currently in use convert ~rom 
1.5 to 2.5 percent or higher of so2 .to. so3 (1) whe.re.as.. new catalys.ts ...are.develo.!Ped 
and_tested to suppress ~o~v~rs1?n to less than one-half perce~t.of th~ S02 to sp3. (4)
As rn the case of the min1m1 zatrnn of NH3 breakthrough, tne mrn1mtzat1 on of S03
formation is also in the economic interest of uttltt1es, since it would minimizle 

1 

maintenance costs. Consequently, utilities can design SCR systems ustng catalyjsts 
which minimize so3 formation to substantially mittgate any potential adverse 
impacts of SCR on sulfate emissions. 

https://perce~t.of
https://catalys.ts
https://whe.re.as
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Figure 2 

.-.. 
~ 

>, 
u 
<= 
(I) .,.. 
u..... 
~ 

-
~ 

Lu 

<= 
0.,.. 
.µ 
!IS 
u.... 

.,.. ~ 
s.. 
.µ.... 
<= 
(I) 

-
0 

100 .-------------.----------, 

80 

60 

SV = 6000 hr- 1 

Gas Temperature= 360°C 

Inlet N0x Concentration= 
180 ppm 

1.2 

20 

0 
0,8 1.0 

-e 
0. 
0.-
C 
0.... 
.µ 

~ 
.µ 
C 
aJ 
u 
C 
0 u 
R:I 

J 
.... 
C 

.µ 
aJ 
,-
.µ 
::, 

0 

I-
0 .µ 
u 
R:I 
aJ
c:: 

NH3/N0x Mole Ratio (mole/mole) 

NHs/NOx mole ratio versus denitrification efficiency versus 
reactor outlet ammonia concentration for the honeycomb 
catalyst at Taketoyo Power Station, 

Source: Reference l. 



i 

-8-

Comment 6: LADWP has expressed concerns that the use of enough ammonia to eff~ct 
a 90 percent NOx emission removal could result in the formation of ammonium 
sulfate ((NH4)7so4) and ammonium bisulfate (NH4HS04) deposits which could foul1 
the air preheater. Furthermore, LADWP believes that aerosols of these compoun~s 
could cause environmental problems, and their presence in the stack plume may 
cause opacity problems due to the presence of condensed particles. 

Response: The formation of ammonium sulfate and ammonium bisulfate depends upQn 
the concentrations of NH3 and so3 in flue gas and also on the temperature of t~e 
flue gas. Ammonium bisurfate is formed as a result of the reaction between NH,~ 
so3, and water vapor as described in the following reaction: 

NH3 (gas)+ S03 (gas)+ H20 (gas)--► NH4Hso4 (liquid) 

• 
In the presence of excess ammonia, ammonium bi sulfate may further react to form[
al'll11oni um sulfate (solid) as foll 01•1s: 

NH4Hso4 (liquid)+ NH3 (gas)~ (NH4)2so4 (solid) 

The conditions under which these compounds will be formed are shown in Figure 3. 

As can be seen in Figure 3, actions which reduce both NH1 carryover concentra ions 
and SO concentrations (as discussed in the responses to comments 4 and 5) will 
also r~sult in lower temperatures of formation of ammonia-sulfur compounds, an 
thus would be expected to reduce the formation of such compounds. As discusse 
above, these actions, both individually and collectively, are expected to redu e 
potential operating and maintenance costs to the utilities. Therefore, mini
mization of NH3 carryover concentrations and S03 concentrations are available 
mitigation actfons which are expected to be fully implemented by the utilities 
and are in the economic interests of the utilities. 

With regard to potential opacity problem~ of the more than seventy commercial 
installations operating with SCR in Japan (7), the Board is unaware of any
data noting opacity problems on any of these units. Furthermore, opacity (the 
darkness and visibility of stack emissions) is regulated by state law (Health 
and Safety Code Section 41701) and local air pollution control district regu
lations, and any adverse impacts will have to be mitigated by the utilities pu suant 
to these requirements. 

Comment 7: LADWP has expressed concerns that ammonium sulfates formed as a 
result of the SCR process may produce deposits on the air preheater and force 
more frequent washings than would otherwise occur. An air preheater wash will 
create a large volume of waste water for disposal. LADWP estimates that depen ing 
upon the washing period, the additional waste water may range from 300,000 to 
1,000,000 gallons and is concerned about the potential adverse environmental 
impact of disposal of such waste water. (LADWP did not specify whether the 
additional waste water use was projected on an annual basis or for some other 
time period.) 
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Figure 3 
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Response: The LADWP estimate apparently applies to an annua~ ~eneration rate fr 
waste water under the assumption that Jl of its units, compr1s1ng 2593 MW, w?ul 
be required to install SCR units designed for 90 percent NOx removal. The '.,~al 
version of Rules 1135.l and 59.l requires that only l units of LADWP, compr1s1ng 
912 MW, would be required to be retrofit with SCR designed for 80 percent NOx 
removal. Consequently, the actual quantities of additional wast~ water generated 
due to the adopted rules will be significantly less than ~hat est,mat~d by LADWP. 
Furthermore, as explained above, the poten~ial for form~t,?n of ammon1um_c?m~ounds 
can be minimized by techniques which are ,n the economic interest o'. ut1l1t1es 
and which minimize NH breakthrough emissions as well as the conversion of S023to so3. 

In addition, because air preheaters are periodically washed at the present tim 
(without SCR installed), any ad.ditional waste water generated wo~ld be treatedJ· 
and disposed of in a manner similar to that currently used, and ,n accordance ,th 
requirements imposed by the State and Regional Water Quality Control Boards. , 

• 
1 

Accordingly, any potential adverse environmental effects due to additional 
waste water disposal would thus be mitigated in accordance with regulations 
of those agencies having jurisdiction over water quality. 

Comment 8: SCE expressed concerns regarding potential hazards of ammonia stora e, 
handling, and transport and the possibility of accidental releases of ammonia. 
LADWP also expressed concerns regarding storage of ammonia. 

Response: In order to evaluate the potential hazards of ammonia storage, handl 'ng 
and transportation, the ammonia-related hazardous4materials incidents have been 
compared to all the hazardous materials incidents in the U.S. in 1978. In 
addition, the amount of NH 3 required as a result of Rules 1135.l and 59.l is sm 11 
compared with national statistics for ammonia shipments. 

Table l compares ammonia related incidents with all hazardous materials inciden s 
in the U.S. in 1978. As shown in this table, shipment of about 9 million tons 
of ammonia in 1978 resulted in spillage of about 188 tons (0.002%) in 95 incide ts. 
These incidents resulted in 2 deaths, 58 injuries, and $98,000 in damages. By 
comparison, all hazardous materials incidents, totalling 17,750 in 1978 resulte 
in 46 deaths, 1072 injuries, and $16 million in damage. Table l also compares 
ammonia requirements of Rules 1135.l and 59.l with national average shipments ad 
data on incidents. These data suggest a relatively low probability of incidents 
with relatively very low or negligible expected impacts. 

Table 2 shows that the mean mortality index for ammonia is 0.02 as compared to 
the mean mortality index of hydrocarbons which ranges from 0.1-0.6. These data1 
indicate that ammonia, which is commonly used in many household, commercial andl 
industrial cleaning applications and which is used in agriculture in significant 

I 
' 

4. A hazardous materials incident is defined in 49 CFR 171.15 (1977) 
according to criteria established by the U.S. Department of Transportation.
Basically, these criteria include: accidental deaths or injuries, property 
in excess of $50,000, or other specified damages. 
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TABLE l 

ANHYDROUS AMMONIA STATISTICS 

Total amounts of shipments of anhydrous ammonia in the U.S. in 1978 

Total amount spilled of those shipments in the U.S. in 1978 

Statistics of the 17,750 incidents* in 1978 in the U.S. Deaths 
Injuries 
Damages 

-

8. 7 mill ion tons 

188 tons 

46 
1072 

$16 mill ion 

Statistics of the 95 incidents involving anhydrous ammonia in Deaths 
1978 in the U.S. Injuries 

Damages 

Total amount of anhydrous ammonia used by agriculture in the U.S. in 1978 

2 
58 

$98,000 

4.5 million tons 

ITotal amount of anhydrous ammonia required to comply with the Rules 
~ 

~15,000 tons per year 
I 

*An incident is as defined in 49 CFR 171.15 (1977). 

Source: U.S. Department of Transportation, National Fertilizer Association and ARB/SSCD 
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TABLE 2 

ESTIMATE OF MEAN MORTALITY INDEX OF AMMONIA 
AND ITS COMPARISON WITH OTHER GASES 

QUANTITY 
LOCATION DATE AREA[SITE SOURCE OF LEAKAGE METRIC TON NUMBER OF FATALITIES 
Floral , Ark. June 5, 1971 Rural Pipeline 600 tons 0 
Enid, Oklahoma May 7, 1976 Urban Pipeline 500 0 
Conway, Kansas December 6, 1973 Rural Pipeline 277 0 
Landskrona, January 16, 1976 Port Ship-storage 180 2 

Sweden connection 
Blair, Nebraska November 15, 1970 Rural Storage tank 160 0 
Crete, Nebraska February 18, 1969 Urban Rail tanker 90 9 
Belle, West Va. January 21 , 1970 Urban Rail tanker 75 0 
Texas, Tx City September 13, 1975 Urban Pipeline 50 0 
Potschefstroom, July 13, 1973 Urban Storage tank 38 rn+ 

South Africa 
Houston, Texas November 15, 1976 Urban Road tanker 19 6 
Lievin, France August 21, 1968 Urban Road tanker 19 6 

I 
......0 

N 
I 

Mean mortality index= total number fatalities 
total amount lost 

= 41 
2008 

= 0.02 
+Without this incident the mean mortality index= 0.01 
Mean mortality index of chlorine= 0.3 

11 11 11 of flammable gases or vapor = 0. l -0. 6 
11 11 11 of Ammonium Nitrate= 0.1 

Source: A report on Major Hazards by Advisors Committee, Health and Safety
Cornnission, Great Britain, 1979. 

" 
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quantities, is not particularly dangerous when handled with proper caution. 
Accordingly, mitigation measures expected to be taken by utilities to ensure 
minimization of potential hazards due to ammonia spillage, which would consist 
of implementation of standard safe operating practices for potentially hazardou 
materials, are expected to reduce potential hazards to very low or negligible 
levels. 

Comment 9: LADWP, in its written testimony, expressed concerns regarding 
formation of hydrogen cyanide (HCN) by ammonia injection. 

Response: Brown and Sawyer were not able to detect either HCN or other nitro
genous species (other than NOx, NH1 , or N2) in the stack gas from a laboratory 
combustor burning No. l diesel doped with pyridine.. (Quarterly Pr9gress ~eport
for ARB Contract AS-146-31 for l May - l July 1980). ~ased upon m1n1mum aetect 
limits associated with the various analyti cal procedures used, Brown and Saw.ver 

on 

estimated conservative upper limit concentration values of 5 ppm for all 
nitrogenous species (other than NOx, NH3, and N2) and l ppm for HCN in the 
laboratory combustor stack gas. 

These data, taken along with SCE's and ARB's tracer studi~s, whi~§ show that 
emissions from tall stacks are diluted by a factor of 10 to 10 (7),
show that the maximum surface level concentration of all nitrogenous species 
(other than NOx, NH3, and N2) is in the range of 5 to 500 parts per trillion 
and l to 100 parts Qer trillion for HCN, and may be substantially less. 

A threshold limit value (TLV) of 10 parts per million has been designated for 
hydrogen cyanide (HCN), according to Multimedia Environmental Goals for 
Environmental Assessment, Volume 11, MEG Charts and Background Information, 
J.G. Cleland and G.L. Kingsbury, November, 1977; EPA-600/7-77-l36b. The ambient 
level goal recommended in that same work is 24 parts per billion, based on health 
effects. Documentation of the Threshold Limit Values for Substances in Work lace 
Air, (American Conference of Governmental Industrial Hygienists, Third Edition 1971), 
shows that the TLV of 10 parts per million "contains a two-fold margin of safet 
against mild symptoms of HCN response." 

Thus, according to the test data, the highest ambient concentration expected wold 
be a factor of more than 200 below EPA recommended environmental goals for the 
atmosphere. 

Comment 10: SCE expressed concern that the Board's action would exacerbate ozo e 
and oxidant air quality problems in the South Coast Air Basin. 

Response: This concern is dealt with at length in the Board's Findings and 
Basis for decision, which is incorporated by reference herein. 

CERTIFIED: ~ ~ 
Sa11y Rump 
Board Secretary 



References 

l. Dr. Jumpei Ando, NOx Abatement for Stationary Sources in Japan, 
rpt. (Japan: Chou University, August 1979). 

2. Proceedings of the Joint Symposium on Stationary Combustion NOx 
Control, Volume II, Utility Boiler NOx Control by Flue Gas Treatment, 
"Assessment of NOx Flue Gas Treatment Technology" by J. D. Moholey, U.S. EPA, 
IERL-RTP-1084, October 1980. 

3. Sengoku Tadamasa, et al, The Development of a Catalytic NOx 
Reduction System For CO<I f.:..Fi red Steam Generators (J okyo, Japan; Mitsubishi 
Heavy Industries, October 6~9, 1980). 

4. Proceedings of the Joint Symposium on Stationary Combustion NOx 
Control, Volume II, Utility Boiler NOx Control by Flue Gas Treatment, 
"Status of SCR Retrofit at Southern California Edison Huntington Beach 
Generating Station Unit 2", L. Johnson et al; U.S. EPA lERL-RTP-1084 
October 1980. 

5. Solid Waste Management in California: A Status Report, State of 
California, Solid Waste Management Board, February 198Q. 

6. A document from SCE titled "Emission of Vanadium and Organics
from SCE Oil-Fired Generating Stations," November 24, 1980. 

7. The Air Resources Board staff report entitled ''Public Hearing to 
Reconsider Rule 1135.1 of the South Coast Air Quality Management District an~ 

1Rule 59.1 of the Ventura County Air Pollution Control District Controlling
Emissions of Oxides of Nitrogen from Power Plants." (September 1980) 

8. D. R. Swarin, G. D. Drissel. Feasibnity of Retrofitting Catalytic I 

Post Combustion NOx Controls on an 80 MW Coal-Fired Utilit Boiler, rpt. 1 

Denver, Colorado: Stearns-Roger Inc., February 1980. 

9. State of California Air Resources Board Final Report of the Ad Hoci 
Panel on Atmospheric Carcinogens, April 1979. I 

10. Science Applications, Inc., Vol. r., fint1l Report, An inventory of 
Carcinogenic Substances Released lnto the Ambient Air of California,
February 1979. 



Alternatives 

-here are five basic alternatives which the Board could adopt in reconsidering 
SCAQMD Rule 1135.l and VCAPCD Rule 59.l. Following are descriptions and dis
cussions of these alternatives. 

Alternative l: Take no action; that is, the "no project" alternative. This 
alternative would, in effect, reaffirm the versions of SCAQMD Rule 1135.l and 
VCAPCD Rule 59.l, currently stayed, both of which the Board adopted on 
March 27, 1980. This alternative would neither prevent nor mitigate the 
environmental and other concerns raised by the petitioner, SCE, and LADWP, 
the intervenor. It is with regard to the existing versions of these two 
rules that the environmental questions have been raised. 

Alternative 2: Rescind SCAQMD Rule 1135.l and VCAPCD 59.1. Under this 
alternative, further Nox em1ss1on reduct1ons wou. Id no.t be.. req.uired, and power
plants would continue to be subject to the control prescribed by SCAQMD Rule 464 
(125-225 ppm for gas-fired units and 225-325 ppm for oil-fired units) and by a 

A comparable VCAPCD rule. Although this alternative wo.uld .el.imin.ate the concerns w raised by SCE and LADWP, it would forego emission reductions of almost 60 tons 
per day of NOx by 1990. Currently, NOx emissions from stationary sources tn the 
South Coast Air Shed are slightly over 450 tons per day. The nonattainment area 
plans for the South Coast Air Basin and the Ventura County Air Pollution Control 
District rely on these emission reductions to attain and maintain the national · 

1 

amb·i·ent air.. quality standard. s for nitrog_en dioxide and suspended par.ticulate m~tter. 
and, in the case of Ventura, for ozone as well. Also, such reductions in the 
emissions of NOx are necessary if the state ambient air quality standards for 

-itrogen dioxide, suspended particulate matter, and visibility are to be attained 
and maintained. If those standards are not attained and maintained, the adverse 
effects on the public health and welfare that t~e standards are intended to preven~
will not be prevented. i 

Because the federal Clean Air Act and the California Health and Safety Code requir~ 
that the. ambient air quality standards be attained and maintained in order to 
protect public health and welfare, withdrawal of Rules 1135.l and 59.l would 

.equire that new measures be adopted to effect equivalent reductions from other 
sources. That is, NOx control measures would have to be adopted for sources for 
which control methods have not yet been identified, or for which controls cost 
more for each pound of NOx reduction than those required by Rules 1135.l and 59.1. 
Since all of the significant adverse environmental effects expected to result 
from the proposal can be mitigated, the benefit of achieving the 60 tons per day
NOx emission reductions by controlling power plants is preferable to controlling 
other sources at this time because control of other sources may be accompanied
by unknown environmental impacts. 

If other, more costly or unidentified rules were not quickly adopted, this alter
native would be inconsistent with state and federal laws, and would result in 
pollutant concentrations in the South Coast Air Shed which would be detrimental 
to the public health and welfare. This alternative is therefore infeasible, with 
significant adverse impacts on the environment: 

Alternative 3: _._A111e11cl ~u les 11.35. l _ancl 59. l to be l e??_~:!=..r-.1119.e_nt_. Concerns raise 
-by SCE and LADWP (such as increased environmenta'l'"biirdens of heavy metals from 

catalysts and emissions of ammonia) could be partially mitigated by making the 
existing rules less stringent. Although this alternative would still provide 
some cost-effective reductions in emissions of NOx, these emission reductions 
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would be less than the reductions that would result from the current rules. 
a.Therefore, the same problems discussed under Alternative 2 would apply, albeit to 
Wa lesser degree, to this alternative. Overall, the air quality benefit expected

by implementation of the rules would be lost while the adverse impacts of the 
rules would not be commensurably reduced. This is especially true since all such 
impacts can be mitigated without loss of environmental benefits, or have been 
found not to be a problem. 

Alternative 4: Rescind Rules 1135.l and 59.l and restore the South Coast Air 
Quality Management District's original Rule 475.l. This rule required a 90 perce t 
reduction in emissions from every unit, a far more costly alternative since the 
utilities would not have the flexibility of selecting units to be controlled. This 
alternative would undoubtedly be unacceptable to SCE and LADWP because they petitioned 
the Board to set this rule aside in 1978. After hearing testimony on the rule, t~e 
Board found the rule to be inconsistent with Division 26 of the Heal.th and Safety Code 
for several reasons and amended the rule on August 7, 1978. The Board found at tat 
time that the rule imposed an unreasonable financial and engineering burden on th 
affected utilities and did not require best available technological and administr tive 

a practices. Nothing has changed in the interim to affect these findings; as .a 
W result, adoption of this alternative would result in a rule which would be in 

conflict with the Hea1th and Safety Code. Furthermore, this a 1 terna.ti ve would 
exacerbate the environmental concerns raised by the two utilities. While from an 
air quality point of view this rule would achieve greater NOx reductions than the 
proposal, economic impacts of this alternative would render its application infea 

It also should be noted that the Ventura County Air Pollution Control District di not 
~dopt a rule to control NOx emissions from power pla.nts simila.r to Rule 475. l adopted
w,uY the SCAQMD. Therefore, for consistency, the Board would have to consider adop~ing 

a similar rule for the VCAPCD. I 

Alternative 5: Amend Rules 1135. l and 59. l as proposed. 

CONCLUSION

ehe Board finds that Alternative 5 is the most desirable of the alternatives listsd. 

Alternative 5 offers the potential of reducing emissions of NOx in the South 
Coast Air Shed by an amount nearly equivalent to the reductions that would result 
from the current versions of Rules 1135.l and 59.l, while effectively lessening
the significant environmental concerns raised by SCE and LADWP. This conclusion 
is based on the following: 

1. The requirements of the amended Rules are clear, easily understood, and not 
subject to uncertainty. 

2. The amended Rules require the utilities to install controls only on units 
that are certain to be in use as base-load units through 1990, and units 
which will have high capacity factors under 2-!!Y realistic oil and gas
reduction scenario likely to occur. 

3. The emission reductions resulting from implementing the amended Rules are 
needed to attain and maintain the state and national ambient air quality 
standards for nitrogen dioxide and total suspended particulate matter in 
the South Coast Air Basin, and for nftrogen dioxide, total si.ispended particu
late matter, and ozone in the Ventura County Air Pollution Control District. 
These reductions are also needed to attain and maintain the state visibility
standard. 

https://terna.ti
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Compliance with the amended rules can be achieved through installation 
of SCR on a limited number of units. 

In addition, weakening of the rules would only partially mitigate the environmenta1l 
concerns raised, while creating new, more serious concerns (e.g., increases in NOxl 
emissions or NH3). Most of the environmental concerns raised have been determined 
not to pose significant problems. Further, all legitimate concerns can be mitigat d. 
The mitigation measures identified are either within the jurisdiction of other 
agencies, which are currently regulating the subject utilities, or are within the 
direct control of the utilities that raised the concerns. Further, the utilities 
have an economic interest in assuring that the measures are carried out. Finally,
for the reasons identified in items l through 4 above, Alternative 5 will result 
in fewer potential adverse environmental impacts compared to Alternative l, the 
no action alternative. 
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State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Public i-:earing to Reconsider Rule 1135.l of the South Coast Air Quality 
Manager:e:it District and Rule 59.1 of the Ventura County Air Pollution Contra~ 

! 

District Controlling Emissions of Oxides of Nitrogen from Power Plants l 
I 
I 

ft.RB Compliance with the Cal iforn'ia Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 

The following discussion is intended to explain how the ARB assures that any 
possible a~verse environmental effects of its proposed actions will be identffied 
and mitigated. As an environmental protection agency, the ARB is not required 
to prepare an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) on this project, but other w~itten 
docu1"entation prepared by the agency must describe the proposed activity wit~ 
alternatives to the activity and mitigation measures to minimize any signifitant 
adverse environmental impact. Further, regulations adopted by the ARB requite 
that the action wi 11 not be adopted by the Board as proposed if there are ! 

feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures which would substantially
lessen any significant adverse impact of the activity on the environment. A~B 
regulations also require that prior to taking final action, the Board must rfspond 
in writing to significant environmental points raised during the evaluation I 
process. Finally, CEQA requires that the ARB not adopt the activity for whi~h 
significant adverse effects have been identified unless one or more of the 
following findings are made: 

l. That changes have been incorporated into the project which mitigate 
the significant environmental impacts. 

2. That such mitigation measures are within the responsibility and 
jurisdiction of another public agency and have been (or can and 
should be) adopted by such other agency. 

3. Th3t specific economic, social, or other considerations make the 
mitigation measures or alternatives infeasible. 

Consequently, the ARB staff report discusses several possible environmental 
impacts of the proposed rule. Several other concerns were raised during the! 
hearing process. These are identified and discussed in the following sectio~. 
In addition, mitigation measures which could minimize any impacts found to be 
significant are examined, as are alternatives to the proposed action. In th,s 
case, since the proposal is the amendment of certain rules already in existc~ce, 
the "no project'' alternative is for the Board to take no action and to leavel 
the current rules in place. Other alternatives discussed are the repeal of the 
subject rules in their entirety, amending the rules to be less stringent, anf 
restoring the Districts' original Rules. :I 

~ I 
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DEC 2 3 ,1au 
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• The Board, pcior to taking final action, has adopted the attached cesponL 
to significant environmenta·1 issues. Further, in adopting the activity 
itself, the Board, in its resolution, has made findings relating to each 
significant environmental issue raised, either incorporating feasible 
mitigation measures and alternatives into the rules, indicating that 
other agencies are responsible for mitigat'ion of these effects, or 
indicating the factors which prevent the imposition of rnitigation measur~s 
or alterna ti ves. If future experience revea1 s adverse environmental ~ 
impacts not reasonably anticipated, corrective action can he taken by thi 
Air Resources Board or other appropriate agency (e.g., the local air 
pollution control districts v1hich will be implementing any adopted rule) 
to mitigate such effects. · 

i 
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State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Response to Significant Environmental Issues 

Item: Public Hearing to Reconsider Rule 1135.l of the South Coast Air 
Quality Management District and Rule 59.l of the Ventura County 
Air Pollution Control District Controlling Emissions of Oxides 
of Nitrogen from Power Plants 

Public Hearing Dates: November 5, 6, 13, and December 2, 3, 18, 1980 

Response Date: December 18, 1980 

Issuing Authority: Air Resources Board 

Introduction: Southern California Edison (SCE)and the Los Angeles Department 
of Hater and Power (LADWP) have raised several concerns 1-1hi ch they be1 i eve were 
not adequately addressed by the Air Resources Board (ARB) staff in the 
September 1980 report. Since the discussion of many of the issues raised by 
the utilities assumes an understanding of tl1e selective catalytic reduction (SCR) 

1 process, it is appropriate to explain briefly the operation and performance of~ 
the process involved. 

The utilities are bein~ required to reduce NOx emissions on some of their stea,
generating boilers by 80 percent. This requirement will probably be satisfied by

1 

retrofitting utility boilers w'ith the selective catalytic reduction (SCR) system to 
control oxides of nitrogen (NOx) emissions. The technology takes advantage ofithe 
preferential reaction of ammonia (NH3) with NOx rather than with other flue gas 
constituents. Since oxygen (02) enhances the reduction, the reaction can be b~st 
expressed as 

4NH3 + 4NO + o2 ~ 4N2 + 6H2o (1) 

(2) l' 
Equation l represents the predominate reaction since approximately 95 percent 
of the NOx in combustion flue gas is in the form of nitric oxide (NO). Theref re, 
under ideal conditions a stoichiometric amount of NH~ can be used to reduce N~x 
to harmless molecular nitrogen (N2) and 1•1ater vapor (F120). ! 

In practice, an MH3:NQ mole ratio of about 1:1 has tyricall,y reduced NO erriissJons 
by 90 perce·nt l'lith a residual NH3 concentration (also called "arnrnonia breakthr9ugh") 
of less than 10 ppm. (l)* · 

I

The SCR process requires other auxi1iary equipment such as a reactor, a cataly~t. 
ammonia storage facilities and ammonia injection systems. 

The optimum temperature for the NOx reduction reaction without a catalyst is 
about 1aoo°F. However, the catalyst effectively reduces the optimum react1on 
temperature to approxir.iately 600°F to Bso°F. · 

- *See reference list page 14. 
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Catalysts may be made with different chemical compounds; those \·tith vanadium (V) 
compounds were found to promote the reduction of NOx with NH~ and to be unaff~cted 
by the presence of sulfur oxides (SOx), another exhaust gas component which could 

1interfere 1-1ith the desirable reaction. (2) • 

I 

Titanium dioxide (Ti02) was found to be an acceptable carrier, since it is 1 

resistant to attack fr·om S03. (2) Therefore, many SOx resistant catalysts 
are based on Ti02 and vanad1um pentoxide (V2o ).5 
The life of the catalyst depends upon the type of flue gases it is being used I to 
treat. The catalysts to be used on power plants in the South Coast Air Basini should 
last for 2 years or longer. (3) Also, because of oil firing, catalysts will be 
most likely of the parallel flow type. It may have one of many shapes such ai 
parallel plate, parallel tube or honeycomb type. It may be made of ceramic m~terial 
such as Ti02 or metal. 

',

The catalyst may be of homogenous or of coated variety. In essence, the typelof 
the catalyst to be used in the power plant depends upon the user and the proc¢ss 
vendor. Figure l shows as an example of how, typically, a honeycomb type catalyst 
would be pl aced in a reactor. When the catalyst 1 oses its reactivity• it is 
replaced. 

! 

i 

The above explanation briefly summarizes the control methods that ~ill likelyJbe
employea to retrofit the utility boilers to comply with Rules 113~.1 and ~9.1. 
Th2 discussion that fo 11 m~s addresses the concerns raised by SCE and LADWP an 
the Board's response to those concerns. · 

fc.!~:i_-'.ent~: The LAD\}P has expressed concerns that disposal of spent catalyst n 
an environmentally sound manner is an unresolved problem and that because of the 
presence of vanadium in the catalyst, special disposal or reclamation methods will 
be required . 

.B._~2_n_se: The application of selective catalytic reduction to a tot.al of 443~ MW 
of pm·1er plant capacity, as required to fully comply with Rules 1135.1 an1 59)1, 
is expected to result in the use of about 1100 tons of catalyst per year. T~e 
exact type an·d composition of catalyst \~ould depend on the process vendor and !the 
user, but typically a parallel flow, honeycomb type catalyst vtould contain v2o5anrl titanium dioxide (Ti02). i 

1 .. This estimate follows from a total generating capacity 
required to be controlled of 4432 megawatts (MW) and SCE's estima!e 
(4) that control of its units larger than 175 M~l (total of 24 units I 

having 7720 MW) would require 1860 tons per year of catalyst, assuming a N,o 
year catalyst life: 

4432 r•M x 1860 tons of catalyst/yr = 1068, tons catalyst/yr
7720 M\~ 

Based on commercial operating experience to date o~ SCR installations in J~pan 
in which catalyst deterioration has not been significant (3) catalyst 
lifetimes are expected to equal or exceed 2·years with : 
fuel oil firing and 3 years with natural gas firing. Requirements for cat,lyst 
are inversely related to catalyst lifetime, hence a catalyst lifetime of 3 years 
corresponds to a catalyst requirement of about 712 tons per year. 
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C,italyst layer 

£.'<;:u:iple of a fixed bed reactor with honeycomb type catalyst; 
(Ishik:.twaj il:m-Harirna Heavy Industries; sizes arc in r.:.i). 

Source: J. Anc!o. 11Qx Attachment for Stdtionar~, Sources in Japan. 
August 1979. 
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Dep2nding u~on the specific type and material of the catalyst selected, valuatile 
cc,"pon2r,ts nay be recovered for reuse, just as used or "spent" automotive 
exhaust catalysts and refinery process catalysts are normally amenable to recovery 
or reprocessing prior to disposal. To the extent that spent catalyst cannot ~e 
recovered, and constitutes a potentially hazardous waste2, treatment and/or
disposal at a Class I or Class II-1 (hazardous waste) disposal site may be 

1 

requfred. In such a worst case, the increment of potential hazardous 1·1aste i 

generation due to Rules 1135.1 and 59.1 would be about 1100 tons per year, as i 
co~pared with the current rate of generation of hazardous wastes in Californi~ of 
approximately 11,000,000 tons per year (5). Thus, full implementation i 

of Rules 1135.l and 59.1 is not expected to increase the production of potent~ally 
hazardous ,1aste in California by more than about 0.01 percent, even in the wor1st 
case. ! 

i 
I 

Mitigation of the above increments of hazardous waste disposal is accomplished by 
regulation of liquid and solid hazardous waste disposal in California by the ~tate 
Water Resources Control Board (and Regional Boards), the Department of Health i 

Services, and the So1id i~as te Management Board. Through a sys tern of hazardous 
waste generation reporting by the industry, and regulation by the above agendes 
to ensure environmentally sound disposal, the problem of hazardous waste dispdsal 
associated with the Board's action will be mitigated in the same manner as is !the 
disposal of other toxic wastes. i 

I 

Co~ment 2: Southern California Edison has expressed concerns that some of thd 
to:dc r.ietals from catalysts that may be used in the SCR process can be releasd<l 
into the environment. , 

i 

Response: The Board has received no evidence which demonstrates that catalys~s 
which are used in the SCR process, as applied to oil or gas fired units to comply 
with Rules 1135.l and 59.1, would result in significant increases in emissions 
of vanadiu,,1 (V) or other potentially toxic metals from power plants. 

I 
Vanadium is a natural constituent of crude oil and is also contained in signifli-
cant amounts in the (refined) residual oil burned in power plants in the SoutH 
Coast fdr Basin and Ventura County. (6) Thus, at the present time, combustijon 
of fuel oil in the South Coast Air Basin and Ventura County is believed to reQult 
in significant release of vanadium into the environment. Based on data provided 
by SCE (6), and assuming 50 million barrels of oil per year burned in · 
p01.·12r plants (the minimum amount of oil burned by all utilities in an~ recent 
y,0 i!r), var11diu;n emissions are estimated to be about 120 tons per year at the 
present tiG>e, i.e. ~1bse~t further controls. 

2. Deperding upon the specific composition of the catalyst selected, 
"spent" catalyst may or may not be classified as a hazardous waste. 

3. lbs x 15 x 106 lbs V ton 120 tons V50 xy:~:BBLS x 320 
BBL lb fuel oil x 2000 lbs= yr 

If this amount of vanadium is expressed as V205, an oxidized form, the 
amount of V205 is 

120 tons V x 182 tons VzOs = tons v o~iyr.429year 51 tons of V 2 .., 



The flo.:ird is not aware of any other source of vanadium emissions, due to fuel 
burning, SCR, or any other source, 1-ihich is larger than the above current 
en1issions from power plants. Furthermore, the Board is not aware of any data i 
1'lhich sho\'I that the retrofit of SCR to an oil or gas fired power plant would ! 

result in signifisantly increased emissions of vanadium or other components of/ 
the catalyst. To the contrary, available information from Japan indicates good 
catalyst performance over long periods (in excess of 2 years), suggesting thati 
vanadiuf'l, the rrinci!)al active co:-:iponent in the catalvst bed. remains essentiallv 
intact and continues to perform at, or near, full des~gn efficiency. (3) Vana~ium or 
vanadium co:npounds could potentially present risks as toxic compounds at elevated 
levels of hui.1an exposure; ho1·1ever, such compounds have not been identified as high 
priority toxic compounds at the present time, (9, 10) and ev·idence received bv the Board 
does 1:ot support the concern that Rules 1135. l and 59. l would result in sign-if~cant 
environ~ental impacts. If vanadiu1n or vanadium compounds are identified as a i 

significant threat or potential threat to human health or the environment at ~ome 
future time, such compound(s) would be regulated in accordance with the statew,de 
programs to control airborne toxic substances, including existing and future ARB 
and local district programs. 

Comment 3: Southern California Edison has raised concerns that nitrosamines cbn 
be formed as a result of amr;ionia injection in flue gases for Thermal De:mx and 
SCR processes. 

Response: Representatives of SCE testified that with a model system using a I 

propane/air flame, they have found a potential for formation of nitrosanri nes wten 
an;monia is injected in the flue gases. Subsequent testimony by SCE 
indicated that the company's concerns regarding the formation of nitrosamines ,as 
based on injection of amnonia in a propane enriched flame. However, this situation 
would occur only during a boiler upset condition. It is standard operating 
practice at the present time to avoid any such possible upsets in order to ensure 
system safety and reliability. Consequently, since the utility boilers are ca,re
fully operated 1~ith excess air and are not fuel enriched, the hydrocarbon radical 
(essential to the formation of nitrosamines) would be completely oxidized and would 
not be available for the formation of nitrosamines in the presence of ammonia. 
Thus, no nitrosamines are expected to be formed if ammonia is injected in a no,rmal 
operating mode of an electric utility boiler. Mitigation of possible impacts · 
during boiler upset conditions consists of the utilities continuing current 
standard operating practices to avoid unsafe fuel-rich operation of a boiler. 

Co:v:n2nt 4: Ll1DWP has raised concerns regarding ammonia breakthrough to the 
afinosphere as a result of its inj(~ction in the noncatalytic and catalytic 
deNOx methods. 

Rrsponse:. f1s explained in the introduction, ammonia (NH ) is injected in the 
flue g.:t s·es· to reduce NOx emi ss i ans throu\Jh chemi ca1 reacti ans leading to the 
formation of h.:irmless materic1ls. Ideally, a stoichiometric (chemically correct) 
a:nount of NH 3 can be used t? reduce lOO_percent of the NOx to harm!ess mol~cul,ar 
nitrogen and v;ater vapor, 1-nth no ammonia breakthrough. Ho\'/ever, in practice, 
the stoichiometric MH 3:NO mole ratio of l :1, in the presence of a catalyst, \'li,11 
typically reduce NOx emissions by 90 percent with a residual NH 3 coneen tration of 
less than 10 parts per million {ppm). (l) In processes 1-1hich reduce r:ox 1,iith!out 
use of a catalyst, higher NH3:NO mole ratios may be required for less than 90 
percent reduction, resulting in slightly higher residtlal NH3. 
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Thi~ r;:si~,:~l '\i3 _is :01,;:1?n1y knnvm as "Ni_t 3 s:il:°'~ "breakthr?u~h'_', "carryov:r., 
ct 1,,1ec:::.e . ,i11s a,,,n1onia breakthrough 1s mrn1m1zed by opt1m-izrng the des1gn 
and o?eratio11 of the catalytic and noncatalytic deNOx processes, as illustrat d 
by the at t,:.ch2cl Figure 2. The attached figure sho1-;s that an SCR system, when 
operated for 90 percent NOx removal efficiency, is expected to result in NH 
breJkthro~;h in the ra,192 of 5-10 ppm in stack gases. •1owever, SCR systems·3 

lrhich are d2;igned a11d operated for 80 percent NOx removal efficiency are 
expected to result in stack gas concentrations of less than 5 ppm of NH3 carry
over. As discussed in ti12 ARB Staff Report of September 19, 1980 (7), ground level 
::H 3 concentrations at the point of maximum plume impact 1·1ould be expected to 
b::'l/1000 of the stack concentrations, resulting in ground level NH3 concen
frations belcr.-1 natural background levels and filr belo11 the level of any adverse 
l12alth impacts which have been identified. 

1 

I 

Because optimum operation of an SCR system to reduce NH breakthrough would allso 
minimize the consumption of NH 3 and the deposition of N~ 3-based reaction products 
on conponents such as air preh2aters, system desiun and operatfon to minimize INH 
Ccirryover is also in the economic interest of the system owner/operat.)r, as th 

1 

is 3 

would minimize operating and maintenance expenditures. ·rhus, any remaining i~pact 
of iiH 3 breakthrough \-lould be fully mitigated by the utilities by system desig~ 
and operation to minimize tiH3 emissions. 

Cc·..~;,,nt 5: Lf,0\-/P has expressed concerns that SCR systems promote the oxidatiqn 
~f sulfur dioxide (S0 ) to sulfur trioxide (S03 ) and that therefore the total2
sulfate concentration in the flue qas 1·1ould be increased by the orooosed rules:. 
Further~ore, LADWP believes that increased sulfate emissions maj adversely aftiect 
our ability to attain and maintain applicable ambient air quality standards ar1d 
the pub1ic health and 1•1elfare which these standards are des·igned to protect. 

f-_,:'_S.f_()_Q_S_e_: As explained in the introduction, SCR systems are used to facilita~e 
r; □ x enission control. In addition to the two chemical reactions that convert i 

tiO~ to (L2, and lli? (s~e introd~cti?n). a thh·d re?ct~on also occurs, simultaneously. 
This third reacL1on 1s the ox1dat1on of sulfur d1ox1de, a compound produced during 
the co~~usion of any fuel containinq sulfur, to sulfur trioxidP, ~nd can hP 
expressed as follows: 

2 SOz + Oz -➔ 2 S03 (3) 

In the absenu: of an SCR system, this reaction 1•1ill occur naturally in the atmbs
phere, but at a slower rate. Because of the corrosive nature of so3 and its p~tential 
to combine with NH3 to form ammonium sulfates ~nd other potentially condensible 
coi:pounds mast of the process vendors l1ave improved their catalysts to minimizr 
the conversion of S02 t? so3. SCR systems vihich are current1y in use convert lfrom 
l.5 to 2.5 pc::rcent or higher of S02 to so3 (1) wherea.s new catalysts are develp.ped 
anJ_tested to suppress ~o~v~rsi?n to less than one-half perce~t_of th~ SOz to so3. (4) 
P..s rn ~he ~cise of !he mini mna t !on. of NH3 brec1kt~r?u~h, th: min! mi za t10n ?f. S~i3
for~at1on 1s also 1n th2 economic interest of ut1l1t1cs, since 1t would m1n1rn1ie 
rr:d int,:>nance costs. Consequently, utilities can design SCR systems using catalysts 
wl1ich minimize S03 formation to substantially mitigate any potential adverse 
i~pacts of SCR on sulfate emissions. . 
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Figure 2 
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Cccr:ment 6: LADWP has expressed concerns that the use of enough ammonia to ef~ect 
-;tg6-percent N0x emission removal could result in the formation of ammonium I 

A sulfate ((NH
4

)7so
4

) ,ind ammonium bisulfate (NH4Hso4 ) deposits which could fou11 
• the air preheater. Furthermore, LADWP believes that aerosols of these compou~ds 

could cause environmental problems, and their presence in the stack plume maj 
cause opacity problems due to the presence of condensed particles. 

B~~.QQI!_S-~: The formation of ammoni~m sulfate and ammonium bisulfate depends u1pon 
the concentrations of NHJ and S03 in flue gas and al so on the temperature of ,the 
flue gas. Ammonium bisurfate is formed as a result of the reaction bet\'/een r1r3 
so , and water vapor as d2scrihed in the following reaction: ~ 

3 

NH (gas) + S03 (gas) + H2o (gas)--'➔ NH 11S04 (liquid)
3 4 I 

! 

In the presence of excess a;r.moni a, ammonium bi sulfate may further react to foihn 
afTll'lonium sulfate {solid) as folloi-1s: I 

NH HS0 (1 iquid) + 1lH (gas) ~ (NH )2so (sol id)
4 4 3 4 4 

The conditions under 1~hi ch these compounds 1~i 11 be formed are shm•m in Figure J 3. 
i 

As can be seen in Figure 3, actions 11hich reduce both Nl·L~ carryover concentrations 
and S01 conc~ntrations (as discussed in the. responses t? comments 4 and 5) ~,il!l 
a 1 so r~sult in lower tempera tu res of format 1on of arnmom a-sulfur compounds, a$d 
thus would be expected to reduce the formation of such compounds. As discuss$d 
above, these actions, both individually and collectively, are expected to redmce 
potential operating and maintenance costs to the utilities. Therefore, mini-! 
mization of NH 3 carryover concentrations and S03 concentrations are availablei 
mitigation actions vihich are expected to be ful Ty implemented by the util itie~ 
and are in the economic interests of the utilities. I 

With regard to potential opacity problems, of the more than seventy commercial I 

installations operating with SCR in Japan (7). the Board is una11are of any , 
data not"ing opacity problems on any of these units. Furthermore, opacity" (th~ 
darkness and visibility of stack emissions) is regulated by state lm-, (Healthl 
and Safety Code Section 41701) and local air pollution control district regu-! 
lations, and any adverse impacts will have to be mitigated by the utilities pµrsuant 
to these requirements. · 

Comrrent 7: LADWP has expressed concerns that ammonium sulfates formed as a 
re-suTI.-of.the SCR process may produce deposits on the air preheater and forcei 
more frequent washings than \•IOuld otherwise occur. An air preheater wash wilr 
create a large volume of waste water for disposal. LADWP estimates that depe ding 
upon the \•1ashing period, the additional \·1aste water may range from 300,000 to 
1,000,000 gallons and is concerned about the potential adverse environmental 
impact of disposal of such waste water. (LADWP did not specify whether the ; 
additional 1-,aste water use was projected on an annual basis or for some other! 
time period.) i 
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B~~ns_~: The LADWP estimate_apparently app~ies t? an annua~ 9.eneratio~, ratejfor 
v,aste water under the assumption that l!_ of 1ts un·1ts, comprising 2593 1·..-1, W?~ld 
be re~uired to install SCR units designed for 90 percent _NOx remov~l. The '.llflal 
version of Rt1les 1135.l and 59.1 requires that only l units of LAD~P. compr1sjng 
912 M'.~, would be required to be retrofit 1-1ith SCR des~g~ed for 80 percent NOxi 
removal. Consequently, the actual quantities of add1t1onal wast~ water generated 
due to the adopted rules wi 11 be s i gni fi cantly 1ess than !hat est1mat~d by LAr\·IP. 
Furthermore, as explained above, the potential for form~t1?n of ammon1um_c?m~punds 
can be m-inirnized by techniques which are in the econorn1c interest o'. ut1l1t1fS 
and which minimize NH3 breakthrough emissions as well as the conversion of SO~ 
to S03 . 

In addition, because air preheaters are periodically washed at the present ti~e 
(1,Jithout SCR installed), any ~d~itional waste water generated wo~ld be treater . 
and disposed of in a n1anner s1m1lar to that currently used, and 1n accordance1w1th 
requirements imposed by the State and Regional Water Quality Control Boards. 
Accordingly, any potential adverse environmental effects due to additional 
waste water disposal would thus be mitigated in accordance with regulations 
of those agencies having jurisdiction over water quality. 

I 

_Comment 8: SCE expressed concerns regarding potenti a1 hazards of ammonia stol!'age, 
handling, and transport and the possibility of accidental releases of ammonia! 
LADWP also expressed concerns regarding storage of ~mmonia. i 

! 

I

Respgnse: In order to evaluate the potential hazards of ammonia storage, handling 
and transportation, the ammonia-related hazardous 4materials incidents have be~n 
co:;;0ared to all the hazardous materials incidents in the U.S. in 1978. In I 
addition, the amount of NH3 required as a result of Rules 1135. l and 59.1 .is ~mall 
compared with national statistics for anmonia shipments. ! 

Table l compares ammonia related incidents viith all hazardous materials incidJnts 
in tl1e U.S. in 1978. As shown in this table, shipment of about 9 million ton~ 
of arrmonia in 1978 resulted in spillage of about 188 tons (0.002%) in 95 incidents. 
These incidents resulted in 2 deaths, 58 injuries, and $98,000 in damages. B_x 
comparison, all hazardous materials incidents, totalling 17,750 in 1978 resulied 
in 46 deaths, 1072 injuries, and $16 million in damage. Table 1 also compare~ 
ammonia requirements of Rules 1135.1 and 59.1 with national average shipments jand 
data on incidents. These data suggest a relatively low probability of incidents 
with relatively very low or n2gligible expected impacts. ! 

Table 2 shows that the mean mortality index for ammonia is 0.02 as compared td 
the r:1ean mortality index of hydrocarbons 1-1hich ranges from 0.1-0.6. These dat;a 
indiecite that ammonia, 1vhich is commonly used in many household, commercial a~d 
indastrial cleaning applications and which is used in agriculture in signific~nt 

4. A hazardous materials incident is defined in 49 CFR 171.15 (1977) 
according to criteria established by the U.S. Department of Transportation. 
Basically, these criteria include: accidental deaths or injuries, property dabiage 
in excess of $50,000, or other specified damages. 

I 



- -- - -
TABLE l 

ANHYDROt:S ./\MMONIA STATISTICS 

Total amounts of shipments of anhydrous ammonia in the U.S. in 1978 8.7 million tons 

Total amount spilled of those shipments in the U.S. in 1978 188 tons 

Statistics of the 17,750 incidents* in 1978 in the U.S. Deaths 
Injuries
Damages 

-
Statistics of the 95 incidents involving anhydrous am~onia in Deaths 

1978 in the U.S. Injuries
Damages 

Total amount of anhydrous am:r.onia used by agriculture in the U.S. in 1978 

46 
1072 
$16 mi 11 ion 

2 
58 

$98,000 

4.5 million tons 

Total amount of anhydrous armnonia required to comply with the Rules·-~~----
15,000 tons per year 

*An incident is as defined in 49 CFR 171.15 (1977). 

Source: U.S. Department of Transportation, National Fertilizer Association and ARB/SSCD 
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TABLE 2 

ESTIMATE OF MEAN MORTALITY INDEX OF AMMONIA 
AND ITS COMPARISON lflTH OTHER GASES 

LOCATION DATE AREALSITE SOURCE OF LEAKAGE 
QUANTITY 
METRIC TON NUMBER OF FATA.LITIES 

Floral, Ark. June 5, 1971 Rural Pipeline 600 tons 0 
Enid, Oklahoma May 7, 1976 Urban Pipeline 500 0 

Conway, Kansas December 6, 1973 Rural Pipeline 277 0 
Landskrona, 

Sweden 
January 16, 1976 Port Ship-storage 180 

connection 
2 

Blair, Nebraska November 15, 1970 Rural Storage tank 160 0 

Crete, Nebraska February 18, 1969 Urban Rail tanker 90 9 
Belle, West Va. January 21, 1970 Urban Rail tanker 75 0 
Texas, Tx City September 13, 1975 Urban Pipeline 50 0 
Potschefstroom, 

South Africa 
July 13, 1973 Urban Storage tank 38 18+ 

Houston, Texas November 15, 1976 Urban Road t.:tnker 19 6 
Li evi.n, France August 21, 1958 Urban Road tanker 19 

'I 
6 

Mean mortality index= total number fatalities 
total amount lost 

= 41 
2008 

= 0.02 
+Without this incident the mean mortality index= 0.01 
Mean mortality index of chlorine= 0.3 

" 
11 

" of flammable gases or vapor = 0.1 -0.6 
,,_ - - JJ____ - ~•---Qf--Arr:monitmr-!'fitrate--=-o-;-'I- - - - - -

Source: A report on Major Hazards by Advisors Cowmittee, Health and Safety 
Commission, Great Britain, 1979. · 
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c1uantities, is not particularly dangerous when handled with proper caution. 
/1ccordingly, mitigation measures expected to be taken by utilities to ensure , 

A minimiution of potential hazards due to ammonia spillage, 1>1hich would consis~ 
W of implementation of standard safe operating practices for potentially hazard~us 

materials, are expected to reduce potential hazards to very lo~, or negligible i 

levels. ' 

Coili:nen t 9: LADWP, in its writ ten testimony, expressed concerns regarding 
fon::ation of hydrogen cyanide (HCN) by ammonia injection. j 
Response: Brm•m and Sawyer were not able to detect either HCN or other nitro 
genous species (other than N0x, NH1 , or N2) in the stack gas from a laborator 1 

combustor burning No. l diesel dopad with pyridinel (Quarterly Prpgress Repo~t.
for ARB Contract AB-146-31 for l May - l July 1980). Hasea upon m1n1mum aetec~1on 
lkits associated with the various analytical procedures used, Brown and Sawyer 
estimated conservative upper limit concentration values of 5 ppm for all 
nitrogenous species (other than NOx, NH3, and N2) and l ppm for HCN in the 
laboratory combustor stack gas. 

These data, taken along with SCE's and ARB's tracer stud!qs, whi~b show that 
emissions from tall stacks are diluted by a factor of 10 to 10 (7), ;' 
sho~ that the maximum surface level concentration of all nitrogenous species 
(other than N0x, NH , and N2 ) is in the range of 5 to-500 parts per trillion 
and 1 to 100 parts 3Qer trilTfon for HCM, and may be substantially less. 

A threshold limit value (TLV) of 10 parts per million has been designated fori 
hydrogen cyanide (HCN), according to MLJltimedia Environmental Goals for I 

Ir.vironmental Assessment, Volume _11, MEG Charts ari~___!9ckground Information, I 

J.G. Cleland and G.L. Kingsbury, November, 1977; EPA-600/7-77-136b. The ambi¢nt 
level goal recommended in that same work is 24 parts per billion, based on he.1th 
effects. pocumentation of the Threshold Limit Values for Substances in Workplac~ 
Air, (American Conference of Governmental Industrial Hygienists, Third Editior;i 1971), 
shows that the TLV of 10 parts per million "contains a two-fold margin of saf~ty 
against mild symptoms of HCN response." ! 

i 

Thus, according to the test data, the highest ambient concentration expected ~ould 
be a factor of more than 200 below EPA recommended environmental goals for the 
atmosphere. 

'Com~ent 10:· SCE expressed concern that the Board's action would exacerbate o~one 
and oxidant air quality problems in the South Coast Air Basin. 

fesoonse: 'This concern is dealt with at length in the Board's Findings and 
Basis for decision, \~hich is incorporated by reference herein. 

CERTIFIED: A~.L 
Sally Rump 
Coard Sec r.:? t,1 ry 
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Alternatives 

There are five basic alternatives which the Board could adopt in reconsidering 
SCAQ~J Rule 1135.l and VCAPCD Rule 59.l. Following are descriptions and dis-

ecussions of tfi2se alternatives. 

Altern:!t~ve 1: Tale~jlcJ:ion_; th~.!_j__s_,_ the "no project" alternative. This 
alternative 1·10uld, in effect, reaffirm the versions of SCAQMD RufeTT35.l and 
VCA°CD Rule 59.l, currently stayed, both of which the Board adopted on 
March 27, 1980. This alternative would neither prevent nor mitigate the 
environ.nental and other concerns raised by the petitioner, SCE. and LADWP. 
the intervenor. It is with regard to the existing versions of these two 
rules that the environmental questions have been raised. 

Alternative 2: Rescind SCAQMD Rule 1135.l and VCAPCD 59.l. Under this 
alternati·1e, furTh-erlTIJx em1ss1on reductions would not 6e required, and power 
plants would continue to be subject to the control prescribed by SCAQMD Rule 46 
(125-225 ppm for gas-fired units and 225-325 ppm for oil-fired units) and by a 
comparable VCAPCD rule. Although this alternative would eliminate the concerns 
raised by SCE and LADWP, it would forego emission reductions of almost 60 tons 
per day of tlOx by 1990. Currently, NOx emissions from stationary sources in the 

A South Coast Air Shed are slightly over 450 tons per day. The nonattainment arei 
W plans for the South Coast Air Basin and the Ventura County Air Pollution Control 

District rely on these emission reductions to attain and maintain the national i 

c.:r.bient air quality standards for nitrogen dioxide and suspended particulate matter 
and, in the case of Ventura, for ozone as well. Also, such reductions in the , 
e;ilissions of NOx are necessary if the state ambient air quality standards for I 

nitrogen dioxide, suspended particulate matter, and visibility are to be attain¢d 
and r::~intained. If those standards are not attained and maintained, the adverse! 

14lt effects on the public health and 1•1elfare that the standards are intended to prelent 
will not be prevented. 

Rec,~'JSe the federal Clean {\ ir Act and the California Hea1th and Safety Code req ire 
that the ambient air quality standards be attained and maintained ·in order to 
protect public health and welfare. withdrawal of Rules 1135.1 and 59.1 would 
require that new measures be adopted to effect equivalent reductions from other 
sources. That is, NOx control measures would have to be adopted for sources fo 

A1·1hich control methods have not yet been identified, or for which controls cost 
• m')re for each pound of NOx reduction than those required by Rules 1135. 1 and 59 1 • 

Since all of the significant adverse environmental effects expected to result 
fro1n the proposal can be mitigated, the benefit of achieving the 60 tons per day 
NOx e:nission r2ductions by controlling p01•1er plants is preferable to controlling 
other sources at this time because control of other sources may be accompanied l 
by unkr.m-m e·11vironmental impacts. 

If other, more costly or unidentified rules were not quickly adopted, this alte -
r1ative would be inconsistent with state and federal laws, and would result in I 

pollutant concentrations in the South Coast Air Sl1ed which would be detrimental! 
to the public he,;1lth and 11elfare. This alternative is therefore infeasible, with 
sin,nificant adverse impacts on the environment: ! 

• I 

Alternative 3: Amend Rules 1135.1 and 59.l to be less stringent. Concerns raited 
by SCE and L,(O\·/P (such .as- increased·-erivi rorimenta1 burdens-of heavy meta1 s from 

A catalysts and emissions of ammonia) could be partially mitigated by making the 
W existing rules less stringent. Although this alternative would still provide 

some cost-effective reductions in emissions of NOx, these emission redt1ctions 
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I 

would be less than the reductions that would result from the current rules. I 

T~erefore, t~e same problens discussed under Alternative 2 would apply, albeit tb 
I 

a lesser degree, to this alternative. Overall, the air quality benefit expectedi 
A.b:; irnple.".ientation of the rules \'/Ould be lost while the adverse impacts of the 
W,n;les \•10..;ld not be commensurably reduced. This is especially true since all such 

! 

inpacts can be mitigated without loss of environmental benefits, or have been i 
found not to be a problem. 

~lternJtive (: Rescind Rules 1135.1 and 59.l and restore the South Coast Air i 
(!Hht':' i·'.at~ac:e;;:~nt.District's origin~l Rule 475.l. This-rule requ1red ~ 90 percfnt 
reduction 1n em1ss1ons from every unit, a far more costly alternative s1nce the 

1 

utilities would not have the flexibility of selecting units to be controlled. This 
alternative would undoubtedly be unacceptable to SCE and LADWP because they petitioned 
the Board to set this rule aside in 1978. After hearing testimony on the rule. the 
Board found the rule to be inconsistent with Division 26 of the Hea1th and Safety Code 
for sevei·al reasons and amended the rule on August 7, 1978. The Board found at that 
t1~e that the ru1e imposed an unreasonable financial and engineering burden on tfe 
a7fected utilities and dici not require best available technological and administ ative 
practices. t:othing has changed in the interim to affect these findings; as a 
result, adoption of this alternative would result in a rule which would be in 

a:onflict \'1ith the Health and Safety Code. Furthermore, this alternative would 
! 

I 

•xacerbate the environmental concerns raised by the two utilities. While from a~ 
air q1Jality point of vie1~ this rule would achieve greater t:Ox reductions than thli! 
proposal, economic impacts of this alternative \'/Ould render its application infe.sible. 

I 
It also should he noted that the Ventura County Air Pollution Control District did not 
adopt a rule to control NOx emissions from power plants similar to Rule 475.l adbpted 
by the SCAQM □. Therefore, for consistency, the noard would have to consider ado~ting. 

- si;;iilc1r rule for the VCAPCD. ! 

r~lternative 5: PJriend Rules 1135.1 and 59. l as proposed. 

CG:,CLUS ION 

The Board finds that Alternative 5 is the most desirable of the alternatives lis,ed. 
i 

AAlternative 5 offers the potential of reducing emissions of NOx in the South I 

•coast Air Shed by an amount nearly equivalent to the reductions that l·JOuld result 
from the current versions of Rules 1135.l and 59.l, while effectively lessening i 

the significant environmental concerns raised by SCE and LADWP. This conclusion! 
is based on the following: · 

1. The require~ents of the amended Rules are clear, easily understood, and not 
subject to uncertainty. 

2. The amended Rules require the utilities to install controls only en units 
that are certain to be in use as base-load units through 1990, and units 
1·ihich 1,ill have high cr1pacity factors under~ realistic oil and gas 
reduction scenario likely to occur. 

3. The emission reductions resulting from implementing.the amended Rules are 
need2d to attain and maintain the state and national ambient air quality 
standard,; for nitrog':'n dioxide and total suspended particulate matter in 
the South Coast Air Basin, and for nitrogen dioxide, total suspended partic~
late matter, and ozone in the Ventura County Air Pollution Control DistrictJ 
These reductions are also needed to attain and maintain the state visibility
standard. ! 
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Co~pliance with the amended rules can be achieved through installation 
of SCR on a limited number of units. 

In addition, weakening of the rules would only partially mitigate the environme~tal 
concerns raised, l'lhile creating r:e1~. more serious concerns (e.g., ·increases in NiOx 
e1nissions or NH 3). Most of the environmental concerns raised have been determi~ed 
not to pose significant prob'lems. Further, all legitimate concerns can be mitiglated. 
Th~ mitigation measures identified are either within the jurisdiction of other I 

agencies, which are currently regulating the subject utilities, or are within t~e 
direct control of the utilities that raised the concerns. Further, the utilitiels 
have an economic interest in assuring that the measures are carried out. Finall~. 
for the reasons identified in items 1 through 4 above, Alternative 5 will result 

1in fe11er potential adverse environmental impacts compared to Alternative 1, the 
no action alternative. 



St.ateof'Califa~nia 

Memorandum 

Huey D. Johnson Dote , December 23 1980
Secretary 

I 

Subject, Filing of Ntti ce of 
Decision of the Air 
Resources Bard 

From Air Resources Board 

Pursuant to Title 17, Section 60007(b), and in compliance with 
Air Resources Board certification under section 21080.5 of the 
Public Resources Code, the Air Resources Board hereby forwards for 
posting the attached notice of decision and response to environ
mental comments raised during the comment period. 

• ~/,~~
Sally Rump 
BOARD SECRETARY 

attach: Resolution 80-68 

RECEIVED BY 
Office of the Se<'.retary 

DEC 2 3 1~8U 

I 
ResourQts Agency of Colifornioi 



REcavEo BY 
Office of the Sec ,etaryState of California 

AIR RESOURCES BOARDe 
Resolution 80-69 

Reaources Agency of alifornio 
December 18, 1980 

WHEREAS, Health and Safety Code Section 39003 provides that the Air 
Resources Board (the "Board") is the state agency charged 1vith coordinating 
efforts to attain and maintain ambient air quality standards; 

WHEREAS, Health and Safety Code Section 39002 provides that local and 
regional authorities have the primary responsibility for control of air 
pollution from all sources other than vehicular sources, and provides 
further that the Board shall undertake control activities in any area 
wherein it determines that the local or regional authority has failed to 
meet the responsibilities given to it by Division 26 of the Health and 
Safety Code or any other provision of law; 

WHEREAS, Health and Safety Code Section 39500 provides that it is the intenf 
of the Legislature that the Board shall coord.inate, encourage and review th 
efforts of all levels of government as they affect air quality; 

I 

WHEREAS, Health and Safety Code Section 39600 provides that the Board shall 
do such acts as may be necessary for the proper execution of the po11ers and 
duties granted to, and imposed upon, the Board by Division 26 of the 
Health and Safety Code and by any other provision of law; 

HHEREAS, Health and Safety Code Section 39602 designates the Board as the 
air pollution control agency for all purposes set forth in federal law; and 
provides further that the Board is responsible for preparation of the state 
implementation plan required by the Clean Air Act, and to this end sha11 
coordinate the activities of all districts necessary to comply with that Act; 

1·/HEREAS, Health and Safety Code Section 39605 provides that the Board may 
provide any assistance to any district; 

WHEREAS, Hea1th and Safety Code Secti on 40001 pro vi des tha.t the 1ocal 
districts shall adopt and enforce rules and regulations which ~ssure that 
reasonable provision is made to achieve and maintain the state a.mbient air 
quality_ standards and shall also endeavor to achieve and maintain the feder,1 
ambient air quality standards; 

WHEREAS, Section 107(a) of the Clean Air Act provides that it is the 
responsibility of each state to assure air quality 1-iithin the entire 
geographic area of the state; 

WHEREAS, Section llO(a)(l) of the Clean Air Act requires that each state 
adopt a plan which provides for the implementation, maintenance, and enforce
ment of national primary ambient air quality standards within each air 
quality control region of the state; 




